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“Tanabe's agenda was not religious but philosophical in that he tried to
integrate Eastern and Western insights in order to acquire a cross-cultural
philosophical vision for the post-war world community. . . . This book shows
his superior philosophical originality.”

—Joseph Kitagawa, The University of Chicago

Tanabe Hajime, 1885-1962, inherited the Chair of Philosophy at Kyoto University
from Nishida Kitars. The author of many important books and essays, Tanabe lived a
life—as a thinker, teacher, and writer—of the utmost simplicity. This is the first of his
book-length works to be translated into English,
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Foreword

James W. Heisig

High up in the foothills of Mount Asama in Kita-Karuizawa a block of
black marble rests peacefully at the edge of a solitary wood; on it is
inscribed the epitaph My search is for truth, and it alone.’T’ he words sum
up a lifetime of total, nearly fanatical devotion to philosophy that raised
Tanabe Hajime (1885-1962) to the ranks of the most original and in-
fluential thinkers of modern Japan. That they might also mark a mile-
stone on the path from Bast to West, and back again, is the hope in which
this translation is being published.

Despite the numerous delays that this first book-length issue of
Tanabe’s work in English has suffered, it could hardly come at a more
opportune time. For one thing, the impact of the collision of Western
“being’” with oriental “nothingness’” has sent a tremor through received
traditions that seems now to be commanding equal concern on both
sides. For another, the translation of several books of Nishida Kitaro
(1870-1945) over the past two decades and the recent appearance of
Nishitani Keiji’s (1900-) Religion and Nothingness, all of them important
responses to this very challenge, help Tanabe’s own contribution to
emerge in clearer relief to the Western eye than it might have done on its
own. In the estimation of Takeuchi Yoshinori, whose own considerable
writings distill years of discipleship under all three teachers, there is no
better way to survey the state of the question in Japanese philosophy
than to triangulate from the standpoints of Nishida, Tanabe, and
Nishitani.! Nor, I would add, is there any more representative statement
of Tanabe’s position than Philosophy as Metanoetics.
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The epitaph carved on Tanabe’s tombstone was of his own phrasing but
was intended for quite another context. It appears in a late essay on the
problem of death composed for a festschrift to honor Martin Heidegger
on his seventieth birthday. There, no sooner does he express his grati-
tude to Heidegger as a teacher than he immediately takes his distance in
the name of a weightier demand: “Of course, my search is for truth, and
it alone.” When Tanabe’s family and intimates agreed to T'sujimura
Koichi’s choice for the epitaph, they were no doubt thinking of the
nobility of the ideal it expressed. But more, the words must have rever-
berated with their memories of a temperament so thoroughly bent to
philosophy that it could not bring itself to compromise the raw, cold
force of truth for the warmth and comfort of social relationships. Every-
thing I have heard and read about Tanabe portrays him as a man who
never hesitated to rise to the demands of a new idea whatever its source—
be it books or teachers or students or colleagues—and never let go of
what he judged valuable, even when it meant parting company with
those whose influence on him had been most decisive.? To see his grave,
anonymous and undated, one cannot help but think it fitting that the ego
he had slowly sacrificed to the rigors of a most uncommon self-discipline
should now, in death, have been effaced once and for all.

Even accounts written of Tanabe while he was still alive agree that he
was a man of strong and tautly stretched moral fiber, demanding much of
others but always more of himself, never letting up, never pampering
himself, stern and ascetic, even scrupulous in his life-style, a singularly
humorless personality who never smiled in the presence of his students
and commanded an almost terrified respect from them inside and outside
the classroom. Even in the company of colleagues and peers he was not
given to joviality or banter. He always welcomed serious questions, naive
though they might be, but would not put up with clever wordplay,
caricature, sarcasm, or willful abstraction from real problems. Through-
out the thirty years he spent at Kyoto he avoided sightseeing and side
trips, “fleeing the world as if it were a virus.””? Nor did he take up his pen
for light or popular composition; his writings, like his life, were the very
incarnation of the philosophy he practiced. In the words of a senior
colleague, ““this severity may be seen as a hard and self-fortifying armor
of moral Sollen designed to carry Tanabe beyond the sentimentalism to
which his inner warmth of affection might have led him.”’*

The last sixteen years of his life were spent in the relative isolation of
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2 small mountain cottage where he wrote and studied glmo.st. Withgut
i tion. During the summer months he would receive visitors, but
lfzzeffx?;lc?ast half of the year he was virtually cut fo, often sn.owbourii,
with only the postman to negotiate his contact with the 'outsgfie \;&:[)trl < .
Still, a glance through late photograp}.ls of Tanabe show1.rll.g im almoi
in the fields of Kita-Karuizawa, gesturing amlcak?ly, or smiling a'nh most
boyish smile, and a comparison of the tone of his last ess.ays wit ose
written during his time in Kyoto reveals how much hlS’ ,manner Dad
mellowed in his late years— " ‘rounded out and filled up,” as Japa
Woui};a‘;ea?}.ler Tanabe enjoyed extraordinary p.opulz-lrity. The hgll 1tn
which he lectured was regularly filled tg overflowing with both stu eri Ss
and teachers from the department of phﬂosophy ar‘ld other c‘ie,}:)artrleer{SI .
He was engaging but never entertaining. ““Like alion roamm(;g, res}k Zs Ci
about in its cage,”” one of his former students recal%s, he woul sdta .thaut
and forth across the front of the lecture hall speakmg freely an wi c; o
notes, but in a way that showed meticulous pre‘paratlon and 1mp;cc}aleld
organization of ideas. So seriously did he take hls.lectures,. gormathy o
twice a week, that he had the custom of refusing all visitors the day
5
befo(ger.le of the most attractive aspects of Tanabe’s phil(?sophical tegch—
ing and, if I am rightly informed, the one that (faused him most pain t(;
the end of his life, was his keen social CODSCIOLISII(.?,SS. Th? ]eg)atnest
army’s overrunning of Manchuria in 1931 affected him ke}er{i1 v, Ju ai:l?s
nearly so much as the alliance with Germany and Italy thatle tp ap :
involvement in the Second World War. Outraged by the 1rratzionh
tendencies of the state at the time, he is sgid often‘tolhave compa;:z t Ie;
plight of intellectuals with the persecx.mon of (raliﬂc?o by th; omaa
church. The occasion on which the wife of th(? mmlster of nance(,11
schoolmate of Tanabe’s wife, came to pay 2 VlSlt‘ only .to be 'roun v
shouted out of the house is only one illustration of his passionate mvollx'fe—
ment with political issues. Like Plato, who helpiesslyc:oeheld the de':lc ine
of Athens, Tanabe knew the painful dilemma of the “unhappy phl.oséo(—
pher,” unable either to leave his country or to b‘elong fully t'o 1;, ;
dilemma eloquently spelled out in the Preface with which this boo
Operé?f itself, the bare skeleton of Tanabe’s phﬂ(?sophical career mx.ght
well give the impression of an invetera‘ge skeptic Who sp<'int1 his .tt1.me
pulling up stakes and breaking camp w1th'one phll?SOphlca posi ?og
after another and was never able to bring his own thinking to any kin
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of final synthesis. Such an impression is likely to be confirmed by the
present book, which faces tradition from a position of “neither/nor,”
argues for the ultimate futility of all philosophy, and proposes instead a
“philosophy that is not a philosophy.” Such impressions work injustice
to Tanabe’s total effort. The itinerary of Tanabe’s ideas is not a tale of
ressentiment born of difficulties with systematic philosophy but of an
alert sensitivity to the failure of ideas to match the actuality of his
experience. Indeed, I have the impression that there has been no philos-

opher in Japan before or since who has been so concerned with con-

structive and systematic presentation as Tanabe. But with the sources for

an adequate assessment of Tanabe’s philosophy locked away in fifteen
heavy volumes of Collected Works published in Japanese (to give an idea
of just how heavy, the work translated here takes up one half of one of the
volumes), and very little else in Western languages to rely on,” it is
necessary to give some fuller shape to the story of his thought, if only to

disarm the reader of misconceptions to which Philosophy as Metanoetics
might lead.

11

Draw the lines between the stages of development of Tanabe’s philos-
ophy as one will, there is no telling the story without constant reference
to his clashes of mind with those whose influence on him was strongest.
While he cannot be said always to have represented his adversaries fairly
or to have understood them as they wished to be understood, the best
measure of the seriousness with which Tanabe faced any philosophical
position seems to be the degree of turmoil and counterposition it spurred
him to in his own thinking.?

Tanabe’s philosophical career began in 1913, when he took up the
post of lecturer in the T'Choku Imperial University’s Department of
Natural Sciences. Within two years he had published a book of reflections
on science which marks the first important watershed for the philosophy
of science in Japan. This was followed by a series of articles writren one
after the other in quick succession, and a second book on scientific logic.
Given these pioneering efforts, the preoccupation of Japanese philos-
ophers after the First World War with neo-Kantian thought, and the
encouragement given by the government for study abroad, it was only
natural that Tanabe should have been drawn to the work of Cohen and
Natorp (rather than to Rickert, Windelband, and the Heidelberg
School) and felt it his special calling to travel to Marburg in order to
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learn for himself at first hand. Once returned, he might nét only -mal];e
their thought better known but also pursue a cr1t1qu§ of his own in t ‘e
light of the other interests he was cultivating at the time: the r.eciéatlor;
of Kantian transcendentalism through phenomenokl)ogir, th; vita EH;(;
i ience and absolute {ree W -
Bergson, and the notions of pure exper - & . :
culfting in Japan through the writings of a brﬂhgnt young phﬂos’opcl;er 1;11
Kyoto named Nishida Kitard. In 1918 Cohen died, and Tanabe’s drea
vaporated. . o
) pFOrmnately, he had already attracted the attention gf N1sh1daii who
recognized his talents and helped him secure a postas assistant pdro gssor
ted above,
i ity’s Faculty of Arts and Letters. As no
at Kyoto University’s Facu ts and e
ili ith Nishida’s thought, and n
Tanabe was already familiar wit lish . .
been one of the first 1o recognize the significance Qf his s?ruggljes with t;e
Marburg School and the epistemological limitations of Kant’s th;);lg d
(Most of this was worked out by Nishida piec§meal betweep 1f) \ a}: !
1917 in a self-tortured, drawn-out experiment. with neo~Kantlamsmft h?s
nail by nail sealed the coffin on his own interests andb;c'hgsz 0 e
i jani The results were later publishea un
successors in neo-Kantianism. ore. >
the title Intuition and Reflection in Self-Consciousness.) Even were 1 tot
go abroad,” Tanabe is said to have remarked to one of his colleagues a
i « her than Nishida.”®
time, ““I could not find a better teac -
e Whijle Tanabe was in Kyoto, his dream of study abroad came to life
again through Nishida’s encouragement, and in 1922 hif 1}:& ffortEu;;)};z
i Ministry of Education. 1he nrst y&
with a grant from the Japanese istr .
spent in Berlin studying under Alois Riehl, who urged him to go nex:;_ g(;
Heidelberg and cast his lot in with Rickert. Tanabe would have non o
it. and moved instead to Freiburg to study with Hgsserl and gur%uea e
fa)scination with phenomenology. During this pe§9dhh§ ?vas g?g;t:phy
’ 11 gathering on Nishtda's pht .
Husserl’s home to address a small g lishida s
The impression he left, reports of which reached Nishl.dd directly fr&mi
German philosopher who had been present, was %11ghly fayorab €.
Husserl seems even to have nurtured the hope that 'T anabe might bring
phenomenology to the Orient, much as Heidegger was ?xpected t; ca;ry
on the tradition in Germany. As things turned out, '1 ana‘fe s: : lffn :é‘
v i i ‘ ise of the movement,
ideas. Disenchanted with the pror@se . (
instead to the ideas of the young Heidegger, wbo had bef[e;x tu;i;ntgolﬁkrz
i 1 i . Through this contact he ¢
rivately in German philosophy : ! :
grandicse idea of working out a systematic phﬂgsophy that WOUI(; brlrali
together a “philosophy of life” and a “philosophy of the hum

sciences.”
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In 1924 he returned to Kyoto, his head buzzing with new ideas burt
almost no forethought of the new obligations that would await him as a
favored young disciple of Nishida who had studied under Husserl.
Before he could begin work on his own projects, he found himself
thrown back into the grip of Kant. The initial impulse came from what
he was later to refer to as “the fateful external circumstances’ of the
celebration of the two hundredth anniversary of Kant’s birth, for which
he was asked to deliver a memorial lecture. His preparations drove him
deep into an investigation of Kant’s teleology and surfaced in an attempt
to carry critical philosophy through to its ultimate conclusions: to
answer the demand for a metaphysics without falling into either the
dogmatism of Gerrnan idealism or the epistemological muddle of neo-
Kantianism. Even though the results of his work on Kant were much
acclaimed, and helped him to see how the Kantian teleology leads in the
end to a religious standpoint, this seems to have been an academically
difficult time for Tanabe, unsettling in the extreme. Luckily, it was not
long before he had shaken free and was on his feet again, thanks to his
rediscovery of Hegel. At first his aim was simply to right what he saw as a
lack of dialectic in his own thought, but soon he found himself faced with
major confrontations on three fronts at the same time—with Hegel, with
Marx, and with Nishida.

Tanabe began his long engagement with Hegel by way of Fichte and
Schelling, on whose thought he lectured for two years, followed by two
years on Hegel’s Encyclopedia and then thirteen years on the Phenome-
nology. These efforts led him not only to appreciate the genius of the
Hegelian dialectic but to see how, when carried out absolutely, it led to
what he called a standpoint of “absolute mediation.” Meanwhile, the
social philosophies of such thinkers as Miki Kiyoshi (1897-1945), whose
company he had shared in Freiburg, and Tosaka Jun (1900-1945) forced
him to recognize the seriousness of the challenge that Marxist thought
posed to the intellectual community in Japan. A keen sensitivity to the
historicity of the philosophical task and the moral dimension this entails
had always been present just under the surface of Tanabe’s thought, but
now broke out with full force and resulted in what many still consider his
most original contribution to philosophy: the “logic of species.” Finally,
these two complementary ideas—the formal dialectic of absolute medi-
ation and the concrete reality of species—prompted a growing critical
posture to two similarly complementary ideas that Nishida was working
on: the “logic of locus (topos)”’ and ““active intuition.”

The consequences of Tanabe’s confrontation with Nishida, which

FOREWORD %1l
may be dated formally from a 19320 ess‘ay fitted .ou‘f wffh the reverently
ambiguous title “Looking to the Teachings of Nishida” and .w?s.to carrz
on even after Nishida’s death in 1945, were une.xpﬁzctedly lel?lVg.f]ulf‘;n
two vears before, it should be remembered, Nishida had ge.tlre;r r;)be
Kyoto University, leaving Tanabe to as§ume Fhe vacant chair. a.n
rose to the challenge with great outward intensity and even greater mneff
rurmoil. Students noticed a nervous edge t'o th.e usgal earnestn.es.,; 1o
his lectures; the scattered streaks of gray in his hair spread V1§1 hy.
Patching together scattered and parentheu.cal remembragces 0 ’ thii
period, I conclude thatit was farless tbe prestige of the appomtml\eﬁth t da
weighed heavily on him than the lingering pre§ence of th% absent ;s 1;.
What began as no more than a slight crea.se in Tanabe ’s esteem for his
mentor ended up as a yawning chasm of discord t‘hat neither was abi; to
bridge. They grew further and further apart until they could not 5;1 e’r
one another’s company and in fact c01.11d harc?ly read one anot 9;‘ 8
writings without misunderstanding.** Itisno af:cndent, for exaf‘npl‘e,h t dat
Philosophy of Metanoetics does not once mention the name of Nis 11 a},
even though various aspects of Nishida’s thought Co'me up for explicit
criticism; nor that Nishida’s last essay, “The Logic of 'Locus and a
Religious Worldview,” completed in the same ‘year, submits Tanabed t(c;
criticism in no less anonymous a manner. This is not to say that they di
not continue to learn from their differences, and even to sharpen or alFer
their views, but only that their personal relations had soured to the point
that those who counted them both as their teachers were he}ples.s to do
more than look sadly on as their sympathies for each other deteriorated
further.
furtil\etrtiziame time, there is no denying that this daring d.eparn'lre from
his teacher set Tanabe off in the direction of his mc?st cre;.m\./e p’h1losoph~
ical years and opened a way for others to appropriate lehlda s th.ought
more critically. Had there been no such head-on clash with Nishida by
someone of his own intellectual stature, it is arguable that there would be
no Kyoto School as it is known today, and litﬂ.e .1f arlycf:oxiita(.:t betvyeen
Nishida’s thought and the West, but only a tradition of “Nishida Phﬂos—
ophy’’ scattered throughout Japan. In this sense, Tanabe may rightly
be reckoned the founder of the Kyoto School.‘12 '

In any event, it was against the backdrop of these 'Co.nfr(?ntam(.)ns that
Tanabe turned his attention to the philosophy of religion in thlosophy
as Metanoetics, a book that set him squarely on the existentialist stand-
point he was to uphold for the rest of his life. The argument of the book
moves elliptically around a confrontation with Shinran (1173-1262),
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founder of the True Pure Land sect of Buddhism, on the one hand, and a
series of confrontations with Western thinkers—Eckhart, Kant, Schel-
ling, Hegel, Pascal, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Heidegger—on the
other. Tanabe hoped to locate an Archimedean point outside of the
world of philosophical tradition from which to dislodge that world and
set it spinning in a new orbit. Proclaiming it the standpoint of one “‘sinful
and ignorant’ yet trusting in Other-power, he set about a religiously
motivated “‘non-philosophy” that would undermine the claims of the
“saints and sages” based on self-power. The inconsistency entailed by
the claim to abandon philosophy by means of purely philosophical
arguments, all of which are intended for public scrutiny and critique,
was not lost on Tanabe’s disciples.® But neither was the sense that only
a convinced sage can make the kind of transition from knowing to
unknowing that he was trying to elaborate in the “philosophical religion”
of a metanoetics.*

T'o be sure, it is the great and ineluctable paradox of the book that
only reason can ultimately persuade reason of its own debilities. At the
same time, the sense of finitude that Tanabe was attempting to convey is
qualitatively different from what we find in Nishida and Nishitani.
Theirs is a position closer to Heidegger in the sense that its primary focus
is the existential condition of being human. Tanabe ventured to take the
further step of grounding the critique of reason in a recovery of basic
sincerity that can come only from shifting the focus to one’s own indi-
vidual experience of existential limits. To miss this shift of focus is to
deprive the book of its greatest originality.

After Philosophy as Metanoetics Tanabe returned to many of the
concerns, if not the language, of his “logic of species” in the attempt to
fill out his philosophy of religion. Given the experience of the war itself,
and the harsh measures that had been taken during the time immediately
following the war against a number of key figures in Kyoto University’s
Department of Philosophy for their supposed complicity in bolstering
the myth of nationalism, Tanabe let his past political philosophy lie
where he had left it—at the idea of a social democracy that would
preserve the best of communism and democracy—and turned his gaze to
wider horizons. Against all the culture-worshiping voices of intellectuals
raised to invigorate the national spirit for the restoration of Japan, he
insisted that it was necessary that Japan commit itself positively to a
sociohistorical praxis based on love—an idea that began in the form of
“nothingness—qua~love” and evolved to a triunity of God—qua—love,
love of God, and love of neighbor—and aimed at world peace.5
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At the same time, he returned to his interest in science, carrying on
what Takeuchi has described as his lifelong “guerrilla Warfare” against
the inflated claims of natural science. The progress gained through an
accumulation of knowledge, he saw, was ultimately ng more that‘x the
working out of the innate methodological fragmentariness of science
itself, which impeded a true synthesis of knowledge, anfi suggested that
the contradictions the new physics was uncovering at its own founc.ia’-’
tions should be read as existential koan.'® In this way, the “‘metanoetic
spirit of his later writings is apparent in his attempt to .de.ﬁne the goal of
philosophy as to insert itself into both science and religion, so that the
two might unite and cooperate in promoting love and peaceful collabo-
ration among the peoples of the earth.

In 1951 Tanabe’s wife of thirty-five years died after a protracte'd
illness, leading him to what was to be the final great c'onfr.ontation of his
life: the encounter with death itself. In memory of his wife, wk}ose long
devotion to him and whose exemplary attitude to her approaching death
seemed to embody the philosophy he had been writing about so as-
siduously for so many years, he composed a short waka, F)r Japanese
poem. Rendered literally and without meter it reads: “My Wlfﬁ? W‘hO gavi
her life on my behalf and died has been reborn and hv.es w1th1'n me.
This intensely personal experience of the transformation of hfg 1r'1to
death and death into life attracted Tanabe’s attention to the Ch_rlsman

symbol of the communio sanctorum, and wiped away the last vestiges of
vitalism from his dialectic of absolute mediation to make room for a new
dialectics of death that was central to the writings of his last decade.*®

111

As with any abridgment of ideas woven tightly together OYer the Cou?‘se
of a lifetime, it is impossible to pull out the main threads without getting
tangled up along the way. In the case of Tanabe, the stubbo'rnest snarls
are those that gather at his notions of the logic of species and the
dialectics of absolute mediation. Because of the importance of these
notions for understanding the transformation his thought went throug}'x
in Philosophy as Metanoetics, it is worth trying to clarify our account a bit
at these points. .

The term ‘logic” in “‘logic of species,” as also in the case of
Nishida’s “logic of locus,” does not refer in the first plac.e to a formal
metalanguage vielding inference and prooforto a gertfer.ahzed theory of
semantics, but simply to a cluster of principles or linguistic recommenda-
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tions for carrying on theoretically. The Japanese word, however, slides
back and forth between these two senses rather more easily than Western
philosophical terminology, allowing Tanabe to develop a rational theory
about the workings of irrationality in history (which is what the logic of
species is ultimately all about) with an occasional sideswipe at the stric-
tures of formal logic, particularly its principle of self-contradiction, but
not obliging him to a thorough review of the formalities of traditional
logic.

In contrast then with traditional logic, which places the category of
species below genus and above individual, and seems to deny it anything
but an ancillary role in order to account for the varieties of particulars
belonging to the same universal class, Tanabe proposed that species be
understood as the substratum of human Existenz itself, the ground of the
“will to life.”” His aim was to replace the series of negations he saw
worked out in Hegel, in which the individual is made to pass through the
specificity of history to a transcendent universal, with a positive affirma-
tion of the permanent role of species. In other words, to account for the
basic structure of consciousness, it does not suffice to state that we are
born as individuals into the human race, and then turn to a phenome-
nology of our generic humanity; nor is it enough simply to carry on a
phenomenology of the processes operative in the individualizing of
transcendental or generalized values in specific historical societies (after
the manner, say, of Rickert’s Kulturwissenschaft or Dilthey’s Geisteswis-
senschaft). The concrete specificity of a tribe or people or nation is more
than a theoretical filter after the manner of what the young Hegel called a
“national imagination.” It is the most immediate ground of human
being, an immediate, formal disposition not existing itself but forming a
concrete substrate in terms of which the individual formally actualizes
its genus in history.

Where Hegel and Marx seek to locate rationality in a generic sub-
stratum of spirit or matter working itself out in history, Tanabe’s species
begins from a radical irrationality of pure desire for life at the core of
human consciousness, a desire defined by social conditions. Although
attracted to Schelling’s idea of an irrational, unconscious impulse to will
outlined in Philosophical Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedom,
Tanabe wanted to define species as a kind of social archetype that is more
clearly visible in the uniting symbols of a society, such as the totemic
imagery that he found treated in the works of Lévy-Bruhl, than in any
purely individual expression.

It is not hard to see how, on this basis, Tanabe should come to see a
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positive significance in acknowledging the emperor of Japan as a symbol
of the sacredness of the nation. But neither is it hard to see how such
statements might be misinterpreted, as in fact they were both by
nationalist-minded intellectuals before and during the Great War and by
critics of nationalism after it. No fair account of Tanabe’s logic of species
can fail to see, however, that its goal was a ‘“‘theory of national existence”
that would serve as a direct critique of the blind nationalism he saw
inspiring Japan’s engagements in Asia and fascism in Europe. Taking
the distinction between ‘“‘open’” and “closed” societies from Bergson’s
Two Sources of Morality and Religion, he strove to show how a society
based on a “closing of species” subjugates a particular race or people to
the irrationality of its particularity, cutting it off from aﬂinitie'svvx./ith
generic humanity or blurring the distinction idealistically (his criticism
of Hegel’s genus-nation and Kant’s “world citizen”), and hovs./ qnly an
“opening of species’” to genus through the dialectical m».edlatlon of
rationality has any hope of promoting freedom in history. It is therefore
altogether wrongheaded to suppose, as Some Japanese historian.s wer'e to
do from post-War bandwagons, that Tanabe had composed his .thlc?&
ophy as Metanoetics in order to dissociate himself from nationalist
views he had once espoused. Not only did he never hold such views, but
the lectures on which the work were based were delivered during the
war.

The second nodal idea, the ‘“‘dialectics of absolute mediation,” rep-
resents the formal lining to the material logic of species. For Tanabe,
the concrete individual of history, while grounded in the contingent
definition of its locus as a being in the world (“species”), is also the
subject of freedom and spontaneity. The unity of these two dimensions
is worked out as a dialectic of what he calls “determination-qua-reverse
determination,”” and it is this dialectic in turn that defines the nature of
human rationality. In other words, the fullness of reason demands not
only that the individual exert its freedom from its contingency but also
that it make itself free for that contingency, and this can be accomplished
only through an absolute negation of reason. In mediating the “W.iﬂ to
life” of its specific contingency, the individual exercises the “will to
power” of its particular freedom, and vice versa.

What distinguishes this from Hegel seems at first to be no more than
a procedural device: Tanabe begins at the moral standpoint that Hegel
only arrives at three-quarters of the way through the Phenomenology,
namely with the conviction that dialectical mediation must never be
viewed contemplatively as a static unity between every 1 and Thou but
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always and primarily as an ongoing process, full of struggle and con-
frontation, between species and individual within which the I-Thou
dialectic takes its meaning. This shift from a generative account of the
emergence of the individual to a concrete, existential account served two
additional purposes, however. First, it established the role of the logic of
species as a hermeneutic device for reading philosophical texts. Second,
it set up a direct, and we can only say in hindsight greatly exaggerated,
opposition between his “dialectics of absolute mediation” and Nishida’s
“self-identity of absolute contradictories.” That Tanabe, wrongly I think,
traced the philosophical pedigree of Nishida’s position to the emana-
tional logic of Plotinus and the Neoplatonists need not detain us here.

More important is the fact that this confrontation further stabilized his
commitment to a radically historical I, the subject of rationality, engaged
in a permanent mutual mediation with its species, the realm of the

irrational in history. Whatever harmony may be achieved between indiv-

iduals, this fact plants a fundamental irrationality and “egoity” at the

core of the I which sooner or later will pull on rationality until it is torn

out by the roots. This radical negation was the beginning of the conver-

sion that Tanabe called metanoesis.*

The key problem here was to ground the conflict and mutual medi-
ation of specificity and individuality. Tanabe’s commitment to rational-
ism would not allow him to find such a ground in an absolute irration-
ality, since that would effectively sterilize the position of the individual
subject and disallow its freedom. But neither could he find it in the
absolute rationality of the free subject, since that would effectively
dehistoricize the individual. He therefore came to speak of a principle of
self-alienation at the core of everything that is. Formally put, this means
that the absoluteness of absolute mediation stems from the fact that the
mediation between individual and species in human life is itself
mediated by the general impossibility of unmediated existence. It is not
just that the two dimensions are engaged dialectically with each other as
4 result of the free choice of the subject, but that neither can be what it is
except in terms of an essential internal contradiction: to be what it 4s, it
must appropriate to itself the other, which it is not. There is no species
without individual, no individual without species—in short, nothing
unmediated in the human world, and therefore no actual achievable
unity of opposites. It is not only the individual but also species that
suffers the self-alienation of a desire for unmediated existence frustrated
by the concrete demands of mediation.

Apart from the role accorded species, which was pointed out earlier,
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the logical scheme of what Tanabe is doing again looks like vintage
Hegel. And indeed it would be, but for the fact that Tapabe had already
shifted the accent of absoluteness from the realm of being gnd’reasonw——
and therefore also from a personalized and anthropomorphic v%ew o_f the
world—to the realm of nothingness. The consequences of this §h1ft of
the concrete universal from absolute being to absolute no.thmgness
unfolded gradually in Tanabe’s thought until h@ was ab'le to c"hsplay the
full compass of his dialectic of absolute nothingness i Pﬁzlosopﬁy as
Metanoetics. 10 appreciate that what is taking place here 1s not ).u.st a
crude distortion of Hegel’s thought to an Fastern eye but an original
cereading of its religious dimension, it is neces§ary to speak briefly to the
question of what Tanabe understood by nothmgnchS. -

The infrastructure Tanabe has in common with Nishida. Both'ap~
proached Western philosophy from 2 basic stance of. absolute not.hmg—
ness. That this happens to be a prejudice of Eastern mtellec‘tual history
should trouble us no more than the fact that philosopby itself began
under the Western prejudice of the supremacy of being. (I assume
“prejudice” here to carry the fuller meaning that Gadamer hasj restored
to it.) This absolute nothingness is not some cold and calculating meta-
physical negation of everything thatis or might be, but ﬁrs.t e.md forem.ost.
«yn awakening to the drive to know the truth about what 1118 10 be ghve,
it is the very stuff of human Existenz.”” Inother words, the stanc}pomt of
nothingness does not begin from reflection on the world .of ob)ect.s but
from reflection of the self upon itself; and it finds its moor'mg.s not in the
everyday external realities of perception but in the.reahzatlon the}t all
things functioning in existence are “shadows emptying the‘ self of‘ltself
and projecting it back into itself.”’ 2% Where Wes.tern philosophies of
being begin from an ontological reflection on science a‘md myt‘h, Fhe
standpoint of nothingness rests on a primarily psycholog1cal realization
of the world akin to religious experience. . . ‘

Just how that “realization” (oOr self—consciogsness) is conceived in
practice 18 no less open to a variety of Vie\?vpomts thar} West.em on-
tologies. In fact, Tanabe’s break with Nishida bega'm with i dlsz.igree—
ment over the latter’s «“grandpoint of absolute nothingness, which h.e
considered so bound up with the self-consciousness of ?1 realm of uni-
versal ideas that he even revolted for a time against using the term at
all. In the end, the common bond proved too strong and fundamental to
be sacrificed so simply, and Tanabe returned to the I‘lOth.n of absolute
nothingness in Philosophy as Metanoetics, where 1t 18 said to become
manifest in the absolute mediation of absolute Other-power to the

|
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subject of metanoesis. (This Other-power has the curious logical quality
of having been deduced a posteriori from the personal experience of a
transcendent force, and at the same time of having been postulated a
priori after the manner of the Hegelian Absolute Spirit.) Thus while
Nishida took absolute nothingness as the transcendent ground of all real-
ity, toward which the self that has let go of the subject-object dichotomy
breaks through to face reality as it is, Tanabe ultimately came to under-
stand it as the ground of a transcendent force that breaks in upon the self
from without. For Nishida, the quality of “religious experience” as-
sociated with absolute nothingness is reviewed by the self-conscious
subject philosophically and at a remove from historical conditions; for
Tanabe, this very review itself belongs to history and therefore demands
an absolute ‘“disruption” of the conscious subject and an absolute
“crisis” in reason.

This two-dimensional understanding of absolute nothingness,
namely in its logical and its experiential functions, affected T’ anabe’s
dialectic of absolute mediation in three ways. First, it carried the
Hegelian dialectic of the Phenomenology to what he saw as its inevitable
conclusion (close to what Hegel himself did in the Encyclopedia,
though Tanabe does not acknowledge this): the outright rejection of an
abstract and nonmediated absolute, antecedent to and transcendent to
the relative beings that make up history.?? Second, under the rubrics of
the Shin Buddhist notions of gensé and s it raised absolute mediation to
the status of religious experience, not only at the level of the experience of
the transcendent but also at the level of the return to care for one’s fellow
living beings. And third, under the influence of Kierkegaard, it shifted
the ideal of the I-Thou relationship from Hegel’s unity of the self with
the other through self-negation to a “nothingness-gua-love” that lets go
of self-power altogether, and thus elevated the I-Thou relationship to
the same level as the individual-species relationship, if not actually above
it. In each case, the dialectics of absolute mediation that was forged to
undergird the logic of species ended up transfiguring it.

v

The logic of species that governs the “will to life”” of historicity, and the
dialectic of absolute mediation that governs the “will to power” of the
individual, are brought to term in what may be called a “logic of
envelopment” 23 that characterizes the “will to salvation” at the level of
genus. The working out of this final step is the philosophy of religion that
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Tanabe began with Philosophy as Metanoetics and enhanced during the
years of his retreat to Kita-Karuizawa. o

At the start of his confrontation with Nishida in 1930, Tanabe
accused his teacher of a mystical erasure of the distinction between
philosophy and religion by stressing the “‘gelf-consciousness of abso-
lute nothingness.” Not only did Tanabe later return to usec that term
himself, as already noted, but he did so in a way that threatened ‘d”.le
distinction far more than Nishida had ever done.?* How this works out 1n
practice will be clear enough from the text of the translation Fhat follows.
While this is a trait that, to one degree or another, all the thinkers of t'he
Kyoto School have in common,?® we need not trouble 0urselv§s \Ylth
those differences here. Itis enough if we can lay a finger on.the grmcxpal
peculiarities of the way Tanabe brought “religion” into his philosoph-
jcal thought. o .

To begin with, Tanabe abstained stoically from assoclation Wlth any
one religious tradition, Eastern or Western, in order that he might the
better address the problem of religion in a more general sense. Some 9f
his commentators judge him closer to Christianity, others to Shin
Buddhism, and still others to Zen. The evidence to support any of these
conclusions is there in abundance, but only because it was his goal. to
keep equidistant from all three, thereby to work a general dialecm.cal
synthesis of the philosophic core of Zen Buddhlsn} (?o'rlcern with
totality), Nembursu Buddhism (concern with the individual), and
Christianity (concern with species).

In the second place and within these perimeters, Tanabe saw no
reason to extend his investigation of religion outside of Buddhism and
Christianity, the two major world religious traditions that must in .any
event be drawn into a philosophical encounter between Eastern nothing-
ness and Western being. To all other forms of religion, he simply closed
his eyes. My own suspicions, as yet unconfirmed, are that this was in part
a device to avoid having to face the fuller religious dimensions of Shinto
as part of Japanese historical specificity, in spite of the way it was being
used for nationalistic purposes repulsive to his moral sensitivities.

Third, in treating Buddhism and Christianity he did not oblige
himself in any strict sense to the same historical and textual standards
that he applied to philosophy and science, preferring to countenafxce
these traditions in a direct and for all practical purposes ahistorical
manner. Indeed, so little did he bother with theology (aside fror:_n a
scattering of ideas from Augustine to Bultmann that attracted his philo-
sophical appetite) and denominational distinctions, that he all but re-
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duced the Christian Scriptures to the Gospel accounts. Likewise, his
understanding of Shin Buddhism, the crux of his argument in the
present book, is based on a highly original but critically suspect reading
of the Kyogydshinshd *®

In the fourth place, he lopped off from religion the whole dimension
of ritual and symbolic expression, as well as of dogmatic constructs based
on faith in special revelation, a strategy he found he could support by a
radical appeal to the method of demythologization.?” Here too, for all the
importance he gave the notion of species, not to mention the immediate
historic setting of his ““metanoesis,” the historical-institutional aspect of
the religions he studied is brushed to one side.

Fifth, Western reflections on religion are restricted to their philo-
sophic aspects. Poetry, literature, music, the arts, and so on that speak to
religion in a nonphilosophic manner are all but neglected, a bias he tried
to set straight in some late writing on poets such as Rilke, Mallarmé, and
Valéry.

Lastly, he did not harass Western intellectual history for its mis-
representations of Buddhism and oriental religions, of which he would
have found more than enough to complain about in Hegel, perhaps
in order to avoid attracting like criticism of his own reading of
Christianity.

There is no point in faulting a philosopher for not doing what it is
not, or what he does not see it as, the business of philosophy to do. But
even when we have to do with a thinker so heroically single-minded in
his pursuit of philosophy as Tanabe, the complaint that his generaliza-
tions simply do not fit the facts of religious consciousness in history is
serious. Without the continued nuisance of data, philosophy cannot
sustain the moral edge that Tanabe always insisted on. At the same
time, fairness requires that students of religion acknowledge how right
his philosophic instincts were at times in getting to the heart of problems
that other approaches tend to obscure.

To return where we began, the judgment that Tanabe’s writings
grind away the edges between the religious and philosophical dimen-
sions of the human is no more true than the same conclusion he once
drew in regard to Nishida’s writings. There is of course no denying a
tension in Tanabe’s late work. On the one hand, it is clear that “meta-
noesis’” and dependence on Other-power are closer to religious faith
than Nishida’s “self-consciousness of absolute nothingness.” On the
other, his notion of absolute critique does not permit him to leave the
realm of philosophy to chase after the “absolute freedom from error”
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that he associated with faith, dogma, and theology.?® But to conclude, as
one commentator has done, that there is no more religion in Tanabe as a
person than one finds in his philosophic texts, and that therefore he is an
«unchurched religious vagabond” with whom millions of people in
Japan and Europe who cannot make a home for themselves in any
specific religious tradition can identify,?® is both naive and indiscreet.

There is far too much in Tanabe’s late writings suggestive of what
we might call with Jaspers a “philosophical faith” to lump him together
with the largely unreflected and untutored religious consciousness of
the secularized world. If one limits religion to standing within a par-
ricular confessional tradition and practicing its rites in public, it is easy
to classify him as irreligious. A broader perspective, such as I believe the
last two hundred years of intellectual history oblige us to, surely allows
the possibility of characterizing a critique of the religious dimension
in self-consciousness as itself a religious act. Though Tanabe himself
would not have welcomed the comparison, his religiosity falls squarely
in line with a Western tradition that goes back at least as far as Plotinus
and the Neoplatonists.

Moreover, there is far too little of Tanabe’s private papers (practi-
cally nothing compared with the copious correspondence and diaries
that Nishida left behind), to permit such a conclusion. Attempts to speak
of Tanabe’s inner religious life must remain at best hunches from
evidence that is inadequate and ambiguous. What we can say, it seems
to me, is that Tanabe saw in the abstractions of philosophy a defense
behind which to safeguard his private life and feelings from public view,
and yet from whose privileged position he could address the modern soul
directly. The personal metanoesis he performs for us in Philosophy as
Metanoetics under the continually repeated leitmotiv “‘sinful and igno-
rant as I am”’ so rarely touches down on the solid ground of particular
historical fact that the reader cannot but slide over the words after a
while. Since I find it hard to imagine that Tanabe was not aware of this as
he was writing, I can only conclude that he had taken what was originally
a genuinely personal (though in its details genuinely impersonal) senti-
ment and turned it into the mask of an Everyman so that his readers
might gradually be led to think “sinful and ignorant as we are,” and be
drawn into the same experiment of life-and-resurrection through Other-
power that Tanabe was conducting himself. Far from being an asbestos
cloak that protected his inward self from catching fire, the outer mask
then takes on the glow of a religious conviction burning within.

Confessional writings based on religious experience are nothing
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new to Western philosophy, but it is hard to know just where to place
Tanabe’s brand of metanoesis in their ranks. One thinks of Augustine,
Pascal, Hamann, Kierkegaard, and Blondel, to mention but a few pos-
sibilities for comparison. Yet the peculiar blend of self-criticism without
autobiographical detail, appeal to religious experience without firm
commitment to a given religious tradition, sharp moral sense without an
ethical theory,®® and overall critique of the rational subject that we find
in Tanabe undermines the likenesses from the start. The difficulty of
locating his “metanoetics” in intellectual history implies more than the
fact that every speculative thinker of rank enjoys some degree of distinc-
tiveness from every other. The context itself has shifted from Western
philosophy’s objective associations with religious experience to an ori-
ental understanding where the very grounds of distinctiveness rest in the
experiencing subject. More particularly, it has shifted to the Japanese
philosophy of the Kyoto School, where this context forms the vanguard
of a confrontation with Western thought.

v

The translation of this book has had an odyssey all its own, which bears
brief telling if only because of the many delays involved in its publi-
cation, first announced some fifteen years ago. Around 1965 UNESCOQO,
which had been collaborating with the Japanese Ministry of Education
to sponsor and publish English translations of Japanese philosophy in
Japan, made it known to Shimomura Toratard that it was interested in
Tanabe’s work and would offer a grant for its translation. Shimomura
conveyed the offer to the other editors of Tanabe’s Collected Works
at a meeting in Kyoto, and the decision was reached to translate
s & LcoB£] (Philosophy as Metanoetics). One of the group,
"T'akeuchi Yoshinori, then professor of philosophy at Kyoto University,
was entrusted with the task. Takeuchi approached Yamamoto Seisaku, a
gifted young philosopher who had just returned from doctoral studies in
the United States and who has since distinguished himself as the trans-
lator of Whitehead’s Process and Reality and as one of the foremost
process thinkers in Japan. In rather short order, Yamamoto prepared a
rough draft of about 80 percent of the book. After checking it himself,
Takeuchi sent sections of the English typescript to UNESCO, who in
turn contacted its publishers for an opinion. The judgment was favor-
able but cautioned that stylistic improvements were needed. Anxious to
have the polishing done by someone familiar with Japanese philosophy
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in the Kyoto tradition, Takeuchi invited Valdo Viglielmo (whose trans-
lation of Nishida’s 4 Study of Good UNESCQO had published in 1960) to
assist him in the work.

At the time Viglielmo was busy with a translation of Nishi-
da’s [TEBICHIT2EEBERE] (Untwtion and Reflection in Self-
Consciousness) and in need of assistance himself. For several years
Takeuchi and Viglielmo spent their summers together in Japan, giving
their mornings to Tanabe and their afternoons to Nishida. About half of
the untranslated portion was passed on to Jan Van Bragt and Hase
Shotd; the rest they decided to do on their own, the grant having already
been exhausted. In the hope of publishing the book in 1968, Takeuchi
issued a draft of the Preface in 1967. Once again, in 1971, it being felt that
publication was imminent, an earlier draft of part of the fourth chapter
that had been polished stylistically by Gerald Cooke of Bucknell Univer-
sity was published.*

Soon thereafter it became clear that UNESCO was intending to
discontinue its publishing ventures, though no formal statement was
made to this effect. Still incomplete, the manuscript book fell into a
temporary limbo until 1980, when Takeuchi persuaded the responsible
authorities to release the rights for publication to the Nanzan Institute
for Religion and Culture in Nagoya. Once again Viglielmo began his
summer visits to Japan to work with Takeuchi on the remaining chap-
ters. In fall of 1984, the entire manuscript was handed over to the
Institute to prepare for presentation to the University of California
Press, which had already expressed interest in it.

Over the twenty years of interrupted labors, the translation had lost
its sense of unity and consistency of phrasing and style. For better or
worse, it fell to me to take up the task, restoring portions lost in the
shuffle of papers from one draft to the next, polishing the rough edges,
and tracking down the notes. From the first I was struck by the precision
and almost mathematical balance of Tanabe’s prose, well suited to the
sources and topics he was treating. (I was not at all surprised recently to
come across the following comment by one of Japan’s former ministers
of education, Aihara Shinsaku: “The secret of Tanabe’s ability as an
author to draw such a large number of readers lies in the highly fas-
cinating way he has of orchestrating complicated theoretical works in the
clear and critical tones of rationality.””3%) The deeper I got into the
work, the more did my admiration grow for the immense labors that had
thus far gone into the translation and the more convinced I became that
nothing short of a total review would do justice to the work already
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invested in it. With the encouragement of both Takeuchi and Viglielmo,
I spent the next several months shaping and reshaping the winding
sentences and massive paragraphs (one of which runs no less than twelve
pages) into what seemed to me more flowing and digestible segments,
until the text reached the form in which it is presented here. Rather than
yield to the temptation to take the still more arbitrary step of inserting
subtitles into the text, it was decided to follow the somewhat dated
procedure of including at the head of each chapter the major themes
treated there. I am only too aware that my contribution is one that others
could have carried out with greater eloquence than I can command and
that Tanabe’s brilliance was often diminished through my phrasing of
his ideas. For this I beg the reader’s indulgence and correction.

In the course of preparing these remarks, I have been tempted again
and again to make predictions about the reception Tanabe will receive in
the West, particularly among those philosophers of religion and theolo-
gians whose interests have drawn them to Japanese philosophy and the
Kyoto School. On each occasion I have found my mind the same blank
slate with no higher inspiration to guide my hand. Part of the problem,
no doubt, is the enigma the Kyoto School itself presents to Japanese
philosophy as a whole. Neither Nishida nor Tanabe, surely the two
“classical” philosophers of modern Japan, have left behind disciples in
the strict sense of the term. There are no Nishideans or Tanabeans to be
compared with the Kantians, the Hegelians, or the Heideggerians of the
West. One Japanese critic has singled out four reasons for this in the case
of Tanabe. First, Japanese academics are not yet prepared to compare
the level of Japanese philosophy in any form with its Western counter-
parts. Second, the demand that philosophy be defined, as Tanabe him-
self had done, as the result of one’s own highly subjective quest chills one
philosopher’s relationship to another’s systematic thinking, as if before
an antique that should be looked at but not touched. Third, there may be
something badly wanting in the academic quality of Tanabe’s own
thought as such. And finally, a philosophy that concerns itself with
absolute nothingness abandons the canons of philosophy for those
of religion, turning even the philosophy of religion into a philosophy—
gua—religion.

It is surely an irony of some significance that on each point of this
assessment, it is the very opposite view that has been promoting Western
interest in contemporary Japanese philosophy. Aside from a growing
revisionist strain, one would have to say that the cutting edge in Amer-
ican and European philosophy still rests in the area of a critique of the

FOREWORD XKVil

limits of speculative language and logic, and that it is this concern more
than any other that accounts for the recent spate of comparative studies
on Buddhist thought and mainline Western philosophies. Tanabe’s
arrival at a comparable critique, though one worked out in what we
might now consider a dated language, has remarkable affinities with the
thrust of this concern. At the same time, if one may view the revisionist
stance—especially the return to classical metaphysics—as an attempt to
reconstruct what has been torn down by largely critical philosophies,
there would seem to be great promise in pursuing a standpoint of
nothingness that offers a positive alternative precisely by upholding its
critique of the rational metaphysics of being. There is no knowing what
the fate of oriental philosophy in the countries of the West is to be. For
now we can only say that the question has risen up too strong and clear
above the voice of the past to be silenced without a suitable reply.

Notrs

1. Takeuchi Yoshinori, [ 0 & % & ¥4 @ | (““Tanabe’s Philosophy and Ab-
solute Nothingness™), [ #& %8 & & %] (Absolute Nothingness and God) (Tokyo: Shun-
jiisha, 1981), p. 198.

2. The Japanese reads: ZLOFERT 5 & 2 A X EFEDIMIIE 2. It appears
in [ 4 0 1716 % 5 5 0 #2383 » | (“An Ontology of Life or a Dialectics of Death?™),
in THBE4%] (Collected Works of Tanabe Hajime) (Tokyo: Chikuma Shobo,
1963-1964), 13:529. Tsujimura had edited this essay and translated it into German,
with the collaboration of Hartmut Buchner, as a contribution to Festschrift Martin
Heidegger zum 70. Geburistag (Pfullingen, 1959), pp. 93-133.

The immediate impetus to commit such a sentiment to print seems to been a
Latin proverb Tanabe came across in Carlyle: Amicus Plato, magts amica veritas
(Sartor Resartus, chap. 2), though the saying itself is much older. The original Greek
proverb, stemming from a passage in Plato’s Phaedo (91) and referring to Socrates,
was given its form in Ammonius’s Life of Aristotle. Latin translations and variants
are to be found in Erasmus, Luther, and Cervantes.

3. Adhara Shinsaku, [ ZE4E 122w T (“Professor Tanabe”), in [ [ %
21 (The Philosophy of Tanabe) (Tokyo: Kébundo, 1951), p. 270.

4. See Takahashi Satomi, [H R BN EH T ] (“In Memoriam: Tanabe
Hajime’), [ 8481 (Thought) 9, no. 459 (1962):1258-1259. In his eulogy, Takahashi
likens Tanabe’s philosophical disposition to a blend of the temperaments of Kant,
Schelling, and Schiller. See also the special issue of [BEAR] (deals), 1963, no. 2,
devoted to Tanabe.

5. See Oshima Yasumasa, [#80 » L T O WM %% | (“Professor Tanabe the
Teacher™), in The Philosophy of Tanabe, pp. 273~-284.

6. Ibid., p. 269. Tt should be noted that there were certain left-wing students in




xxviii FOREWORD

Kyoto who tried to use Tanabe’s ideas for their own purposes and in the process
circulated their share of distortions. Since the essay being cited here was read by
Tanabe, however, we have reason to presume he approved of it.

7. References to Tanabe in the West begin about 1959, with Tsujimura’s
translation referred to above (n. 2); an English translation of his “Memento Mori”
in the opening volume of Philosophical Studies of Fapan, pp. 1-12 (a later German
translation appeared in Gott in Fapan, ed. Yagi Seiichi and Ulrich Luz [Munich,
19731, pp. 113-126); and an extended reference in Takeuchi Yoshinori’s English
essay, “Buddhism and Existentialism: The Dialogue between Oriental and Occi-
dental Thought,” in Religion and Culture: Essays in Honor of Paul Tillich, ed.
W. Leibrecht (New York, 1959), p. 301. Takeuchi later expanded these remarks in
his contribution to the entry on ‘““Japanese Philosophy” for the 1967 Encyclopaedia
Britannica. A brief resume of Tanabe’s thought based on secondary sources was
included in Gino Piovesana’s Recent Fapanese Philosophical Thought, 1862—1962
(Tokyo: Enderle, 1963), pp. 145~158. In 1967 and 1971 first drafts of the Preface and
an extract of chapter 4 of the present book were printed in Fapanese Religions (5, no.
2, pp. 29-47; 7, no. 2, pp. 50~75). In 1969, Monumenta Nipponica published an
English version of the opening chapter of The Logic of Species as Dialectics (24, no.
3, pp. 273-288); and in 1971 a translation of Tanabe’s “Zu Hegels Lehre vom
Urteil” was printed in Hegel-Studien (6:211-229).

While these translations have stirred a certain amount of interest in the
German-speaking world, there has been virtually no major work done on Tanabe
elsewhere in Europe or in America. The only book-length treatment of Tanabe to
appear in a Western language is Johannes Laube’s Dialektik der absoluten Vermitt-
lung (Freiburg: Herder, 1984). Although Laube had previously published a number
of articles on Tanabe’s thought, and includes a good bibliography of source
materials, his book falls under some suspicion for its alarming overdependence on a
single work that Tanabe had prepared for a more popular audience and published in
1949 under the title Introduction to Philosophy. His more recently published critiques
of Fritz Buri’s treatment of Tanabe in Der Buddha-Christ als der Herr des wahren
Selbst (Basel: Paul Haupt, 1982), pp. 81—112, however, applies rather more rigor-
ous standards (Zeitschrift fiir Missionswissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft 67
[1983]:154—155; and Neue Zeitschrift fiir Systematische Theologie und Religions-
philosophie 27 [1985], 207-218).

8. I rely chiefly here on the following sources: Tsujimura Koichi, [ [H45%

(Tanabe Hajime) (Tokyo: Chikuma Shobd, 1965), pp. 7-62; Nishitani Keiji, [ {H32 4
120w T (“Tanabe’s Philosophy™), in | 3 714 | (Tanabe Hajime: A Collection),
ed. Nakano Hajimu (Tokyo: Chikuma Shobd, 1975), pp. 399-424 (this volume is a
completely revised edition of the former, appearing in the series Library of Japanese
Thought, no. 23); Shimomura Toratard, [ U ¥ 0 38R & 2 O MM (“The De-
velopment and Character of Tanabe’s Philosophy™), in The Philosophy of Tanabe,
pp. 23-52; Kosaka Masaaki, [PEH ¥ % & BEE %] (The Philosophies of Nishida

FOREWORD XXIX

and Tanabe), reprinted in vol. 8 of [EY FEHEEE] (The Works of Késaka
Masaakr) (Tokyo: Risdsha, 1965), pp. 235-372; and Koyama Iwao, [ H3UE % o
09358 L 9 | (“The Historical Consciousness and Distinctiveness of Tanabe’s
Philosophy™), ibid., pp. 3-22.

9. Aihara, “Professor Tanabe,” p. 262.

10. Ibid., p. 264.

11. See Abe Nosei, [ 5t & & £, | (““Tanabe Hajime and I"), in The Philos-
ophy of Tanabe, p. 256.

12. In saying this 1 cannot fail to mention the important role that Kosaka
Masaaki played in stabilizing the position of the school. The exemplary lucidity and
fairness of his comparative studies of Nishida and Tanabe, and of Nishida and
Watsuji Tetsurd, have set the highest of standards for Japanese historians of philos-
ophy. One can only hope that increased interest in the Kyoto School will inspire their
translation into Western languages in the near future.

13. Nishitani Keiji, [ 28 FH# % & HA ¥ 3 | (““The Philosophies of Nishida and
Tanabe”), in The Philosophy of Tanabe, p. 200.

14. ““The Historical Consciousness and Distinctiveness of Tanabe’s Philos-
ophy,” in The Philosophy of Tanabe, p. 22.

15. See Mutdo Kazuo, [Ei - #42—HIHELOLERIEEED
(“Politics and Society: Dr. Tanabe’s Philosophy of Social Democracy”), in The
Philosophy of Tanabe, pp. 138—153.

16. Takeuchi, “Tanabe’s Philosophy and Absolute Nothingness,” p. 216.

17. On this point, see Ueda Yasuharw’s recent article, [ FIZIE #1057 57k

ed. Takeuchi Yoshinori et al. (T'okyo: S6bunsha, 1985), pp. 205~227.

18. See Takeuchi, ‘“Tanabe’s Philosophy and Absolute Nothingness,”
pp. 215-217.

19. See Kosaka, The Philosophies of Nishida and Tanabe, p. 322.

20. Nishitani, ““The Philosophies of Nishida and Tanabe,” pp. 164-165.

21. Consider the following passage which Hegel quotes from the Vorbegriff to
the third edition of the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Sec. 61 ff., in Book 1
of The Science of Logic: “‘there is nothing, nothing in the heavens or in nature or in the
spirit or anywhere, which does not contain both immediacy and mediation.”

22. One is tempted here to start drawing comparisons with Whitehead, as
indeed Ueda has hinted (“Biology in Tanabe’s Philosophy,” p. 207), but the clear
burden of any such attempt would be to show that beyond the level of logical
formalities about the interdependence of God and the world, Whitehead had pro-
duced any clear notion of subjectivity capable of facing the questions that are central
to Tanabe.

23. The word $23¢ is a Buddhist term, referring to the protection and assimi-
lation of the believer by Amida Buddha.

24. Funayama Shin’ichi reckons that if Tanabe had broken from Nishida
earlier, his thought might have developed in a more profitable and less religious




XXX FOREWORD

direction than metanoetics and a philosophy of death (Ideals, p. 33; see above, n. 4.1
could not disagree more.

I would also note that in the earlier stages of this translation, Professor Take-
uchi had often inserted the qualification “religious” before the words “self-
consciousness” and “consciousness’’ to stress the point, feeling that it might other-
wise have been lost on the reader. I later took the liberty of deleting these additions in
the hope that our prefatory remarks would suffice to make the point.

25. Nishida’s final essay, “The Logic of Locus and a Religious Worldview,” a
translation of and commentary on which should be forthcoming soon in the pages of
The Eastern Buddhist, the opening essays of Nishitani’s Religion and Nothingness,
(Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1982) and Takeu-
chi’s The Heart of Buddhism (New York: Crossroad, 1983) all attest to the same
tendency.

26. Nakayama Enji takes Tanabe to task here in the second and third chapters of
his book [{,# & 76H - [ 38 #5 =2 | (Buddhism and the Philosophies of Nishida and
Tanabe) (Kyoto: Hyakkaen, 1979). The main thrust of his argument centers on two
points: that Tanabe had failed to distinguish the coming-to-faith from the actual
state of faith achieved in coming-to-the-Pure-Land, and had misrepresented the
radical otherness of Other-power. Similar complaints are lodged against Tanabe’s
reading of Shinran’s notion of zange (repentance) in his late works.

As the offhand, scissors-and-paste comparison of Tanabe and Nishida in the
early chapters of this book makes amply clear, Nakayama is far more out of his depth
in the world of philosophy than Tanabe was in Shin Buddhism. The book con-
tributes too little to our understanding of Tanabe to warrant more than the rubric of
a footnote.

27. For a résumé and critique of Tanabe’s position here, see Muto Kazuo,
[ 3k 4 35 (b — F SR A5 0 LB & B5# U C—J (““The Relation of Demythologizing to
the Problem of Natural Theology™), in Absolute Nothingness and God, pp. 104-130.

28. Nishitani, “The Philosophies of Tanabe and Nishida,” p. 197.

29. Laube, Dialektik der absoluten Vermittlung, p. 222.

30. In spite of this, Nishitani takes the notion of T'at as the “‘alpha and omega”
of Tanabe’s endeavors. See his memorial lecture, devoted largely to Philosophy as
Metanoetics, ““Tanabe’s Philosophy.”

31. See above, n. 7.

32. “Professor Tanabe,” p. 263.

33. Nakano Hajimu, “Commentary,” in Tanabe Hajime, ed. Nakano, pp. 454—
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Translator’s Introduction

Takeuchi Yashinori

I

Tanabe Hajime! was born in Tokyo on 3 February 1885. Already from
his elementary and middle school days his extraordinary intellectual
abilities were in evidence. After completing his studies at the First High
School, he entered the Tokyo Imperial University to study mathema-
tics, and during the course of his studies he transferred to the Depart-
ment of Philosophy, graduating in 1908 with a brilliant academic record.
Regarding his first published work, an essay entitled “On Thetical
Judgment” published in the Fournal of Philosophy two years later,
Takahashi Satomi remarks:

The piece not only showed the young Tanabe’s talent for scholarship but
contained hints of sympathy with the intuitionism of Nishida Kitaro
(1870-1945), Japan’s foremost modern philosopher. At the time I was not even
aware of the term ““thetical judgment,” and was amazed to find someone writing
so splendidly on it. I was greatly encouraged by the prospects of having such an
able young colleague as my senior.?

After graduation Tanabe served for a time as an English teacher at the
Fourth Tokyo Municipal Middle School, where he himself had been a
student, and later moved to the Kaisei Middle School, where his father
was serving as principal. In 1915 he moved again, this time to Sendai,
where he took up the post of lecturer in the philosophy of science at
Tohoku University. His next essay, ‘“The Significance of Description in
Physical Cognition,” dates from this period.

Concerning his transfer from mathematics to philosophy, Tanabe
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was later to reflect in a public lecture:

Having graduated from the Faculty of Science in high school, I enrolied in the
Faculty of Science at Tokyo University with the intention of specializing in
mathematics. In the course of the first three months at the university, from
September to November, I realized that I lacked the qualifications to become a
mathematician and shifted to the Faculty of Letters. Even now I can recall how
poorly I did in my mathematical exercises. As I listened to the lectures of such
teachers as Professor Takagi and Professor Sakai, both of whom are present here
today, I found the material extremely interesting and intelligible. Even the
reference material cited was clear to me, but somehow, when it came to the
exercises, everything got muddled. Having completed my studies in mathema-
tics at High School, I presumed I would continue in the same line at university,
only to find that I had no ability when it came to actual mathematical problems.
Convinced that I lacked the talent to become a mathematician, in the following
year I transferred to arts and letters, in which I had also been interested for a
long time.?

No doubt there is some truth in Tanabe’s self-deprecating com-
ments. Still, it should be borne in mind that even after changing his
major field, Tanabe maintained his lively interest in mathematics and
the natural sciences. Among his major works we find such monographs
in his early period as An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science and a
massive volume entitled 4 Study of the Philosophy of Mathematics; and
in later years, Historicism in the Recent Development of Mathematics,
Methodology in Theoretical Physics, and The Dialectics of the Theory of
Relativity. When we see how faithfully Tanabe devoted his energies to
these researches throughout his life, it becomes clear that his own
judgment about his ““lack of talent” for mathematics is hardly the whole
story. Had he been a Western scholar, he might not have hesitated to
state more openly his reasons for changing fields: a disenchantment with
the state of mathematical studies in Japan at the time.

My own personal recollections of talks with Tanabe as well as the
many things I have heard from older colleagues lead me to suppose that
what first attracted him to mathematics was the rigor of its approach to
truth, and that what led him into philosophy was his discovery of how
bogged down in technical intricacies the study of mathematics had
become at the university. A comment by one of Tanabe’s close friends,
Ueno Naoake, probably reflects his mood at the time accurately:

Tanabe entered the Department of Mathematics in the Faculty of Science while
I entered the Faculty of Law. Both of us later became disgusted with the content
of our courses. . . . We discussed the matter together, aired our disappointment,
and found ourselves kindred spirits.*
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Another school friend, Fujiwara Tadashin, aptly describes Tanabe’s
personality after transferring to the Philosophy Department:

During his university days Tanabe was serious and aloof and did not readily
seek out friends or indulge in idle chatter. Indeed, apart from academic topics he
almost never spoke at ali. His approach to his studies was the very soul of
gravity. After listening to an important lecture he would pore over his notes
carefully and then compare his teachers’ interpretations with the pertinent pas-
sages in the original texts. This was especially true in epistemology: wherever he
went, he carried about with him the Reclam edition of Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason, checking his notes against the text meticulously and making correc-
tions. In this way his critical faculties grew stronger and sharper day by day;
until eventually one had to wonder whether he had come to the school to learn or
to criticize his teachers’ lectures.®

Given the high intellectual standards Tanabe had set for himself; it
is no surprise that he quickly found himself attracted to the work of
Nishida and undertook to study his thought earnestly. Nishida’s first
book and a major milestone in Japanese philosophy, Zen no kenkyi (A
Study of Good),® was published in 1911, the year after Tanabe’s first
essay, though most of it had already appeared in the Journal of Philos-
ophy between 1907 and 1909. In addition, Nishida had given a lecture
to the Philosophical Association of Tokyo University in November
of 1909 entitled “On Reciprocal Relationships in Pure Experience.”
Quite by coincidence the text of this lecture appeared in the same journal
one month before Tanabe’s essay. All of this helps to explain why
Tanabe should have attached such importance to Nishida’s standpoint
of pure experience from the very outset of his academic career and why
he should have made it the foundation of his own thought.

At the same time, it is interesting to note that already in Tanabe’s
first essay, ““‘On Thetical Judgment,” we find the core of what was later
to become his own original philosophical contribution. Departing from
Nishida’s standpoint of pure experience, Tanabe there attempts to
grasp, by way of thetical judgment, the primordial form in which the
subject-object opposition is generated and in which pure experience is
transformed into judgment. Later he advanced a unique interpretation
of Hegel centered on Hegel’s theory of judgment, thereby laying the
cornerstone for ““Tanabe philosophy.” In that sense, this early essay
makes a fascinating study in itself.

Tanabe’s third essay, “The Limits of Rationalism in Episte-
mology,” was published in 1914 and drew explicit mention by Nishida.
It is not clear precisely when Tanabe first turned to Nishida for philo-
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sophical guidance. I am told that Tanabe wrote a letter directly to
Nishida asking for advice, but have not been able to confirm any further
details. Tanabe’s name appears for the first time in Nishida’s diary only
in 1913, after Nishida had moved to Kyoto University. The entry is dated
Sunday, 6 April, and reads:

In the morning I left for Tokyo.... There I accompanied Tokund to the
university, where I gave a lecture on “History and Science.” Later, in the
evening, there was a dinner party. Among those in attendance were Professors
Inoue, ... Suzuki [Daisetsu], Yamazaki, Tokuno, Miyamoto, Tanabe Hajime,
Takahashi [Satomi], and 1t6 [Kichinosuke].”

In his lecture Nishida discussed the methodological differences between
the natural sciences and the historical sciences. He also introduced ideas
of Windelband and Rickert, and even made reference to the hermeneu-
tics of Dilthey. Tanabe’s fourth essay, ‘“Natural Science vis-a-vis In-
tellectual Science and Cultural Science,” may be said to have been
written directly under the influence of this lecture, though already in
Tanabe’s second essay we find Nishida’s work cited. For his part,
Nishida’s first published reference to Tanabe’s work is to “The Limits
of Rationalism in Epistemology.””® The essay is important because it
shows not only at how early a stage Tanabe had assimilated neo-Kantian
epistemology and begun a sharp critique of the theories of Rickert and
Cohen based on Nishida’s notion of pure experience, but also how
rapidly his own philosophical position was maturing.

II

Philosophy as Metanoetics was published by Iwanami Shoten in April of
1946, a year and a half after the completed manuscript had been sent. In
his Preface, Tanabe describes in very moving terms how he came to
write this work. The basic framework for his metanoetics, as he explains,
was laid out in a final series of lectures delivered in the Faculty of Letters
at Kyoto University during November and December of 1944. In fall of
that year, he goes on, “I also offered an outline of my lectures in the form
of a public lecture with the same title sponsored by the Kyoto Philosoph-
ical Society.” It was customary on such occasions for a professor about
to retire from the Department of Philosophy to give a farewell address
that would bear witness to the deep fund of knowledge he had acquired.

In Tanabe’s case, however, the lecture coincided with the final days of
World War 11, at the very time that the fate of Japan was being decided.
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The atmosphere was tense as the hall filled to overflowing. The audience
sat spellbound, not knowing what to expect.

““The people of Japan watch in alarm as their nation sinks deeper and
deeper into hell,” Tanabe began, and against this background 9f grave
concern for the future of our country proceeded to set forth his ideas.
Those of us who lived through the political situation described in the
Preface to this book understood at once that his words of warning cou.ld
be uttered only by a philosopher willing to risk his life for his convie-
tions. Apart from the footsteps of the indignant few who left the hall in
the middle of the lecture, the audience hung on Tanabe’s every word
with utmost seriousness. Kosaka Masaaki, who was also present on the
occasion, records his impressions in the following way:

At the time I did not have the leisure to attend Tanabe’s lectures at the
university, nor was there much chance to visit him at his home. Thus I was glad
to be able to hear the public lecture he gave at the Kyoto Philosophical
Association. . . . I was deeply moved by the feelings of despair and powerlessness
pervading his entire lecture as well as by his exposition of the concep"ts of zange
(metanoia) and tariki (Other-power), and was surprised at the startling change
he had made in his philosophical position.®

Earlier, as Amano Teiyu reports,

not only students attended Tanabe’s lectures, but also professors from the
Philosophy Department and other departments, as well as graduate.s from
Kyoto and even from the Osaka-Kobe area, so that every Tuesday, which was
the day set for his lectures each semester, came to be known as ‘“‘Philosophy
Day.””10

As the war intensified and more and more young men set off for the
battlefields, and as even the teachers and students who remained behind
were conscripted into the labor force, the numbers of those able to attend
his lectures diminished noticeably. Nonetheless, Tanabe exerted ever
greater energy in the preparation of lectures on such topics as “Absolute
Knowledge” (October 1942—-March 1943), “The Logic of Self-
Consciousness” (1943), and ““Metanoetics” (1944). In this way, the five-
year period between the time that his collected essays on the logic of
species were published in the Philosophical Studies and the publicatiog of
Philosophy as Metanoetics in 1946 came to represent a dramatic turning
point both for Tanabe’s thought and for the fate of the nation as such.
And yet, as Kdsaka has shown, even those closest to Tanabe in the Kyoto
school of philosophy found it difficult to keep abreast of the changes in
his thought. Oshima Yasumasa, Ueda Yasuharu, and I were among the
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fortunate few who were able at that time to continue receiving instruc-
tion from him, and thus were able to follow the development of his
thought closely during that period.

On the day Tanabe and his wife left Kyoto in July of 1945, Ueda and
I saw them off at Kyoto Station. I can still recall vividly, as if it were
yesterday, the agreement we made in the crowded streetcar on the way
home that the one who survived the war should transmit Tanabe’s
thought to future generations. I knew at the time how much he had
weakened in body and spirit, and feared that he might not have much
longer to live. But I also felt—as I still feel today—that the ideas Tanabe
was thinking through in the composition of the present book were of
extraordinary significance. The importance of the mission that might fall
into my trust, coupled with a sense of my own powerlessness to carry it
out, caused me considerable unrest and tension. When I learned that
Tanabe had recovered his energies at his mountain home in Kita-Karu-
izawa and was seeing his work to completion, I was more than relieved.

The greater part of the thought set forth in Philosophy as Metanoetics
is therefore directly connected with the tense wartime situation in which
we studied and reflected on philosophical problems. For this reason I
find it unfortunate that its publication in the immediate postwar period,
which was also a time of uncommon intellectual turbulence, should have
overshadowed its true origins and caused it to be absorbed into the
general atmosphere of mass appeals for national repentance being
generated by opportunistic politicians.

111

By way of introduction to Tanabe’s philosophy of metanoetics, I should

like to quote at length from my personal correspondence with him. On
7 July 1944 he wrote to me as follows:

... I found the detailed passages you referred to in Matsumoto’s work on the
future Buddha Maitreya and his Pure Land, and they have proved most useful.
While I wish to express my gratitude to you for having kindly lent me this book
for the time being, I would also ask you to see if by any chance that work and its
companion volume on Amida’s Pure Land'* can be found in any secondhand
bookstore so that I might have them with me permanently. I have been intend-
ing to ask you to do this for some time, but other business has delayed my
writing. At any rate, I am not in any particular rush, nor are these books
absolutely essential, but I should be happy if you could do this favor for me if
you happen to be in the area of a secondhand bookstore.

Recently I have become interested in a somewhat different subject, ““analy-
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tic dynamics,” and I have been reading books in that area ir.1 the hope of ﬁ.ndigg
a relationship between dynamics and the Great Comp.assmn. (I.’erk%aps it will
turn out to be the path that Leibniz took.) While proctoring exammatlops T have
become engrossed in the poems of Rilke’s The Book of Hours and am dehg}'lte.d to
have been able to understand his religious symbols to some extent. At th%s qme
of national crisis I must look like a mere bystander with these pL}rsults of mine,
but I am too old and frail to do anything else. My one hope is that I might
assimilate thoroughly within my being the way of transcender.lce 1o “death~an§-
life,” and so prepare myself to participate in the task of legdmg those who will
choose 1o take that path in the future. The national mood is extremely sombér,
and yet I feel a strange sense of light streaming over me that fills me with
indescribable gratitude. It seems to me that there can be no othe.r path toward
national rehabilitation than for our people as a whole to engage in repe'ntar}ce‘
My philosophy of metanoetics may come to have a stranige kind of historical
objectivity about it. ...

That year the academic year was shortened and examinations were
begun toward the end of June. At the time I was often asked by
Tanabe to purchase books on Buddhism for him. I have ten or mpre
postcards from him that year with requests similar to the one cited
above. By the beginning of September he began to ask me about‘con}—
mentaries on Shinran’s Kydagyoshinsho and Gansho-ge (Ode to Rebirth in
the Pure Land). At the end of one of those postcards he wrote: ‘I have
been considering the important questions raised by the reflections qf th.e
two sages Honen and Shinran on the nembutsu, but the materla'l is
difficult and I am having a hard time finding my way through. it.”’
Obviously Tanabe was busy preparing his lectures on “Metanoetics,”
which were to begin in October. The relationship between Honen and
Shinran was a question Tanabe dealt with specifically in chapters 6 an'd 7
of the present work,'? leading us to suppose that he was already nearing
the conclusion of the manuscript. Incidentally, Tanabe’s reference to
Rilke marks the first time I had heard him mention the great Gerrpan
poet, of whose work he had already acquired a profound understanding.
Thereafter, whenever I would hear him talk about Rilke, I could pot
help recalling the deep religious concern of this letter and the impression
it made on me at the time.

A second letter I should like to cite was written a little more than a
year later, immediately after the end of the war. As noted above, Tanabe
was living in his mountain home in Kita-Karuizawa, where he had fled
to escape the bombings. As his students, we were concerned about the
austere life he was leading in that remote place and asked him to keep
us informed of his situation in detail. This was his response, dated
27 August 1945:
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As I have finished my work in life and my frail and sickly state can only
make me a burden to others, I wish to continue my retirement in this place. My
health will not improve. My arms and legs are weak, and my sight is failing. But
despite the severe food shortage-—at times one cannot avoid a state of near-
starvation——my ability to work has not been seriously impaired. My efficiency
has improved markedly since my Kyoto days. On these points, as far as work is
concerned, I find this place excellent for me. It is a great help to have few
distractions. Thus, if possible, I should like to live here permanently. . .,

1 purposely refrain from mentioning the war, which would only be a source
of pain. The course Japan takes from now on will be an extraordinarily difficult
one; the rebuilding will not be easy. I especially fear an impasse in the financial
and economic realms, and we shall have to be prepared for an aggravation of
social problems. It is doubtful whether our livelihood can be maintained.
Economic reform is essential above all. Even though academic studies are
necessary, for a time their decline may be unavoidable. The state of the world is
such that academic pursuits are out of the question. I am extremely pessimistic
about the postwar period. . ..

May there not possibly come a time when religion will be sought for the
sake of people’s spiritual peace and enlightenment? If s0, it would signal that the
period of repentance for the entire Japanese people has begun. I myself have the
feeling that my philosophy of metanoetics has opened the way for such action.
Be that as it may, my work seems to have responded coincidentally to the temper
of the times, and I am rewriting it with the strong desire to have it published.
Each day I write as much as I can.

Between the time he wrote this letter and composed the Preface to
Philosophy as Metanoetics, his assessment of the state of postwar aca-
demia and culture in general changed somewhat. I remarked earlier that
Tanabe’s metanoetics had developed in advance of the postwar situ-
ation. Yet once his work was completed and it came time to add a Preface,
he showed himself keenly aware of the state of affairs and moved by the
timeliness of his own call for repentance a year previously:

Of course, I despise the shamelessness of the leaders primarily responsible for
the defeat who are now urging the entire nation to repentance only in order to
conceal their own complicity. Metanoesis is not something to be urged on others
before one has performed it for oneself. Still, it is clear that we the nation of
Japan, having fallen into these tragic and appalling circumstances, should
practice metanoesis (zange) together as a people. Since I am one of those who
believe in the collective responsibility of a nation, I am convinced that all of us
should engage in collective metanoesis (s6-zange) in the literal sense of the
term.t3

The repentance that Tanabe had hoped for was in fact not carried out by
the Japanese people. Even those who felt moved by his deep concern for
Japan not only did not heed his call but did not understand it fully.
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Instead of the metancesis that Tanabe saw as necessary for authentic
national rehabilitation, Japan took the speedy but superficial road to
recovery whose consequences we see about us today, a recovery that we
may say without exaggeration was restricted to the materialt and
economic realms. As was the case with postwar Germany, there is no
concealing the fact that our restoration took place at the cost of evading,
if not directly sacrificing, the most fundamental issues. Creative energy
for spiritual recovery declined rapidly in direct proportion to the recov-
ery of material prosperity.

Many spoke of the advent of a nihilistic mentality. Nothing was
emerging in postwar Japan to speak to the needs of the new generation in
the way that existentialism and dialectical theology, for example,
emerged out of the experience and confusion that the devastations of
World War I had wrought on philosophy and the philosophy of religion.
1t seemed that the brutalities and severities of World War 11 had not
allowed people the emotional margin they needed in order to reflect their
situation accurately in literature and philosophy. For my own part, T am
inclined to think that the basic reason for this phenomenon lies in a
neglect of the sort of groundwork for spiritual self-consciousness that
Tanabe propounded in his metanoetics. As a result of this neglect a far
more serious problem hangs over us than if Tanabe’s expectations had
been fulfilled. Perhaps, as with all highly significant historical prophe-
cies, Tanabe’s very failure demonstrates all the more clearly how close
he was to the heart of the matter. But more than that, the problem of
metanoetics looms before us as a challenge to the future. In his own
words:

Speaking frankly, I would say that the occupying powers themselves have
yet to achieve a harmony between democracy and socialism, and that this will
remain a difficult problem for them in the foreseeable future. But so long as that
problem is not resolved, it is inevitable that these nations will be beset by a host
of difficulties both internal and external. All nations, be they democratic or
socialist, have their own need to perform metanoesis.**

v

After completing his study of the philosophy of metanoetics, Tanabe
produced a number of major works in rapid succession. From October of
1945 he turned his attention to writing The Dialectics of the Logic of
Species, which he completed in February of 1946 and published in the
August issue of the Philosophical Quarterly. Together with its comple-
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ment, Philosophy as Metanoetics, this work represents the mainstay of his
thought at the time and the foundation for his final period.

Although there is some difference of opinion as to how to divide
Tanabe’s lifework into periods, I am largely in agreement with Kosaka
Masaaki's in defining a second period in terms of the three works that
make up volume 3 of Tanabe’s Collected Works: Kant’s Theory of Tele-
ology (1924), Hegelian Philosophy and Dialectics (1932), and A General
Theory of Philosophical Method (1933). Everything prior to these would
belong to his first period. A third period may be circumscribed by his
Collected Essays on the *“Logic of Species,” published in Philosophical
Studies between 1932 and 1941 and making up volumes 6 and 7 of the
Collected Works. The fourth period would then be centered on his
concern with metanoetics. Of this final period we may now speak in
greater detail.

Tanabe’s encounter with Shinran’s Kyagydshinsho was central to the
development of his Philosophy as Metanoetics, and while his criticisms of
anumber of Western philosophers in this connection were rather severe,
he never hesitated to proclaim his indebtedness to them. We find the
same standpoint dominant in his Dialectics of the Logic of Species, where
he exerts himself more directly to bring the truth of religious existence
into contact with social praxis. In Fxistenz, Love, and Praxis (1947), he
pursues this coencern with the social praxis of religious love through a
criticism of Kierkegaard’s existentialism for its excessive emphasis on
the importance of becoming an individual and the ethical imperative of

religious love. In that work he also took up the problem of superseding
Plato’s later dialectics by means of the faith of the Gospel. During this
period, Jesus’ teaching of repentance was becoming central in Tanabe’s
religious view of society, and was developed concretely in The Dialectics
of Christiamity (1948).

Tanabe’s own assessment of these developments was that his philos-
ophy was drawing closer and closer to the core of Christianity. His last
essays, however, seem to show a standpoint closer to Zen, his affinities
with which are clear from Hegelian Philosophy and Dialectics (1931) and
other works. But these differences are not of great weight when set in the
balance against his overriding concern with the fundamental problems
of the philosophy of religion. Here I am in full agreement with Nishitani
Keiji when he claims that the cornerstone of Tanabe’s thought can as

well be Buddhism or Christianity or Shin or Zen, or all of these or none
of these, since his is really a philosophy—or more accurately, a philos-
ophy of religion—in the genuine sense of the term.
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Tanabe’s pilgrimage in the philosophy of religionj which IOka in
one sense to have been an aimless wandering from Dogen to Shinran,
from Shinran to Jesus, and then back agalg .to Z'en, was actually a
consistently rigorous and highly disciplined sp{rxtual journey. Inseeking
to satisfy the existential requirements of phlllosophy,' Tanabe a.lnTxost
seems to have made a “leap” from a philosophical p(.)sm(’),n'to a re.hglous
one in working out his position of “absolute crl?lque in which t.he
essential problems of religion are to be treated in ter.ms of genulune
religious subjectivity. Indeed, seen from the standpoint of a;)so.ute
critique, “philosophy as metanoetics” appears tobe aimos.t a confession,
or a conversion of philosophy itself into religion, so that.h1s thought can
unfold as an honest encounter and dramatic confrontatxop 'between tbe
two realms. But seen from the standpoint of orthod.ox religion—that is,
from the viewpoint of theology and religigus doctrine—Tanabe wcauld
appear to be making his judgments from w1thou.t, or to. rﬁ.atreat to ph1 os;
ophy each time he gets to the verge of a genulpe mhgloufc po§1t1on.
would rather say that Tanabe struggled to sustalrll a sor’F of “‘philosoph-
ical faith”’ created from philosophy but transcending philosophy. Justas
the road from the grove of trees at the base of the vol.caﬁno Mour}t Asama,
where Tanabe had his cottage, twists and turns until it mal<e§ its way 1o
the magnificent panorama at the summit, so too does the philosophical
position he spoke of as “nothingness-qua-love,” “Great Nay—qua—.Great
Compassion,” or “death-and-resurrection” always loc?m large in i:he
heights ahead, no matter how many twists and turns his thought takes

e way.
alon’é;}; furt}}ller point to be emphasized in this regard is that Tanal?e
himself repeatedly made clear that even in Philosophy as Meftanoemcs
Shinran’s influence on his thought was an indirect one. Consider, for
example, the following passage:

1 do mean to imply that this was how the Pure Land doctrine set fmttb by
Shinran effected a conversion in my philosophy. Itis only that yvhen the critique
of reason that takes place in philosophy progresses to the point O-f an a“bsolu}tle
critique and thus reaches the end of its te;hexlt; a way to the suprarational “death-

- ion”” of reason is necessarily thrown open. ... .
nd §€;S‘:}rlz(i“if]§nhas been the destiny of my life philosophy that it n.eces§ar1}y
develop into metanoetics. It is not that I mean to graft Pure Ijand thplfaxth fln
Other-power onto philosophy, but rather that the confrontation of phi os%p 1y
with my personal experience of reality has forced me to develop my thought in

this direction.*® . ’ .
By the same token, he has the following to say regarding his relationship
to Zen:




x1ii TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION

1 was also surprised to find that once I had arrived at belief in Other-power,
I found myself feeling still closer to the spirit of Zen, whose emphasis on self-
power is generally considered opposed to Pure Land doctrine. Nor was this the
last of my surprises. A key to solving a problem in mathematical philosophy,
which would at first glance seem to be rather far removed from religious
concerns, also emerged at this time. I refer to the puzzle of infinite-set theory,
over which I had cudgeled my brains for many years in vain.'”

These ideas were later carried out in various works published between
1949 and 1955 on the philosophy of mathematics and the philosophy of
science. Of course this “new direction” had already begun in sections of
Existenz, Love, and Praxis dealing with Plato’s later doctrine of Ideas
and their relation to number, Plato’s notion of division, and the Dede-
kind cut.'®

Meantime, Tanabe’s notion of the mediation between dynamics and
the Great Compassion flowed like a steady undercurrent through his
later essays, culminating in two important final pieces, *“The Ontology of
Life or the Dialectics of Death” (1961) and “My View of the Ch’an-
yuan®’ (1960).1°

As Tanabe states in his preface to Existenz, Love, and Praxis, his
understanding of Christianity was also broadened by his metanoetics, as
had been the case with Zen. I can testify personally to the fact that at the
time he was working on his metanoetics, Tanabe’s interest in the study of
early Christianity was every bit as strong as his devotion to the study of
Buddhism. Already in January of 1943, for instance, he had read
Schweitzer’s The Mysticism of the Apostle Paul, which played such a
prominent role in his later The Dialectics of Christianity (1948). I myself
once borrowed Tanabe’s copy of the book, the margins of which were
filled with notes, and remember feeling that I was learning a great deal
more from those detailed scribblings than from the actual text itself.2¢
From the very outset, then, his study of Christianity had an indirect
influence on his philosophy of metanoetics, which in turn served to
deepen his understanding of Christianity.

Tanabe’s long “‘third period” that produced the Collected Essays on
the “Logic of Species” was crystallized in new form with the publication
of Philosophy as Metanoetics followed by The Dialectics of the Logic of
Species. These two volumes, which we have referred to as the mainstay of
his final period, represent the result of an intellectual and spiritual leap.
The fact that he felt he had resolved the problem of the logic of species
demonstrates how convinced he was of the truth of his metanoetics. In
hindsight, we discover that already in his third period, Tanabe’s ideas on
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metanoetics have begun to take shape, thus showing a continuous 1ige of
development from the logic of species to metanoetics. At the same time,
The Dialectics of the Logic of Species is more than just a completion of t.he
logic of species; it signals a new approach to the same pro‘k?lem, Wth.h
dates from the composition of Existenz, Love, and Praxis. And this
confirms the view that the logic of species represents the thought of a
lifetime, the central problem of his philosophical career, or perhaps we
should rather say a labyrinth of problems that land us in endless
complexities. '

I once asked Tanabe what sort of changes his concept of species haq
undergone in being applied to such issues as race, class, and r.mtion. H.1s
response was that to think dialectically one must always do philosophy 1‘n
confrontation with the real world. At the time I did not fully grasp his
meaning. But now that I reflect on the matter, it strikes me th.at just as
philosophy as metanoetics can only arise metanoetical%y, that is, fron.ﬁ a
standpoint wherein philosophy itself becomes existential ?nd subjective
metanoia, so, too, does the dialectics of the logic of species represent.a
system of thought that demands a perspective on the real world. Herein
lies its difficulty and its danger, which can be faced only by way .of a
metanoetics. The complementary and interrelated nature of the ph11<?s~
ophy of metanoetics and the dialectics of the logic of species renjlams
one of the fundamental problems of Tanabe’s philosophy to which I
should like to return at a later date.

v

While he was composing Philosophy as Metanoetics, Existenz, Lo‘ve, and
Praxis, and The Dialectics of the Logic of Species, Tanabe’s idea of
metanoia took on fresh nuance. Without entering into details here, let us
conclude by singling out the main features of the idea as expressed in the
first two of those works. ’
Tanabe conceived of zange in terms of the Greek terms petavoiol or
uetavénoig, which refer to a sort of “thinking-afterward” or “rf;pen~
tance’”’ that entails the painful recollection of one’s past sins, a feeling of
remorse accompanied by the strong wish that those sins had not been
committed. But this reflective afterthought is not the central issue for
Tanabe. Since metanoia is the “action” of self-negation, one cannf)t
simply establish the self and then practice metanoia. What is reguired, in
the first place, is rather a breakthrough of the self through which metfa—
noia clashes head-on with the radical evil that negates our existence at its
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very core, where one boldly faces the discipline of a death that lets go of
the self. Metanoia begins at the point where, in the midst of suffering,
one recognizes the evil of the self and abandons its right to exist. Tanabe
distinguishes this ““voluntary despair” from a “rebellious despair,”
showing the former to be a profound and self-conscious grasp of a
compound negation in which existence and value are intertwined.

From there he proceeds to argue for the dual nature of this negation.
The reason that voluntary metanoia can negate and break through the
self is that it is a self-negation prompted by an absolute nothingness that
transcends the self. Because of its grounding in this transcendent ab-
solute nothingness, the self-negation of metanoia possesses a twofold
negative structure in which the self acts while being acted upon. This
activity of self-negation, supplemented by transcendence (absolute
nothingness), effects a conversion from negation to affirmation, from
death to life. This is the second meaning of metanoia: metanoia as
conversion or transformation. Tanabe’s own mysterious experience of
conversion is related in the Preface to the present work, where he reveals
how his philosophical torment and his awareness of his personal short-
comings came together to provide the platform for a spiritual leap.

The complete death and self-negation wherein one acts while being
aided and acted upon by absolute nothingness signal the start of a new
life, a life in which one lives as one who has been brought o life. Here we
can no longer speak of either life or death in the strict sense, but of a
restoration of existence in which both life and death have been swallowed
up. Conversion in this sense consists in the religious practice of a faith
and action directed toward the transcendent negation of absolute nothing-
ness at work in the self. In other words, it is “absolute nothingness—gua—
love” or “Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion.”” Since a resurrected
existence based on the love and salvation of such absolute transforming
power spells the end to the acquisition of self-identity by one’s own
power (‘T'anabe uses the Shin Buddhist notion of “self-power” or jiriks),
it does not entail the absolute extinction of sin. On the contrary, one’s
self-awareness of sin only grows deeper and keener, and the voluntary
despair of the self continues to torment the self with suffering and
sorrow. In spite of this—or rather, precisely because of it—the purifica-
tion and joy of salvation are bestowed, and sadness is transformed into
bliss, in the midst of one’s sinful condition. Moreover, since metanoia
means an absolute transformation by absolute nothingness, the return to
affirmation from negation requires this transformation to be repeated
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again and again. Through this repetition, the self comes to an awareness
of metanoia as a dynamic and unending process of development.

In the third place, in considering the basic structure of zange,
Tanabe based himself on a distinction he had worked out at the time of
his Hegelian Philosophy and Dialectics (1931), contrasting the differential
standpoint of action and faith with the inzegral standpoint of immediate
intuition. In this way he could insist that metanoia is achieved in an
active faith of religious existence that abandons contemplation of ex-
istence as a totality. Thus metanoetics, as a ‘““meta-noetics,” surpasses
the position of mere contemplation (philosophical speculation). This in
turn allows him to argue that his is a “‘philosophy beyond philosophy.”
In the terms of the Kegon (Hua-yen) school of Chinese Buddhism, it is
at one and the same time a suprarational philosophy where reason (r7) is
thoroughly destroyed by fact (j7) and a philosophy where reason and fact
interpenetrate each other (r¢ji-sényi) without hindrance or obstacle (riji-
muge).

In the fourth place, Tanabe deals with the question of the tran-
scendence of the speculative position by appealing to a philosophy of
absolute criticism. The overcoming of speculative metaphysics in
“meta-noetics’’ is achieved by the path of an absolute critique that
results from carrying out the critique of reason to its ultimate conse-
quences. Kant’s position grounds philosophy, both theoretical gnd
practical reason, in the autonomy of reason alone, exempting nothing
that exists, not even God and the state, from his critique. But he did not
allow reason the full rein of its critique inasmuch as the reason that is
performing the critique is not turned around to criticize itself. If reason
is not made to perform this task, T'anabe argues, it must perforce fall into
a state of utter confusion and end up in antinomy. Hegel’s philosophy is
marked by the attempt to pursue Kant’s critique of reason to its limits in
both its theoretical and practical dimensions, and on this basis to set
philosophy up as a practical dialectics. It is here that we find his pro-
found notion of “reconciliation with destiny through love,” which
Tanabe sees as exemplary for the philosophy of metanoetics. No less
important is Hegel’s location of the self-awareness of the sinfulness of
human existence and its transformation by means of religion at the heart
of his dialectics.

However, inasmuch as Hegel ended up retreating to a rational stand-
point concerned with a purely conceptual and speculative structuring of
the totality of being, he left his thought open to the critical corrective of
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Kierkegaard’s attacks. Accordingly, in the fifth place, Tanabe’s phi-
losophy makes use of the notion of metanoia to undertake a spirited
presentation of Kierkegaard’s dialectics of religious existence.

In a sense, Kierkegaard’s notion of “‘repetition’ corresponds to the
demand for constancy in metanoia, but what it lacks is a self-
consciousness of the element of compassionate return to care for the
world that must underlie the element of going forth on the way of one’s
own salvation, a distinction that Tanabe develops through Shinran’s
ideas of genso and dso respectively. This leads to a sixth characteristic of
metanoia: its unending “‘repetition’ through which the self incarnates
itself in faith and practice. It is in this process, where ‘‘the turning
(conversion) of the self on its own axis empathizes with and arouses the
turning of an infinite number of other axes (one’s neighbors),”” that we
see Tanabe making Kierkegaard’s profound but incomplete grasp of
the logic of “‘return’” more concrete. God’s love must join with our love
of God and our love of one another to form a trinity that may be
described as a ““nothingness-qua-love.” It is here that Tanabe ultimately
comes to turn metanoetics back to social praxis grounded in religious
love.
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Preface

Last summer, when the fortunes of war had turned against Japan and the
nation was under the increasing threat of direct raids and attacks, the
government found itself at a loss as to how to handle the situation, and
in the stalemate that ensued, it showed itself completely incapable of
undertaking the reforms necessary to stem the raging tide of history.
Instead, government officials tried to keep the actual course of events
secret from the people in order to conceal their own responsibility.
Criticism of any kind became impossible. All public opinion, except for
propaganda in favor of the government’s policy, was suppressed. Free-
dom of thought was severely restricted, and the only ideas given official
recognition were those of the extreme rightists. In the midst of economic
distress and tensions, and an ever deepening anxiety, our people were
greatly concerned about their nation’s future but did not know where to
turn or to whom to appeal.

I myself shared in all these sufferings of my fellow Japanese, but as a
philosopher I experienced yet another kind of distress. On the one hand,
I was haunted by the thought that as a student of philosophy I ought to
be bringing the best of my thought to the service of my nation, to be
addressing the government frankly with regard to its policies toward
academic thought and demanding a reexamination, even if this should
incur the displeasure of those currently in power. In such a critical
situation, where there was no time for delay, would it not be disloyal to
my country to keep silent and fail to express whatever ideas 1 had on
reform? On the other hand, there seemed something traitorous about
expressing in time of war ideas that, while perfectly proper in time of
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peace, might end up causing divisions and conflicts among our people
that would only further expose them to their enemies.

Caught between these alternatives, I was unable to make up my
mind and was tormented by my own indecision. In the impasse I even
wondered whether I should go on teaching philosophy or give it up
altogether, since I had no adequate solution to a dilemma that philo-
sophically did not appear all that difficult. My own indecision, it seemed
to me, disqualified me as a philosopher and university professor. I spent
my days wrestling with questions and doubts like this from within and
without, until I had been quite driven to the point of exhaustion and in
my despair concluded that I was not fit to engage in the sublime task of
philosophy.

At that moment something astonishing happened. In the midst of
my distress I let go and surrendered myself humbly to my own inability.
I was suddenly brought to new insight! My penitent confession—
metanoesis (zange)—unexpectedly threw me back on my own interiority
and away from things external. There was no longer any question of my
teaching and correcting others under the circumstances—I who could
not deliver myself to do the correct thing. The only thing for me to do in
the situation was to resign myself honestly to my weakness, to examine
my own inner self with humility, and to explore the depths of my
powerlessness and lack of freedom. Would not this mean a new task to
take the place of the philosophical task that had previously engaged me?
Little matter whether it be called “philosophy” or not: I had already
come to realize my own incompetence as a philosopher. What mattered
was that I was being confronted at the moment with an intellectual task
and ought to do my best to pursue it.

The decision was reached, as ] have said, through metanoia, or the
way of zange, and led to a philosophy that is not a philosophy: philosophy
seen as the self-realization of metanoetic consciousness. It is no longer I
who pursue philosophy, but rather zange that thinks through me. In my
practice of metanoesis, it is metanoesis itself that is seeking its own
realization. Such is the nonphilosophical philosophy that is reborn out of
the denial of philosophy as I had previously understood it. I call it a
philosophy that is not a philosophy because, on the one hand, it has
arisen from the vestiges of a philosophy I had cast away in despair, and
on the other, it maintains the purpose of functioning as a reflection on
what is ultimate and as a radical self-awareness, which are the goals
proper to philosophy.

To be sure, this is not a phi/losophy to be undertaken on my own
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power (jiriki). That power has already been abandoned i.n .despa%r. Itis
rather a philosophy to be practiced by Other-power (mmkz),.whlch has
rurned me in a completely new direction through .met'anoesm, and has
induced me to make a fresh start from the realization of my utter
helplessness. Metanoesis (zange) signifies repentan?e for the wror}gs I
had done, with the accompanying torment of knowing that there is no
way to expiate my sins. It also signifies shame for the powerles§ness and
inability that have driven me to despair and self-surrender. Yet 1nsofar a}s
this entails an act of self-denial, it points to a paradox: even though it is
my own act, it cannot be my own act. It has been prompted by a ?ower
outside of myself. This Other-power brings about a conversion in me
that heads me in a new direction along a path hitherto unknown tp mfe.
Zange thus represents for me an experience of Other—power acting in
and through zange to urge me to a new advance in ph110§ophy. I entrust
my entire being to Other-power (zariki), and by practicing zange and
maintaining faith in this Power I confirm the truth of my own
conversion-and-resurrection experience. In this way the practice-faith-
witness (gyo-shin-sho) of my zange becomes the philosophy qf n}’y re-
generated existence. This is what I am calling ““‘metanoetics,” the
philosophy of Other-power. I have died to philosophy and been resulf—
rected by zange. It is not a question of simply carrylpg on. the same phi-
losophy I had abandoned in my despair, as if resu.rl?lng a’)ourney afte_r a
temporary interruption. It cannot be a mere rep.eptlon without negation
and change. In the life of the spirit, “‘repetition” must mean .self—
transcendence; “‘resurrection’ must mean regeneration to a new life. I
no longer live of myself, but live because life has been grantgd tome from
the transcendent realm of the absolute which is neither life nor death.
Since this absolute is the negation and transformation—that is,
conversion—of everything relative, it may be defined as absoh.lte noth-
ingness. | experience this absolute nothingness t'hrough which I.ar.n
reborn to new life as nothingness-qua-love. One might also say that it is
an experience of the truth of absolute negation: the conﬁrmatim'q of the
Great Nay as the Great Compassion. The truth of my conversmp and
resurrection in dependence on rariki (Other-power) is confirmed in the
practice and faith (gyd-shin) of zange. .
While I have no doubt that metanoetics is the way to a new philos-
ophy of Other-power as the “action-faith-witness” of zange, I am but a
finite and imperfect being whose zange may not be fully. pure and true. It
may sometimes happen that my zange is not accompanied by a resurrec-
tion, or that even after a resurrection experience, I may fall away from
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zamge into reliance on self-power. I may grow complacent with my
accomplishments and in my arrogance imagine myself a wise man. In
that case I should inevitably be driven back to my former despair, since
anything I achieve apart from true zange can only be immediately
contradicted by reality itself. Only through continual zange can we
achieve the faith and witness (shin-shé) of continuous resurrection. By
acting in and witnessing to the circular process of death-and-
resurrection that characterizes zange and indeed accords with the un-
folding of reality itself, the infinity and eternity of zange are revealed to
us and the dialectical unity of absolute and relative affirmed. This is in
fact the basic principle that shapes history. In terms of its concrete
content, metanoetics is a radical historicism in that the continuous
repetition of zange provides basic principles for the circular develop-
ment of history.

My experience of conversion—that is, of transformation and
resurrection—in metanoesis corresponds to the experience that led
Shinran (1173-1262) to establish the doctrine of the Pure Land Shin sect
(Jodo Shin-shit). Quite by accident I was led along the same path that
Shinran followed in Buddhist discipline, although in my case it occurred
in the philosophical realm. Reflection on this parallel led me to an
interpretation of Shinran’s Kyogyosiinshé from a metanoetical point of
view. I had, of course, been interested in Shinran before that time. In
particular I found his Tanni-shd and one of the hymns from his
Shézomarsu Wasan entitled “Confession and Lamentation’ deeply
moving for their treatment and tone of metanoesis.

Shinran’s doctrine of salvation through the praise and recitation of
the name of Amida Buddha, as an expression of faith in Amida Buddha
alone, has often been mistaken for a kind of spiritual laxity, especially
seen in conjunction with his advocacy of the “‘easy way” of salvation
(igvodo). 'This is due to the common error of confusing the realm of the
transcendent—where we must speak of people being saved “just as they
are,” without any merit on their part, as a result of the conversion and
transformation brought about by absolute compassion—with the realm
of the relative—normal, everyday life. Thus his doctrine of the salvation
of people “just as they are” led to the error of disregarding morality, and
at times even served the evil purpose of providing excuses for wrong-
doings.

In contrast with these abuses of his teaching, Shinran’s own faith
was based on the bitter experience of metanoesis. This had been my firm
conviction from the outset in reading Shinran’s works. But I had no idea

PREFACE liii

at the time that his Kydgydshinshé was in its very essence nothing other
than metanoetics. The oversight was a natural one in that metanoesis
does not appear as one of the central ideas of the work, even though
Shinran mentions and explains the “‘three kinds of metanoesis’ devel-
oped by the Chinese priest Shan’tao (Jap., Zendo, 613-681) in one of his
doctrinal discourses, and in his hymns in praise of Amida Buddha we
find strong elements of metanoesis at various places. Among contempo-
rary scholar-priests of the Shin sect, Soga Ry6jin (1875-1971) should be
mentioned for his appreciation of and deep insight into the basic notion
of metanoesis, as well as for his recognition of its significance for under-
standing Shinran’s faith. I have found his interpretation and doctrinal
analysis most enlightening, and owe him a great debt of gratitude in this
regard.

Understanding the Kydgydshinsho as the metanoetical development
of Buddhism has not received general approval as a correct interpre-
tation. I myself had long been reluctant to accept such a viewpoint.
My innate attraction for the idealistic doctrine of self-power made me
more sympathetic to the Zen sect than to sects that taught “‘salvation
by Other-power.”” Although I had never undergone discipline in a Zen
monastery, I had long been familiar with the discourses of Chinese and
Japanese Zen masters. I was ashamed that I still remained an outsider to
Zen and could not enter into the depths of its holy truth, and yet I felt
closer to Zen than to Shin doctrine. This was why I had taken little
notice of the Kyagydshinshé up until that time.

One of my students, Takeuchi Yoshinori (1913-), had published a
book under the title The Philosophy of the “Kydgyoshinshé™ (1941).
Drawing on the intellectual acumen he had developed through reading
Hegel under me, he was able to produce an outstanding interpretation of
the work. While I learned much from reading this study, it was impos-
sible for me at the time to develop a philosophy of my own based on the
thought of the Kyogyoshinshd. 1t was only when I set out to develop a
new philosophy, a philosophy of metanoetics based on Other-power,
that I returned to reread the Kydgydshinshé carefully and was able to find
away to understand it. I regard Shinran with gratitude, love, and respect
as a great teacher from the past. As I shall demonstrate in chapters 6 and
7, his idea of the three stages of religious transformation and his interpre-
tation of the “Three Minds” (sanshin) is unique in the history of the
philosophy of religion as an explanation of the structure of salvation. I
cannot but feel thankful for the grace of Other-power that led me to
metanoetics and to reliance on the guidance of Shinran.




liv PREFACE

I was also surprised to find that once I had arrived at belief in Other-
power, I found myself feeling still closer to the spirit of Zen, whose
emphasis on self-power is generally considered opposed to Pure Land
doctrine. Nor was this the last of my surprises. A key to solving a
problem in mathematical philosophy, which would at first glance seem
to be rather far removed from religious concerns, also emerged at this
time. I refer to the puzzle of infinite-set theory, over which I had
cudgeled my brains for many years in vain. Moreover, it became clear
that a philosophy of history could be based on metanoetics, inasmuch as
the content of metanoetics itself consists in a “‘radical historicism.”” In
this way I grew confident of the range of applicability of metanoetics
with its broad and ample perspective, although I must admit that at first
I had no idea it was capable of such scope.

Some may contend that metanoesis is so extraordinary a phenom-
enon in one’s spiritual life that it is hardly possible to develop a uni-
versal philosophy out of it. But I have been convinced from the start
that metanoetics involves social solidarity inasmuch as we are always
obliged to practice metanoesis so long as we are aware of our collective
responsibility for every event that takes place in our society. In my case,
metanoesis was aroused because I had been driven to the limits of my
philosophical position as I confronted the desperate straits into which
my country had fallen. My distress resulted not only from my own
personal inability to execute my responsibilities as a philosopher at the
time but also from my feeling the responsibility that each of my fellow
Japanese had to assume in his or her particular situation. Naturally I was
indignant at the militarists and the government authorities for having
duped the people and suppressed criticism among them, for having had
the audacity to pursue the most irrational of policies in violation of
international law, causing our nation to be stripped of its honor before
the rest of the world. But in the strict sense we Japanese are all respon-
sible for the failure and disgrace since we were unable to restrain the
reckless ways of the government and the militarists. After those who are
directly to be blamed for the disasters that befell Japan, the leaders in the
world of social and political thought are most responsible. There is no
excusing the standpoint of the innocent bystander so often adopted by
members of the intelligentsia.

I am deeply convinced of the fact that, in the last analysis, everyone is
responsible, collectively, for social affairs. Once one assumes this stand-
point of social responsibility, there can be no doubt that metanoetics is
indispensable for each person at each moment. Therefore metanoetics,
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like morality, can provide the way to a universal philosophy. Fur-
thermore, when metanoetics is viewed in relation to the Kyggyoshinshi of
Shinran, our guide in metanoetical thinking, his profound idea of *‘re-
turning to this world from the Pure Land” (gensd-eko) suggests a distinc-
tive theory of religious society established on the ideal of ““fraternity” —
an ideal of equality within the social order which at the same time
recognizes the ranks of elder and younger in the religious sense. This is
somewhat different from the equality that emerges from love of neighbor
in Christianity. There is no disputing the fact that freedom based on
democracy has led to forms of socialism that run counter to the ideal of
freedom. The unity of freedom and equality is not a self-evident fact but
a project difficult to achieve. In order to achieve this goal of unity, is it
not necessary that the idea of fraternity, restored to its original meaning,
mediate in the concrete the conflict between freedom and equality? The
idea of “‘returning to this world” in the Shin sect thus offers a concrete
suggestion for a basic principle of social structure, and opens broad
vistas in the philosophy of history insofar as it represents the ideal of the
compassionate way of the bodhisattva in Mahayana Buddhism. We may
therefore conclude that metanoetics is more than a mere exercise carried
out in the realms of abstract thought.

During the fall of last year I devoted myself assiduously to develop-
ing metanoetics into a form of philosophy. From the point of its very
inception, metanoetics needs to developed metanoetically. That is, it
should not be a ““philosophy of metanoesis” in the sense that it treats an
object called metanoesis. Neither should it be a phenomenological or
lebensphilosophisch interpretation that applies its own established metho-
dology to the investigation of metanoesis. Metanoetics is a philosophy
that has to be erected at the very point that all prior philosophical
standpoints and methods have been negated in their entirety. It is a
philosophical method of “destruction” more radical than even the
methodical skepticism of Descartes. It cannot be treated on the same
level as philosophy up to the present inasmuch as it is a philosophy
achieved through a death-and-resurrection process of transformation.
Only one awakened to Other-power who practices metanoetics in
“action-witness” (gyé-shd) can witness its truth in self-consciousness.
In this sense I gain personal conviction of the truth of metanoetics by
means of my own action-witness, and thereby deepen my metanoetic
self-consciousness.

In the course of my reflections, I discovered a logic that functions
throughout metanoetical thinking, which I call “absolute criticism.”
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Phéosophy based on reason can with good cause be described as a
philosophy of self-power: the reason it presupposes as its basis is bound
to fall into antinomies in the encounter with actual reality. Kant’s
remedy, as laid out in the Critique of Pure Reason, was to narrow the
scope of reason to make room for faith. The solution is clearly incom-
plete. In the radical self-consciousness of being driven to the extreme,
reason can only be torn to shreds in absolute disruption, after which such
self-affirming reason is no longer of any use to us. Absolute criticism
means that reason, faced with the absolute crisis of its dilemma, sur-
renders itself of its own accord. In the course of this critical task, the
subject that is undertaking the critique of pure reason cannot remain a
mere bystander at a safe remove from the criticism. The subject of the
critique cannot avoid getting tangled in its own web and exposing itself
to self-criticism. It cannot avoid dismemberment by the absolute dilem-
ma of its own thought. Yet in the very midst of this absolute disruption
and contradiction, the power of contradiction”is itself negated: the
absolute contradiction contradicts itself. At this point an absolute con-
version takes place and philosophy is restored, through the power of the
transcendent, as a “‘philosophy that is not a philosophy.”

Thus metanoetics includes within itself the logic of absolute criti-
cism. We arrive at metanoetics by way of the critique of reason—reason
in both its theoretical and practical aspects—if the critique is pursued
radically. This is in fact how the Kantian criticism of the Critique of Pure
Reason developed into the Hegelian critique of the Phenomenology of
Mind. The transcendental dialectic of the former was transformed into
the true dialectic of the latter. Still, Hegel maintained that the absolute
disruption and contradiction in reason could be overcome by the unity of
reason, and that the state of reason prior to the antinomies could be
recovered in its simple self-identity, because reason is able to embrace in
self-consciousness its own death and resurrection by means of infinite
thought in the form of the concept (Begriff ). This led him to neglect the
important fact that the resurrected life of reason is not the same as the
former state of reason prior to negation, but comes about only through
the activity of absolute transformation—that is, through the activity of
absolute nothingness, which is neither life nor death. In the resurrection
into new life, self-consciousness is only a temporary axis of transforma-
tion posited as a subjective center accessible only through action-faith-
witness. But Hegel thought that the identity of absolute contradictories
could be grasped in the form of the concept quite apart from any such
temporary subjective center, that infinite thinking provided the unity of
an infinite circle that could embrace the whole within itself.
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Here we see why Hegel’s concept of reason was unable to break
through the constraints of the Aristotelian logic of identity completely.
His failure is itself a negation of the dialectic in that the practical
ransformation of the self is uprooted at the core under the sway 9f the
objective concept. And since the nonobjectifiable and nonmaterializable
subjective self ceases to exist, concept turns into substance and absolute
idealism into materialism. We are left with a nonexistentialism that
denies the practical transformation of the self any mediating role. Not
surprisingly, instead of self-consciousness in absolute nothingness we
have only substance as being. As a result, Hegel’s thought, which shows
an affinity here with the thought of Spinoza, could evolve into Marxism.
In contrast, metanoetics remains grounded entirely on a standpoint
of practical transformation and thereby open to the Great Nay—
qua—Great Compassion. It is a standpoint on which the transforma-
tive unity of the death-and-resurrection of the self is practiced and
witnessed by means of a radical criticism leading to transformation by
Other-power, which I would argue is the final culmination of the Kan-
tian critique of reason. The dialectic of absolute mediation that Hegel
aimed for but was unable to attain is carried out in practice-faith in a way
that was closed to Hegel’s contemplation of reason. Here metanoetics is
akin to Schelling’s theory of freedom which, in opposition to Hegelian
reason, probed deeply into Kant’s notion of absolute evil. There is also
a similarity here to Heidegger’s existential philosophy, which, under the
influence of Kierkegaard’s opposition to Hegel’s intellectual philosophy,
strove to maintain the authentic self as the center of practical transfor-
mation. At the same time, metanoetics is critical of Schelling’s specula-
tive philosophy of “construction’ insofar as it claims a standpoint of
self-consciousness in absolute mediation. It likewise stands opposed to
the existentialism of Heidegger which, by diverging from Kierkegaard’s
“existentialism of faith”’ to assert the freedom of the self, has affinities
with the atheistic thought of Nietzsche. In contrast with these positions,
metanoesis seeks throughout to maintain a standpoint of action-faith
through Other-power, and thereby to insist on a relationship of re-
ciprocal mediatory transformation between the absolute and the self.
Moreover, the redeeming truth that the absolute can function only as the
power of absolute mediation can reach self-consciousness by way of
reciprocal mediatory activity between relative selves. In this sense, the
transformation through vertical mediation between the absolute and the
self (Thou and I) must also be realized in horizontal social relationships
between my self and other selves (I and thou). Thus metanoetics is able
to overcome the deficiencies of individualism common to both
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Schelling’s doctrine of freedom and Heidegger’s existential philosophy,
and to make the abstract truth of each more concrete through the
realization of responsibility in “social solidarity.” Shinran’s idea of
“returning to the world” (gensd) referred to earlier recommends such a
doctrine of social solidarity. It gives the idea of a ““logic of species” (shu
no ronrt), which I have long advocated as a theory of social existence, a
new and deeper basis.

In light of the above considerations, I was confident that metanoe-
tics, as a philosophical principle, would provide sufficient grounds for a
new philosophy. This is why I was able to return to philosophy with
peace of mind. With this idea of a renewed philosophy in mind, I
ascended the platform to deliver my final series of lectures at Kyoto
Imperial University. Although a new Cabinet had been formed at the
time, in accord with the long-suppressed wish of the Japanese people, it
proved no less ineffective in improving the situation. Fears and anxieties
grew stronger by the day, as the destitution and disaster continued to
spread. While I shared in the deepening pessimism of the people of
Japan, I had at least one source of consolation and encouragement. And
thus, with a sense of gratitude to Other-power, I presented my lectures,
which began in October of 1944 and ended in December, under the title
“Metanoetics.” During this period I also offered an outline of my
lectures in the form of a public lecture with the same title sponsored by
the Kyoto Philosophical Society. Such is the history of how my philos-
ophy of metanoetics came to be.

In preparing this last lecture, I developed the logic of “‘absolute
criticism,”” and through the ‘“‘destruction” of the Western philosophy in
which I had been trained for many years, I attempted a reconstruction
from a metanoetical point of view. It was for me a great joy to discover in
the course of reconsidering the thought of such figures as Meister
Eckhart, Pascal, and Nietzsche that problems I had never been able to
penetrate deeply now grew clear to me—at least as far as my limited
abilities would allow. Naturally, I concentrated my energies in the main
on a metanoetical reading of the Kydgydshinsho, the results of which
filled several notebooks. In order to make a coherent whole of my
lectures, I was able to work only on the essentials. A single three-month
term was too short; if I had had a vear to lecture, it still would have been
too short. At any rate, I was approaching the retirement age set for
university professors, and on top of that, weak of constitution as I am, I
fell ill in November. But so ardent was my desire to complete the
lectures at all costs that I left my sickbed just long enough to deliver
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them. It was with a great sigh of relief that I completed the final lecture
in December, after which I spent the rest of the winter in bed. I have no
words to express my gratitude for the kindness shown me by my students
and colleagues at that time. Since February of this year I have been
legally retired from the university professorship. Looking back over my
career of twenty-five years at Kyoto Imperial University, I felt regret for
the personal inadequacies that inhibited the performance of my duties,
but at the same time I was full of thanks to Heaven and to all those whose
help enabled me to see my acadernic career to its end despite my poor
health.

But once I had turned my attention away from my private life to
focus on the destiny of our nation, my regret and sadness were without
bounds. Even after a second change of Cabinet, there was still no
improvement. The mainland of Japan was under attack, and the ravages
of war were beyond description. Notwithstanding these calamities and
even though the situation was considerably worse than before, I was no
longer sunk in despair but endeavored to concentrate on the problems
that lay before me. In this I could feel the power of metanoetics. Far from
relinquishing myself to despair, I was transformed, converted, by the
absolute and elevated to a spirit of detachment. This confirmed my
conviction that metanoetics is as strong as we are weak. After a thorough-
going and humble assessment of my own powerlessness, I experienced
the grace of resurrection through the compassion of Other-power.

Toward the end of July I decided to move out of Kyoto and into a
rural area, the increasing severity of the air raids having made it impos-
sible for me to remain in a large city. It was entirely through the kind
assistance of my close friends that I was able to make the transition in
safety. Living here in these quiet surroundings refreshed me in mind and
body, though I remained quite as weak as before. My spirits rose during
the following two months as I began to order my notes into a longer
study, the results of which are contained in this book. At first I had no
clear idea of how to pursue its publication, though 1 did consider
serializing it in the pages of the Fournal of Philosophical Studies (Tetsu-
gaku kenkyi) as I had done before with other works.

Then, in mid-August, Japan met with the unhappy fate of uncon-
ditional surrender, plunging the entire nation—myself included—into
deep sorrow. We the Japanese people have to perform metanoesis
when we reflect on how this catastrophe came to be. Looking back, I
have come to realize that my own metanoesis of a year earlier was
destined to prepare the future for my country. The thought of this
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coincidence brought me great sorrow and pain. Of course, 1 despise the

shamelessness of the leaders primarily responsible for the defeat who are

now urging the entire nation to repentance only in order to conceal their
own complicity. Metanoesis is not something to be urged on others
before one has performed it for oneself. Still, it is clear that we the nation
of Japan, having fallen into these tragic and appalling circumstances,
should practice metanoesis (zange) together as a people. Since I am one
of those who believe in the collective responsibility of a nation, I am
convinced that all of us should engage in collective metanoesis (so-zange)
in the literal sense of the term. I feel compelled to conclude that meta-
noetics is not only my own private philosophy but a philosophical path
the entire nation should follow.

Since metanoesis implies remorse and sorrow, it is necessarily ac-
companied by feelings of shame and disgrace. This is true both in the
way that Shinran used the word and in the connotation of the Latin word
paenitentia, which originally carried a sense of “‘pang.”* There can be
no paenitentia, no zange, without pain. But the heart of metanoesis is the
experience of conversion or transformation: sorrow and lament are
turned into joy, shame and disgrace into gratitude. Hence when I say
that our nation has no way to walk but the way of zange (metanoetics), I
do not mean that we should sink into despair and stop there, but that we
can hope to be transformed through resurrection and regeneration. It is
true that metanoesis is the activity of conversion and transformation
performed by Other-power (tariki)—1I can personally attest to the truth
of this through my own ‘“faith-witness” (shin-sho)—and I cannot but
recommend it to all our people. It is as an act of gratitude that I offer
metanoetics (zangeds) as a philosophy that belongs rightly not only tome
but to all of you. With this thought in mind, I felt I ought to publish this
work as quickly as possible. Of course, in making this recommendation
I have no intention of forcing others to accept this philosophy. Nonethe-
less, it is my sincere desire to offer metanoetics to those of the Japanese
people who seek a philosophy at the present time.

In spite of the suffering that goes along with defeat, the suppression
of thought that we had to endure for many years has now come to an end
through the intervention of foreign powers, and freedom of thought is
being extolled as an ideal to which we can all aspire. As is evident to all of
us, emancipation from state control has led the people of Japan to rally

*Tanabe’s etymology is misinformed. The root word poena has to do with
punishment or indemnity.
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behind the development of culture as the sole means Qf rebuilding _our
nation. find it a rather curious phenomenon that. intellectuals in 2
country that has just suffered defeat s.hould be stimulated by their
freedom of activity to embrace belief in culture. So heavy was .t}}e
0ppression we endured for so many years, at first I.am .tempt.ed t(; }F)ln
them. But can a nation compelled to surrender, with liberalism being
forced upon it from without and the developr‘n'ent of culture urged from
within, be expected to come up with the splrltu.al resources needed to
create a new culture simply because the oppresswe controls o.f the past
have been removed? True freedom is not something one receives from
another; one has to acquire it for oneself. Even should t.here bea ﬂowi:r—
ing of new culture in such circums?ances as ours, it would be like
blossoms on a hothouse plant: beautxfgl to the eye but too weak and
shallow of root to survive in the open air. . .

Herewe see the paradox that true and living culture }s not som'eth}’n.g
that can be made by culture worshipers; if anything, their “culturism’ 18
a symptom of the decadence of culture. In general, I have .always been
critical of abstract ideals like culturism and culture-w‘ocrshlp, a’r,ld.I am
especially reluctant to approve of the present‘ stress on “culture” since 1
place no faith in its future. It must be said that the very ones now
optimistically espousing the cause of culture.are mere onlo:)kers who
have no sense of social responsibility to the nation. A moment’s glance at
some of the current social problems—the hunger and pov.erty of the vast
majority of the people in sharp contrast with the luxury enjoyed by avery
few owing to the maldistribution of food and goods,. the stagna.ltxon and
paralysis of industry despite the large number of soldiers returmng tothe
ranks of the unemployed—shows how difficult it will be to rebuild our
war-devastated nation. One step in the wrong direction, even one day’s
delay, may be enough to spell the total ruin of our land. I'Jr.lles.s w<? all
undertake the new way of zange, free ourselves from the evil institutions
of the past, and collaborate in carrying out whatever changes ar.e neces-
sary in the social system, there is no possibility of reconst.ructlon. The
only course open to us at present is metanoetics, not culturism. Does not
the Old Testament prophet Jeremiah show us the way?

Speaking frankly, I would say that the occupying powers jche‘:mselves
have yet to achieve a harmony between democracy and socialism, and
that this will remain a difficult problem for them in the foreseeable
future. But so long as that problem is not resolved, it is inevitable that
these nations will be beset by a host of difficulties both internal and
external. All nations, be they democratic or socialist, have their own need
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to perform metanoesis. If there is any vocation of significance for worlg
history in the reconstruction of our nation, it lies in the search for 4
middle path between these two ideologies, a middle path that is neither

democracy nor socialism but moves freely between the two systems to

make use of the strengths of both. And if this is so, then metanoetics must
become the philosophy not only of Japan but of all humanity.

Will not the true meaning of humanity be found when people enter
into absolute peace with one another, helping one another in a spirit of
reconciliation and cooperation, seeking mutual emancipation and sal-
vation in the conversion of the self-affirming ego into no-self through the
mediatory activity of absolute nothingness? For it is the self-affirming
ego that is the cause of all conflict among people, while in the life of
absolute peace all contribute their best efforts to deepen the joy of
fraternal love. For this reason, all people everywhere need to perform
zange collectively. I do not think I am arguing from a self-centered point
of view in making the claim that world history has reached a turning
point at the present moment in which all philosophy of any significance
should be grounded in metanoetics. Naturally, I have no intention of
offering myself as a guide for the world; that would run counter to the
very spirit of metanoetics. “Shinran had not a single disciple,” wrote
Shinran in the Tanni-shé. His idea of a horizontal fellowship, not of a
vertical or authoritarian teacher-disciple relationship, laid the foun-
dations for an “equality” in which no one enjoyed any special privilege.
What Shinran said of invoking the name of Amida—“It is a matter of
your decision whether you accept nembutsu or reject it”>—I should also
say of metanoetics. And this, too, confirms my belief that metanoetics,
carried out in this spirit of freedom and equality, can become a philos-
ophy for all people.

In a spirit of gratitude for having been able to see this work to its
completion, I would like, in the first place, to express my sincerest thanks
to all those who have assisted me. Their kindness is something I shall
never forget. I should also like to mention my gratitude to my wife who,
despite her illness, has served me faithfully these many years and
enabled me to devote myself entirely to my work. And finally, I would
beg the indulgence of my readers for having been made to endure so
lengthy a preface as this.

Kita-Karuizawa

October 1945 Tanabe Hajime

Chapter 1

The Philosophical Meaning
of Metanoetics

The mearing of the term “metanocetics” - The metanoetical development of
metanoetics - Metanoetic transformation - Contemplative self-identity
and the unity of active self-consciousness - Metanoetics as a philosophy of
absolute Other-power (tariki philosophy ) The dialectics of absolute
mediation - Socratic trony and dialectics - Metanoetics and Shinran’s
Kydgyashinshd - Philosophy as metanoetics - Metanoetics and radical
human evil - Philosophy’s mediation of science and religion - Metanoetics,
the self-consciousness of mediation through action The death-and-
resurrection of philosophy in metanocetics - The inspiration of Shinran in
metanoetical resurrection - Absolute critique as the outcome of the critique
of reason - The historicization of nature in the new physics - The radical
historicism of metanoetics

The term “‘metanoetics” (zangedd), as I shall be using it here, has yet to
receive general acceptance as part of philosophical terminology. I for one
have never come across the word in the area of philosophy. Someone
may object at this point: Are you not merely trying to disguise an obsoles-
cence in your own thought and claim originality for your philosophy by
coining a new word? To this question I do not intend to respond with an
apology. Since it seems to me an absolutely undeniable fact that philos-
ophy is possible only as metanoetics, it no longer matters to me if my
views arouse such suspicions. If there be some selfish motive in my
thinking which distorts the objectivity of my approach, it is I who am
responsible for it, and it is I who must reflect on myself and perform
zange for it.
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To my shame I must confess that I am far from being noble~-minded
and totally free of fault in this regard. The temptation is ever lurking in
my heart, and indeed if I examine my motives carefully, the very fact of
raising the question myself may turn out to be a symptom of it. Be that as
it may, metanoetical reflection urges me to examine myself completely,
to recognize this shameful tendency within myself and to perform zange
for it. Once I have submitted myself to this requirement and devoted
myself to the practice of zange, I am met by a wondrous Power that
relieves the torment of my shameful deeds and fills me with a deep sense
of gratitude. Zange is, as it were, a balm for the pain of repentance, and
at the same time the source of an absolute light that paradoxically makes
the darkness shine without expelling it. The experience of accepting this
transforming power of zange as a grace from tariki (Other-power) is, as
we shall see shortly, the very core of metanoetics.

Hence the claim that metanoetics is the only way to my philosophical
revival, and that no other philosophy is conceivable to me than one based
on such metanoetical self-consciousness, points to an objective reality
beyond all possibility of doubt, despite any arbitrary, subjective, or
dishonest motives I may harbor in my breast. So powerful is metanoetics
that it sweeps aside all doubt about itself. This may, it seems to me, be
taken as evidence of its truth. I can therefore confess frankly and with
conviction that metanoetics is, as a matter of necessity, my philosophy.
As far as I am concerned, no philosophy is possible without such con-
fession (duoloyia) and zange (repentance, uetdvoia). It is precisely the
self-awakening which comes to one on the way of zange that constitutes
metanoetics, or zangedo. Intrinsic to the way of zange is the self-
awakening of those who follow it and the wisdom thus attained. It is for
this very reason that metanoetics can be designated a philosophy.

There is another reason for using a word derived from a Western
language, “‘metanoetics,” together with the Japanese term “‘zangeds.”
“Metanoetics’ carries the sense of “‘meta-noetics,” denoting philologi-
cally a transcending of noetics, or in other words, a transcending of
metaphysical philosophy based on contemplation or intellectual intui-
tion achieved by the use of reason. “Meta-noetics”” means transcending
the contemplative or speculative philosophy of intellectual intuition as it
is usually found in the realms of thought based on reason. Here we have a
very important characteristic by which metanoetics is distinguished
from ordinary mysticism or philosophies of intellectual intuition: it is
not a philosophy founded on the intuitive reason of jiriks (self-power),
but rather a philosophy founded on action-faith-witness (gy-shin-sha)
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mediated by the transformative power of tariki (Other-power). If I may
introduce at this point two key concepts® characteristic of the teachings
of the Pure Land sect of Shin Buddhism~—4dsé or “going toward” the
Pure Land, and gensé or “‘returning to’” this world from the Pure Land—
metanoetics may be described as a philosophy of action following the
path of genso, while ordinary mysticism may be described as contem-
plative speculation following the path of 656. The doctrine of gensd is thus
of special significance in enabling metanoetics to bring about a revival of
philosophy. The term ““metanoetics’ helps to express these ideas clearly
in that metanoetics implies, on the one hand, a self-awakening through
a “way’’ of repentance, a “‘thinking-afterward” (uerdvoin), and on the
other, suggests a self-conscious transcending of intuition and contem-
plation (uetavonoic). This is why zangedd can be termed a Metovontixs
or “metanoetics.” The full meaning of metanoetics will be explained in
detail later as this work develops, but at least these few comments
seemed in order here at the outset.

As mentioned before, the very fact that I advocate metanoetics as a
philosophy itself expresses my option for the way of zange. Only through
metanoetics can I reflect on its philosophical significance. In other
words, 1 discuss “‘philosophy as metanoetics” metanoetically. There-
fore, I am not concerned with how others will take it. All criticism of my
standpoint I willingly accept as a further opportunity to perform zange.
Being evil and untruthful by nature, I feel a deep sense of shame and fear
that my confession, or zange, must needs contain insincerity and impu-
rity. Worse than that, I find myself unable to overcome the ingrained evil
of feeling proud over performing zange. However severe the criticism
against me may be, I cannot possibly excuse my vanity, folly, perversity,
and wickedness. I am prepared to accept such criticism with humility; I
am determined to reflect upon myself as thoroughly as possible and to
perform zange for my dishonesty and shamelessness. This, I believe, is
the only way left open to me. Indeed my power, by itself alone, is so
ineffective, and my folly and wickedness so tenacious, that if left to
myseif, 1 could not perform even this zange. Nevertheless, the tarik:
(Other-power) that acts within me exercises its power in a way so
overwhelming that it obliges me to perform zange. Thus it is that I
perform this action of zange solely by following this power. And this is
the reason, as I stated before, that metanoetics forces me to treat it
metanoetically. In this sense, I may say that the evidence, or witness
(shé), of the existential truth of metanoetics comes to light. Metanoia is
not confined to “meta-noia,” that is, a ““thinking-afterward” or repen-
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tance that implies a painful recollection of one’s past sins, or a feeling of
remorse accompanied by the profound wish that those sins had not been
committed. It is rather the “breaking-through’ (Durchbruch) of a self
that hitherto had moved exclusively within the realms of discursive
thinking and reflection. In reality, as long as the self affirms its being
directly, true repentance i1s by no means possible. This is the reason that
although repentance is an act of the self, it is at the same time a breaking-
through of the self, a forsaking of the self. As Hegel says, when we
acknowledge our responsibility for those of our actions that inevitably
resultin sin, this recognition of our own sin implies the tragic downfail of
our own being and a submission to the judgment of fate and destiny. So,
too, does zange, or metanoesis, imply the downfall and the forsaking of
the self. As such, zange means simply following a disciplined way toward
one’s own death.

Moreover, human sin and evil are not accidental phenomena; nor do
they signify merely the evil acts of individual persons. They constitute
rather a negative determination of our being itself that lies at the foun-
dation of human existence in general, something like what Kant speaks
of as “radical sin.”” As long as Existenz is established by determining the
existence of the self spontaneocusly by oneself, one is endowed with a
freedom analogous to the freedom of the absolute in order to respond to
the transformative power of that absolute. But at the same time, as a con-~
sequence of this freedom there is a concealed tendency to forget one’s
relativity and presume to be the absolute. This clearly is human ar-
rogance and shows how prone we are to extend the “‘analogous” struc-
ture of our being into the extreme assumption of being directly
“identical” —namely, to confuse our role of mediatory activity executed
in absolute negativity on behalf of the absolute with an immediate
affirmation of our freedom, oblivious of the very fact that our existence
can be founded only on a principle of transformation, or conversion, that
presents itself through self-negation as the result of standing in con-
tradictory confrontation. An “‘existence” whose principle is freedom
cannot by itself eliminate the sort of latent evil we see produced by an
innate tendency toward arrogance, the evil most accurately termed
“original sin.”

Human freedom in its true sense is rooted solely in the grace of the
absolute. This grace negates our being in order to convert us to a new
being by awakening in us a consciousness of the unfathomable depth of
our sin and thereby leading us to recognize that this innate freedom is,
in reality, the very cause of our lacking freedom in the true sense, and
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that only the negation of the former assures us of the latter. It is only
when we forsake ourselves and entrust our being to the grace of rarikl
(Other-power) that our existence can acquire true freedom. In short, life
consists of the continuous practice of ““death-and-resurrection.”” Meta-
noesis is practicing, and also being made to practice, this ““death~and-
resurrection” according to criteria of the value and meaning of our
existence, or, more correctly, of the valuelessness and meaninglessness
of our existence. It must begin with a casting away of the self that is no
longer qualified to exist because it is forced to recognize, through suffer-
ing and sorrow, that its being is valueless.

This means that metanoesis (zange) is the exact opposite of despair
in the ordinary sense, which consists of getting discouraged at ourselves,
asserting our negative self, and growing increasingly vexed to the point
of forgetting the fact that we have been condemned to original sin. In
contrast, zange is a true self-surrender that consists not in a recalcitrant
despair but in a submissive one, a despair in which we renounce all hope
for and claim to justification. Submissive despair thus preserves the
permanent wish that our being be as it ought to be. Through such
despair we suffer from the serious discrepancy in our being between that
which “ought to be’ and that which is ““as it is.” Through zange we
regard ourselves as truly not deserving to be, and thereby enter fully into
a state of genuine despair leading to self-surrender.

Amazingly enough, however, the power urging us to forsake our-
selves is at the same time the very power that reaffirms our once negated
being. After the submissive acknowledgment and frank confession of our
valuelessness and meaninglessness, of our rebelliousness in asserting
ourselves despite our valuelessness, we rediscover our being. In this
way, our being undergoes at once both negation and affirmation through
absolute transformation. In other words, the being that performed meta-
noesis (zange) experiences resurrection by salvation. Moreover, even
should this resurrected being sin again, the result would not be to add
further negativity to the nature of its new being. For as long as we per-
form zange continuously, there is no change whatever in the process of
our being-—that is, in the transforming of the negation into affirmation
through tariki. One who truly performs continuous zange is made to sur-
render self-affirmation, and yet always experiences the wondrous power
through which negation is continuously transformed into affirmation.
This constancy in one’s zange is what is called “unshakable or irrevers-
ible faith.” In this sense the structure of metanoesis is one of infinite
spiral process. It is, so to speak, an “eternal returning” (Nietzsche’s
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ewige Wiederkunft) in the true sense of the term, namely a genuine
“repetition’” through the power of the transcendent, and is therefore the
fulfillment of the moment by eternity. Accordingly, an increase of finite,
particular sins never threatens the fundamental structure of metanoesis
in any way. On the contrary, repentance of such sin, the metanoetical
awareness of the accumulation of sins, is the true mediating force be-
tween our being and the activity of the absolute; it is the infinite element
within our finite being. For this reason, we confirm in ourselves the fact
that the sins of our being, including even the insincerity of our zange,
are forgiven, and our being thus is resurrected.

"This affirmative aspect of zange, as opposed to its negative aspect, is
conversion (transformation). Hence the term ““metanoia” (uetdvoia)
can, as I have stated before, imply both conversion and repentance.
Zange should be as infinitely continuous as conversion and should,
therefore, envelop within itself the infinite repetition of ‘“‘eternal re-
turn.”” Conversion, however, is transformed negativity, the negativity of
metanoesis turned into affirmation through the transforming act of the
absolute. This is why we explain them as two aspects of the same thing.
The power of salvation through which the self-surrender in our zange
is transformed into affirmation or conversion inevitably impels us to
faith in such power as the absolute power of transformation.

Not only is zange accomplished by salvation through tariki (Other-
power), but zariki itself is realized in this world through the mediatory
operation of zange. Thus the way of mutual transformation and re-
ciprocal interpenetration of rariki and zange is open to us, and by
practicing this religious way of self-consciousness we are able to realize
the truth that the activity of jiriks is at the same time the realization of
tariki. In short, religious faith (shin) and practice (gyd) are one. This
means that although zange leads to salvation, it should not be considered
the same as “‘repentance,” which is the necessary condition for one’s
entering into heaven, since zange is the “‘practice-faith” (gyo-shin) at-
tained in and through tariki. It therefore involves both joy and gratitude,
which are the very witness (s46) of its truth. In a word, zange is simply
a trinity of action, faith, and witness (gyé-shin-sha).

The self-surtender effected as well as performed by one’s own free
will produces the grace of a resurrected self that brings with it the joy of a
regenerated life. Needless to say, the suffering of zange is accompanied
by the bitterness of repentance and the sorrow of despair. This profound
pain, however, is at the same time the medium of joy and the source of
bliss. Joy abounds in the midst of pain, not because we are able to
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participate in the joy of entering into heaven, having reformed ourselves
by repentance, but rather because zange turns us toward the bliss of
nirvana, however sinful and perverted we may be. The joy and gratitude
that stem from our being included in the compassion of the absolute and
thus redeemed from our original sin arise neither apart from the pain of
zange nor after it. The joy and pain of zange interpenetrate each other.
Since zange itself is not caused by jiriki but by the grace of tariki, we have
only to surrender to the latter, and in our surrender to experience both
the pain of negation and the joy of affirmation. Further, the joy thus
brought about by tariki necessarily leads to gratitude, the expression of
which in turn leads to cooperation with zarik? in assisting others to share
in one’s joy. Therein lies the proof and witness for the truth of zange.

Moreover, since absolute tariki (Other-power) itself must rely on
what, from its vantage point, is “other-power” (namely, human free-
dom), it functions only when relative beings recognize the mediatory
role of their independent self-consciousness. Thus absolute tariki
manifests itself in horizontal relationships between relative beings, and
the witness and evidence (sho) for the truth of zange is realized as a
“return to”’ the world from the Pure Land (gensd).

In other words, zange is a trinity of action, faith, and witness (gyo-
shin-sho), so that zange, faith, and joy coupled with gratitude for grace
become inseparable. This results from the fact that zange is a transform-
ing force whose structure may be characterized as tariki-qua-jiriki.?
Zange comes about as an absolute transformation by tariki; it is not
caused by jiriki alone. Tariki is the power of salvation itself that affirms
the relative being of the self that has been negated, regenerating it
through “death-and-resurrection.”” We might say that our salvation is
realized through the medium of zange. One should not think that the
transformation or resurrection we are speaking of here implies a mere
return to the routine life of former relativity. It is rather a transcending
of the opposition between negation and affirmation, a conversion into a
new dimension that is neither life nor death—the realm of absolute
nothingness—for the sake of salvation. At the same time, tariki performs
its salvific function through the mediating activity of relative selves, and
thus becomes immanent in them. Here we see the true nature of tariki.
Although zange is an act of the self, it does not belong to the self butis an
act of self-surrender and must be an act of absolute nothingness. Thus
zange, as distinguished from the despair of arrogance, includes the de-
spair of submission in which no self-assertion of the ego performing
ange remains.
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The original vow by Amida Buddha, it is believed by those who
profess Pure Land Buddhism, symbolizes this power of absolute trans-
formation or conversion. The compassion of the original vow manifests
itself as the Great Nay (daihi). It is the quintessence of pure faith in
Other-power (tariki), one may legitimately maintain, that the Great
Nay, performed in an act of absolute negation or in the activity of
absolute nothingness, becomes the Great Compassion (daihi) of sal-
vation through the realization of faith and witness in mature religious
consciousness. That “Great Compassion—gua—Great Nay,” or, in other
words, “love—gua—absolute nothingness,” is realized by one’s action-
faith-witness (gyd-shn-sho) is the very essence of this religious con-
sciousness. It is clear that the Great Compassion should be the Great
Nay, or that true love in a religious sense should be grounded in nothing-
ness, since both the Great Compassion and true love must come from
the heart of the no-self. But this is only an ontological consideration.
Religious consciousness consists in its genuine experience, or precisely
in the self-consciousness realized through this experience.

Were someone to ask how one can become religiously conscious of
“Great Compassion—qgua—Great Nay,”” I should not be able to answer
satisfactorily through theoretical discourse. I could only say: “You
must, at least once, perform zange yourself.”

To be sure, insofar as the zange we have been speaking of does not
belong to the performance of jiriki (self-power) but is based on tariks
(Other-power), one cannot practice zange by oneself alone. It is realized
only according to the prompting of Other-power. At the same time,
because the absolute subject of Other-power is absolute nothingness
(which is, therefore, the real subject of the activity of the absolute
transformation), it must be mediated by the relative self. Instead of
having its ground in “‘the self-identity of absolute contradictories,”
absolute nothingness must be grounded in the absolute mediatory ac-
tivity of one’s religious existence through ‘“‘death-and-resurrection.”
Hence, absolute nothingness can also be called tarikz, since it is experi-
enced through faith-witness (skin-shd) as the principle of the negation
and transformation of the self. In this sense, tariks inevitably depends
on jirtki as its mediatory “‘other.” This is why it is written, ‘““Ask, and
you shall receive; seek, and you shall find” (Matt. 7:7).

This reciprocity is also the core of tariki faith. Since the Buddha is
the one who seeks nothing, one falls into self-contradiction if one desires
directly to become the Buddha. But if one does not seek at all to become
the Buddha, one will never be able to awaken to one’s Buddhahood. The
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way of self-contradiction involved in residing in a spirit of detachment
from the desire to become Buddha in spite of a deep aspiration to become
Buddha—in other words, of seeking Buddhahood earnestly without
seeking it—is the only path open to everyone by virtue of being closed.
This is not to say that the contradictions will be solved once and for all.
This critical but contradictory way remains forever impassable to any
who aspire to traverse it as a being without self-negation; and even if one
succeeds in passing through it, one cannot avoid being cut to pieces by
the blades of antinomy. This impassable barrier of antinomies, even as it
remains closed, will become passable if the contradictions are recognized
as penetrable though still unresolved, if one throws oneself into this
difficult situation and surrenders oneself in absolute submission to its
requirements without any resistance on the part of discursive (dis-
criminatory) thinking, for in so doing one has abandoned oneself
thoroughly to the situation and decided to die in the depths of the
dilemma of its contradictions. This means that what is impossible with
jiriki becomes possible with zariki, though both tariks and jiriki remain
complementary to one another. The practice of zange by tariki thus
includes within itself at the same time the action of jiriks.

On the same grounds that the pivot enabling the transformation of
self-qua-other or other-gua-self becomes self-conscious through the
experience of faith-witness (shin-shd), we can explain what takes place
there as an absolute transformation founded on absolute nothingness.
Taken on its own, apart from this experience of faith-witness, absolute
nothingness is an unmediated transcendent that in fact remains being
even though we call it nothingness. Considered as self-identical, ab-
solute nothingness approaches being insofar as it lacks the mediatory
functions necessary for absolute nothingness. Thus it comes to be seen as
the content of contemplative intuition, not that of self-consciousness in
action. On this view, there is no longer any metanoesis, since there is no
need for transformation when one can be confirmed to the absolute
identity encompassing the discrepancy between self and others. On the
contrary, what characterizes metanoesis is the fact that although it is my
own action, at the same time it is not my own action; or conversely, that
the absolute transformation that is not my action nonetheless is my
action. There is therefore sufficient reason to maintain that we can
recommend to anyone the practice of metanoesis. It is in this sense that
I recommend following the way of metanoesis as the only way along
which we can experience, in our faith-witness, the absolute truth of the
Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion.
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Were one mistakenly to suppose that the fact of the Great
Compassion—qgua—Great Nay, which is based on faith, can itself be
demonstrated by logic as well, one would have to conclude that the
content of action-faith-witness could be subsumed by logic. In the
course of such logical reasoning one would inevitably lose sight of pure
faith, since logical thought, in complete contrast to mysticism based
on the logic of self-identity, leaves no room for faith in Other-power.
From such a mystical viewpoint, the idea of “returning to” this world
(gensd) is not yet clearly self-reflective ( fzir sich). Rather the Great Nay,
as an undeveloped state of an sich and a stage in ““going to” the Pure
Land or the absolute, unfolds into a philosophy of the self-identity of
absolute contradictories. In that case there is no need to recognize the
deeper significance of the transformation that occurs in zange, the
mediatory activity of which brings us to a realm in which we correctly
experience the absolute on ““the way of returning.”” Properly speaking,
the absolute as a “returning to”’ this world is the motivating force behind
our performance of zange. But mystical thinking remains far removed
from the true standpoint of faith that Shinran stresses in the
Kyogyoshinsho:

Never discuss whether Amida Buddha accepts you or not: The decisive ques-
tion is whether you have changed your heart or not.?

Similarly, the story is told of the Protestant theologian Karl Barth that he
was once approached by a skeptical inquirer and asked to produce proof
of the saving power of Christ. He replied by pointing to the fact that the
one who was asking the question was not yet saved. Here we see how the
same mysteries touch the hearts of great religious teachers both East and
West. While I cannot presume to be on a level with these people, there
may be some similarity in my motives for introducing zange.

It is not possible through the logic of the self-identity of absolute
contradictories to determine concretely in what direction the process of
absolute transformation is moving or to plot the precise course of its
spiral development. That logic remains in the realm of noetics, tied to
abstract equations. It has yet to attain the concreteness of absolute
mediation, wherein the absoclute grants relative selves their freedom,
making them the axis around which the absolute itself rotates, serving
and assisting in the independent mediatory role of absolute transfor-
mation. There each relative self, through its conversion and transfor-
mation, becomes in turn the temporary axis of the transformative rotation
that we call conversion by the absolute. In this way, the center of the self,
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which is at the same time the axis of absolute transformation, is located
in the decision of each religious existence that constitutes it as a true self.
From this standpoint any point can be viewed as the center of mediation
from which coordinates can be drawn to determine the transformative
movement of the absolute in time and space. This origin of these coordi-
nates may be likened to the existence of self-consciousness, an existence
concretized here and now from among an infinite number of possible
points. To claim some other universal topos apart from such points
would be to diverge from the authentic standpoint of action-faith (gyo-
shin).

For those who perform zange, there is no need to presume the ropos
of absolute nothingness to be an abstract universal—that is, some space
with no specific orientation or direction at any particular point within it.
Such an idea of ropos belongs to noetics. One may define its standpoint
as one of “‘action-intuition,” based on an experience of the “life-
expression’ structure of our being, as is the case with aesthetic intuition.
This aesthetic consideration, however, does not serve to overcome the
abstraction of intuition but is a mere development and extension of
intuitionism. It neglects the deeper significance of the role of the axis in
absolute transformation. From such a standpoint it would be more
correct to claim, with Plotinus, that intuition (contemplation) is prior to
practice since the latter exists for the sake of the former.*

We cannot determine the special orientation that the transformative
process takes at each point of a mere topological deduction, because a
special orientation is produced only as the result of the negative trans-
formation through ““death-and-resurrection.” This means that a philos-
ophy with such a standpoint lacks the idea of “returning t0” (gensd) as
well as that of a ““mediation by species,” which together provide the social
determination of our being through ethical action performed in com-
munity. By reciprocity in species, species (society in its immediate state)
can surpass the state of struggle among forces in competition within it,
thus elevating species to a concrete universal. Each individual can then
represent this concrete universal by bringing together various antagon-
istic forces within species and channeling their opposing orientations
in one particular direction. The focus of the dynamic unity of this
process is the metanoetical axis around which scattered and opposing
forces are organized to work together.

In short, my metanoesis—my conversion—consists in a shift from
Jiriki to tariki. Put in positive terms, metanoetics represents the philos-
ophy of Other-power. But in deference to the negative way I have been
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following so far, 1 should first like to make clear its negative aspect, that is
to say, the transformative power of its negativity.

The methodical skepticism advanced by Descartes represents a
formal transformation of reason, even though his true intention with the
dubito was to gain sufficient evidence for adopting a new starting point
for philosophy. The method is not yet free of subjectivity in that its
dubito is a mere postulate lacking either content or force by itself. In
order to supply the formal transformation implied in the “‘cogito ergo
sum’’ with real content, and thus to establish it as the true ground of his
entire philosophy, Descartes had to rely on background motivations—
supplied in his case by his own faith in God. (In this connection, it is not
without reason that in their interpretation of Cartesian philosophy,
Milhaud and Chevalier link the cogito with Descartes’s faith in God and
seek the ground of the ego in the existence of God.)

True self-consciousness cannot come about through one con-
tinuous medium joining God and the relative. The real awakening of
self-consciousness in its religious or existential dimension comes only
through the ““death-and-resurrection’ of a negative transformation that
takes place between the absolute and the relative. A transforming medi-
ation between self-surrender in metanoesis and resurrection by Other-
power can, together with the evidence of self-consciousness, provide
philosophy with an objective ground. As the sole self-mediating realiza-
tion of philosophy, it seems to me that metanoesis is, therefore, open to
everyone. There is no other way of providing philosophy in the future
with a sufficient transcendent ground for its absolute independence than
to take the experience of action-faith-witness ( gv6-shin-sho) as the start-
ing point of our philosophy.

When we consider metanoesis as the path of philosophy, the salvific
power of the “Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion” mediated by the
absolute transformation of nothingness prevails. But is this not what is
called ““honganbokori” (assurance of one’s own salvation and pride in
one’s trust in the vow of Amida Buddha)? Is there not a clear contradic-
tion involved here in such an expression of self-affirmation? Does this
not deny the self-abandonment at the core of metanoesis? If we could
have direct assurance of salvation, there would be no need for media-
tion by metanoesis, and no reason for philosophy to start anew as
metanoetics.

When I maintain that the task of philosophy is to bring about the
self-realization of salvation through the transforming mediation of
zange, I do not mean to make either metanoesis or salvation independent
and self-sufficient, and the other derivative. On the contrary, I mean that
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metanoesis, which belongs to one’s self-power in the relative sense, is a
necessary mediatory element in the work of salvation—that the relative
self of metanoesis serves absolute Other-power in a mediating capacity,
2 a result of which the self experiences a wondrous, transcendent
resurrection, a conversion from the metanoesis of self-power to the
salvation of Other-power. Through the self-consciousness of reason that
results from the logic of mediation, philosophy therefore attempts to
participate in that wondrous transformation, and thus to perform its task
of understanding concrete personal religious experience through the
abstract and negative mediation of concepts. Seen from the viewpoint of
action-faith, and based on its own evidence, philosophy performs its
proper task of logical mediation by explaining how metanoesis and
salvation neither belong to an original identity nor simply oppose each
other, but rather exist in a dialectical relation based on the principle of
“neither-one-nor-two,” "neither—identity—nor-dif’ference.”

If salvation were something that could be secured without any
mediation by metanoesis, it could never signify a spiritual relation of
one’s spirit to the absolute, but could only be an invariable natural
objective relation that exists quite apart from the action of the self. It
would no longer be a salvation based on action-faith-witness of spiritual
conversion. Moreover, if metanoesis were only an experiential or psy-
chological fact with a limited connotation, of mere relative significance
like repentance and regret, it could not be regarded as a transcenden-
tal, spiritual experience of converting the relative to the absolute
through action-witness. If metanoesis were no more than a faculty of the
discriminating mind or nothing more than personal psychological
experience, it would have no mediating role in the transformation or
conversion of the self; it would have no role in salvation.

Spiritual events raise questions requiring philosophy, questions
lying beyond the pale of the sciences and the grasp of the principle of
identity. Insofar as events are not all mystery and incomprehensibility,
some degree of rational mediation can be adopted to make them under-
standable. Concepts, as determinations of action through the negations
and transformations of thought, serve us in assimilating events whose
clarification requires the self-consciousness of reason as well as the
logical mediation of philosophy. Anything that can simply be reduced to
the principle of identity is not 2 problem for philosophy. Fora problem
to belong to philosophy there must be something inconceivable in it; and
yet by the same token, something altogether inconceivable and mys-
terious cannot become a problem for philosophy.

To eliminate the mediation of logic and the self-consciousness of
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reason from our consideration of such spiritual events poses no prob-
lem for philosophy. A problem is posed only when there is some clue
of a mediation leading to its solution. This is why both repentance—
which is not mediated by salvation—and mere salvation—which is
simply dependent on the principle of identity and not mediated by
metanoesis—cannot furnish philosophy with problems. Philosophical
self-consciousness takes its clue for solving proeblems only from the
mutual mediation of metanoesis and salvation that takes place in one’s
action-faith: the absolute and the relative form a unity through absolute
mediation, whereby transcendence and immanence interpenetrate each
other in one’s action. The soul, mediated by metanoesis, relinquishes its
demand to exist and thus abandons all hope of resurrection through
salvation. And only such asoul can be transformed and transcendentally
reborn by the transformative power of the Great Compassion into a new
existence.

This event is something quite incomprehensible, belonging as it
does to both the Great Compassion and the Great Nay, which in turn fall
outside of any natural necessity grounded on the principle of identity. If
1 commit the sin of honganbokori referred to earlier, I am presuming on
the Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion contained in the Vow of Amida
Buddha, considering it to be a matter of natural necessity—that is,
something within my control-—and mistakenly supposing, through the
vanity of self-assertiveness, that what is beyond my power is actually
within my capacity. It is nothing less than a sin of profanity against
absolute compassion. It is a betrayal and abuse of holy truth: an act of
disobedience against all the Gods and Buddhas.

It is impossible to be saved from such sin without passing through
metanoesis. Amida pronounced the Eighteenth Vow of shgjoju, the “‘cor-
rectly established state for the new birth,” promising that all who have
genuine faith in Amida Buddha are, without exception, to be born in the
Pure Land, as we read in the Larger Sutra. Yet in the very same vow of
absolute salvation the Buddha excludes from his mercy five forms of
betrayal and blasphemy on the grounds that it is impossible to bestow
salvation on traitors and blasphemers seeking to substitute their self-
power for Other-power—which is the content of the Vow of Amida
Buddha’s absolute compassion—so long as they are not converted from
their former ways.

Only through the mediation of metanoesis, wherein one renounces
oneself as unworthy to exist, can one find entry into the realms of
salvation. At the same time, metanoesis allows one who performs it to
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experience the incomprehensible fact that even the sin of blasphemy can
become a mediatory moment in service of salvation. In that case, of
course, honganbokori ceases to be an obstacle; one experiences only awe
and gratitude before the inconceivable power of the Great Nay. In my
case, it is not only that I possess a tendency to honganbokori in virtue of
the radical evil I harbor within me. It is a real and inextricable part of
me that continues to exist even after metanoesis and salvation. I must
perform zange and feel ashamed for the fact that, behind my awe and
gratitude before the incomprehensible nature of salvation, there lies so
much evil and sin that I cannot escape from the tendency to honganbokori
that survives my conversion and transformation. Through the incom-
prehensible power of salvation into which the Great Compassion is
poured we are redeemed from evil passion and lusts (bonné) without their
being extinguished. Since grave sin and the tendency toward it still
remain in zange, fear, gratitude, and blasphemy flow together and pene-
trate one another. It is here that a mediatory relationship is set up
among metanoesis, salvation, and sin, a circular process wherein the
blasphemy and sin of honganbokori can be transformed, through meta-
noetical mediation, into a moment of salvation without the tendency to
sin having been extinguished. This infinite structure of metanoesis
causes fear and trembling and yet leads one to rely on salvation, since
even the betrayal and profound sin of Aonganbokori are transformed into
salvation through the mediation of metanoesis. Whatever passions, lust,
and sin exist, they are all converted into salvation by metanoesis without
being extinguished.

No salvation of any kind can be realized without the mediation of
metanoesis. Salvation and metanoesis stand opposed to each other and
negate each other. The two never become one, and yet at the same time
are inseparable, flowing into each other without duality. They maintain
their dynamic unity by virtue of the dialectical tension of nonidentity
and nondifference that exists between them. It is in the nature of their
relationship to stand in correlation with the constant risk of separation.
The very unsteadiness of this bond excludes any unity founded on the
principle of identity seen in honganbokori.

As mentioned above, it is the same with self-abandonment in meta-
noesis mediating a conviction of salvation in spite of—or rather, pre-
cisely because of——the fear and trembling intermingled with awe and
gratitude. By completely giving up one’s desire to exist and performing
zange with head bowed, confessing oneself to be a miserable being, a
person encounters through faith-witness the wondrous grace of salva-
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tion that turns the negation of the self into an affirmation. Still, such a
one remains caught in the fear of not being destined for salvation because
of the evil passions of self-attachment that are never eradicated despite
one’s confidence of salvation. The same can be said of the betrayal
implicit in the self-affirmation of honganbokori, which remains even
though it has no place in a standpoint where one is conscious of the
dynamic correlation between metanoesis and salvation.

Thus salvation, as the Great Compassion of Amida’s Vow, is accom-
plished through the power of the Great Nay of absclute transformation.
This absolute transformation, whose internal dynamic sets up a serious
tension in one’s mind between affirmation and negation, shows why
absolute mediation and the oneness of salvation still require the relative
as the affirmative element that coordinates the spontaneity of the meta-
noetic self with absolute negativity and thus promotes the element of
negative mediation.

In short, the mediation between metanoesis and salvation is es-
tablished by the truly dialectical correlation of the two. In this way it is
clear to us that metanoetics opens a way to salvation for ordinary people.
It is a way of dialectical logic, in the sense that any affirmation that takes
place in the absolute mediation of absolute transformation includes
negation and is transformed into negation, whereas negation is con-
verted into affirmation without being simply eliminated. There can
be no doubt that through metanoetics philosophy is opened up for
ordinary people.

Socrates, the most authentic of all Greek philosophers, pursued the
way of metanoetics through the irony of ““the knowledge of ignorance.”
Although in his case faith in a religiously salvific Other-power was not
present, the most important point of the Socratic irony, that the con-
fession of ignorance mediates the way to a positive wisdom, is similar to
metanoesis. The voice of warning of the Socratic daimon liberates self-
assertiveness and self-attachment from all adherence to immediate af-
firmation without negation and nonmediation. The mind, thus disci-
plined, arrives at an absolute negativity totally free from all obstacles. If
we take this to mean that complete freedom cannot be attained by self-
power but requires the warning of a daimon to convert self-power toward
Other-power, we can understand Socrates’ attitude to the warning of the
daimon as a consciousness of self-abandonment in metanoesis. This
shifts our reading of Socrates from the ethical stage to the religious, as
an implicit development from irony to metanoetics. That dialectics
originated in the logic of Socrates/is only natural, since he was the first to
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realize philosophy as a self-consciousness of subjective existence. (It is
easy to understand here why Kierkegaard entitled his dissertation The
Concept of Irony with Constant Reference to Socrates.)?

Although Socratic ethical intellectualism did not develop as far as
the self-reflective ( fiir sich) stage of metanoetics mediated by salvation
of Other-power, metanoesis is already implicit in its ironical dialectics.
In contrast, Shinran’s teaching in the Kydgyoshinsho establishes a reli-
gion almost completely reliant on salvation by Other-power (zartks). In
this doctrine, zange does not figure as a special mediating element in
salvation, but only functions in the background or is used to introduce
Shinran’s doctrine of salvation. Given that the subject matter is treated
from a religious point of view, this is hardly surprising. At the same time,
there is no doubt that this has contributed to the degeneration of Pure
Land Shin doctrine away from what Shinran taught, and to its failure to
preserve the sincerity of the founder’s spirit. In this way, so-called
believers lack the very ethical, rational element of metanoesis essential to
the mediation of religious salvation.

While shodomon, the self-power “Gate of the Sages,” retains some
elements of discipline and practice, Pure Land believers (those who
follow the way of nembutsumon) relax in the indolence of worldly life,
believing that they will be saved merely by invoking the name of Amida.
These have lost Shinran’s profound and severe metanoesis, together
with his consciousness of how, without the mercy of Amida, humanity is
predestined for hell. Their lives are thus empty of all religious signifi-
cance, and that—one may say without exaggeration—Dby reason of having
lost the way of metanoesis.

I cannot help but think here of the mediatory role linking ethical
reason inseparably to religion, each confronting the other and yet main-
taining its independence from the other. Salvation through the Great
Compassion of Other-power is not bestowed on indolent, shameless
persons who, frustrated with the impotence of self-power, turn in admira-
tion to the omnipotence of Other-power, forsaking any further ethical
effort on their part. Salvation through Other-power is achieved only by
those who have used every means at their disposal to seek the truth, who
have felt the shame of their own impotence, and finally turned to the
practice of metanoesis. It is only through the negative transformation
wrought by the Great Nay that the Great Compassion comes about. The
joy of salvation is bound as closely to the grief of metanoesis as light is to
shadow.

Philosophy begins from a consciousness of the self in conformity
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with the autonomy of reason and from there extends, through the
limitations and determinations of the world, to an awareness of the fact
that the self exists through the mediation of absolute nothingness, which
sets up a relationship of mutual transformation between self and world.
Therefore, philosophy must be carried out in the faith-witness that the
self is being-qua-nothingness, that is, being (r#pa) as a manifestation of
emptiness (§inyard) or absolute nothingness. In this way the self is
resurrected to an existence beyond life and death; it receives the gift of a
new life. The action mediating this faith-witness is nothing other than
metanoesis.

The absolute that philosophy seeks does not exist apart from ab-
solute nothingness. All being thought to be in opposition to nothingness
cannot but be relative. Only true nothingness, an absolute nothingness
capable of surpassing being and nothingness, can be absolute. Absolute
nothingness establishes being as mediatory for nothingness, and permits
being to exist independently so that it exists as being-qua-nothingness
beyond being and nothingness.

To practice metanoesis means to be negated and transformed into
such being-gua-nothingness. The philosophical subject comes into
question only after one has been converted in metanoesis. This does not
mean, however, that there is some special acting subject that turns us
around and effects a conversion in us. When we speak of Other-power,
the Other is absolute precisely because it is nothingness, that is, nothing-
ness in the sense of absolute transformation. It is because of its genuine
passivity and lack of acting selfhood that it is termed absolute Other-
power. Other-power is absolute Other-power only because it acts through
the mediation of the self-power of the relative that confronts it as other.
Only to that extent is genuine, absolute Other-power mediated by self-
power. In this way, the absolute becomes absolute mediation. The
relative cannot be the relative merely because it stands against the
absolute. The absolute, as absolute mediation, not only has to mediate
with regard to the relative that stands opposed to it but also to mediate
between one relative and another. The relative stands opposed to the
absolute only by virtue of the fact that one relative stands opposed to
other relatives; and the relative is called relative only insofar as it stands
opposed to some other relative. The mutual dependence of relatives
brings the absolute into existence to mediate their correlation to one
another. For mediation to be absolute it must have this dual character.

At first glance, absolute mediation seems to be an equalizing func-
tion lacking any focus within itself, a topos where the activity of medi-
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ation takes place as a mere transcending and encompassing of the relative
by the absolute. While absolute Other-power may appear to function as
such a determining force apart from the (relative) self, it would in that
case no longer be absolute Other-power but only a relative other-power,
since it would no longer be effecting absolute mediation but only an
immediate action mediation.

True absolute Other-power has to be made part of one’s faith-
witness through the mediatory activity of relative self-power. The activity
of the absclute with regard to the relative comes about only through the
mediation of other relatives which, as relatives, also stand in opposition
to the absolute. Thus, the effect of the absolute on the relative only
becomes real as the effect of the relative on the relative.

Not even the topos of absolute nothingness exists immediately. Such
a topos means only that a field belonging to the “being of species’ where
relatives relate to each other is elevated to the level of universal nothing-
ness because of a mutuality-in-equality that obtains within it. Its trans-
formation into nothingness is an absolute transformation resulting from
mutual mediation. The topos is symbolic of being transformed into
nothingness. Precisely because nothingness is mediated by being, and
the absolute is mediated by the relative, absolute nothingness is able to
be both absolute and nothingness. This nothingness must in turn be
realized in the depths of relative mind through action-faith-witness—
that is, through metanoesis. Metanoesis, which is the activity of self as
well as the activity of Other-power, provides the particular content for
absolute mediation: the ““here and now”’ of absolute mediation in the self
18 metanoetics. It is, of course, possible for simple religious faith to be
based on a theism of Other-power in which grace is experienced directly
and 'without mediation. Indeed, this seems to be a universal form of
religious expression. But such simple faith cannot mediate the absolute
knowledge of philosophy because the immediate determination of faith
in the myths or revelations of theism negates the independence of
philosophy and obstructs the freedom of reason. From a philosophical
point of view, only in metanoesis can the nature of the mediation of truly
absolute Other-power be practiced, believed, and made real through
philosophical thinking in action-faith-witness. Metanoesis alone pre-
serves the full autonomy and freedom of reason, brings reason to its own
limits, and thus prompts reason to self-abandonment.

Contrary to what Kant thought in his critical philosophy, it is
impossible for the autonomy of reason to provide its own foundations.
Reason endowed with the capacity for self-criticism cannot evade the
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ultimate predicament of the antinomies of practical reason, since it is
caught up in original sin stemming from basic human finitude. The
critique of reason needs to be pressed to the point of an absolute critique
through ““absolute disruption’ and absolute crisis, which constitute the
self-abandonment of reason. It is precisely this absolute critique through
“absolute disruption” and absolute crisis that constitutes the self-
abandonment of reason. It is precisely this absolute critique that makes
up the rational aspect of metanoesis and provides it with a logic, as I shall
explain in the following chapter. I would conclude, therefore, that
metanoetics is not merely one possible way among a variety of philo-
sophical ways: it is the only way, the ineluctable way. It is the ultimate
conclusion to which the critique of reason drives us.

Given the viewpoint set forth above, it is natural to find in Shinran a
source of great encouragement and enlightenment. I would argue that
the philosophy of religion expounded in the Kydgyoshinsho shows a
depth whose counterpart is difficult to find in the Western world. I do
not, however, intend to expound a philosophy based on the Shin sect
by offering a philosophical interpretation of the dogma of “salvation
through invoking the name of Amida Buddha with pure faith in Other-
power” as it was propounded by Shinran. My real intention is rather to
reconstruct philosophy itself through metanoesis in a way correspond-
ing to faith in Other-power. In other words, instead of interpreting
Shinran’s teaching in a philosophical manner, I have it in mind here to
remold philosophy as metanoetics, to start afresh along the way of
philosophy by following Shinran’s religious path. This is precisely how
we may learn from Shinran in the true sense of the word, and it is only in
this sense that I consider him to be my teacher.

Objections may be raised against the claim that Shinran’s Kyogyosh-
tnsho is a philosophy of religion based on metanoetics. One may well ask
where metanoetics is propounded in the six volumes of the Kydgydsh-
insho. In fact, there is no volume in the work that deals with zange, nor
can we find the concept of metanoesis treated as an element of the
religious system set forth in the Kydgyashinsho. Yet even though zange
is not a formal part of the Kyégydshinsho, it constitutes its whole basis
and background, only occasionally breaking through the surface.

For example, in reference to the three kinds of repentance discussed
in the section entitled “The Transformed Buddha and Land of Expedi-
ency,” Shinran quotes from Shan-tao (Jap., Zendd, 613-668):

Although there are differences among the three sorts of repentance, those who
have practiced zange throughout their lives are all accumulating merit. If one
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has respect for this virtue and respects one’s religious master without concern
for one’s own life, and if one performs zange, with compunction in one’s entire
soul and body, even for the most insignificant of his evil deeds, one will be
released quickly from one’s sin.®

And further, in arguing that zange is an appropriate practice, especially
in the eschatological time propounded by the Pure Land sect, Shinran
quotes from the An-lo-chi (Jap., Anrakushii):

Those who practice zange and wish to do good deeds and to attain happiness
should invoke the name of Amida Buddha. Those who invoke Amida even once
can be released from the karma performed during eighty kalpas. Even one such
invocation has this merit. How much more merit will those receive who invoke
his name as long as they live! They are truly ones who have realized zange.”

These passages make it sufficiently clear that zange is universal enough
to include the practice of nembutsu (invoking the name of Amida), to
stand in essential relationship with it, and finally to become one with it,
even though zange has a negative connotation in contrast with the
positive connotation of nembutsu. One may say without exaggeration that
zange both represents the beginning of the practice of nembutsu and
functions as an element in its actual process.

The sincerity and self-torment of Shinran’s confession pours out of
the pages of the Kydgydshinsho, as we see in the following hymn:

Indeed, how miserable am I, Shinran, who sink deep into the sea of love and
lust, and lose my way within the forest of riches and fame, and do not wish to
attain true faith, and do not feel joy in approaching the truth of Buddhahood!
Truly, I am filled with shame and remorse!®

Passages like this leave no doubt that the whole of the work is grounded
inand sustained by zange. Unless one undergoes the same kind of sincere
repentance that Shinran had, one will never achieve a profound under-
standing of the work. At the age of eighty-six—more than thirty years
after having established his own faith as expounded in the Kyagyéshinsho—
Shinran felt compelled by inner necessity to write another hymn filled
with the same spirit of repentance; it begins with these words:

Even though I have surrendered myself to faith in the True Pure Land, there is
no truth or sincerity in me. I am false and dishonest, and have no pure and
undefiled heart.®

Only one who could write such a hymn, springing from the depth of his
heart, could be the author of the Kvogydshinsho.
Without metanoesis, there can be no salvation through nembutsu or
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faith in Other-power. Metanoetics is indeed a philosophy based upon
Other-power. But, as is evident from the preceding, I do not mean to
speak of Other-power as operating in me objectively, nor to describe the
structure of metanoesis through self-reflection on how one is trans-
formed by Other-power. The action-faith-witness (gyo-shin-sho) in
which I myself practice metanoesis is undertaken for the sake of absolute
mediation, and pursues the true path of philosophy which seeks absolute
knowledge.

Philosophy as metanoetics implies taking the path of metanoesis
self-consciorsly. This is what I understand by philosophy. It is not a
philosophy of metanoesis that seeks to describe metanoesis as an object,
but a philosophy based upon Other-power enabling me to practice
metanoesis subjectively. Indeed, the metanoesis of philosophy is itself
metanoetics. Metanoesis does not remain a mere objective presented to
philosophy from without as a problem to be solved or a method to be
pursued. As stated above and as will be explained in the next chapter, a
philosophy for which the critique of reason forms an indispensable
moment gives birth to metanoetics when that critique results in the
concept of absolute critique. Metanoetics emerges from the core of
philosophy itself. Philosophy achieves its ultimate end only when it
becomes the metanoesis of philosophy itself.

Being is always relative and cannot be absolute, since the absolute
must be nothingness, as I have stated before. Nothingness means trans-
formation. Being, as that which mediates nothingness, can therefore be
likened to its axis of transformation. But because being is the mediator of
nothingness, it, too, must be reduced to nothingness. A reciprocity-in-
equality exists among the various pivots of being, each of which serves
as an axis of transformation for the others. As I shall explain later in
discussing the three stages of transformation (sangantennyii), the world
exists for no other reason than that of updya (‘‘skillful means”): it is the
world of mediation through which such a reciprocal transformation
enables relative beings to move toward nothingness and to return to the
world to serve as a means of enlightenment and salvation for others.
Metanoesis is the mediatory activity of transcending being in terms of
“being as upava.”

The relative self, then, as being that serves as the medium-—or
means (updya)—of absolute nothingness and yet remains opposed to
nothingness, contains within itself the relative independence of being
independent of the absolute. The self, as relative being brought to
existence as the medium or expedient of absolute nothingness, contains
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implanted within itself the possibility of securing its existence in oppo-
sition to nothingness and adhering stubbornly to its independence. This
is what is termed the “radical evil” of human existence.

Evil does not consist merely of committing evil acts. As Hegel’s
profound interpretation shows, acts that come to fulfillment in “the true
ethical world” (die wahre Sittlichkeit) as the synthesis of opposing
elements in the form of bot//and are never brought to out consciousness
in the form of an intention or goal. There are always elements hidden in
conscious acts that do not reach consciousness, which is why each and
every act of ours cannot avoid the stain of sin. Not only are all our acts
therefore foredoomed to sin, but the independence of our being itself is
infected with radical evil. The essence of relative self consists in the fact
that it is a nothingness for mediating absolute nothingness; it is empti-
ness, void (Jap., k4; Sanskrit, sdnyara). This self deceives itself, grows
forgetful of its own finiteness and relativity, and comes to mistake itself
for absolute existence by absolutizing the finiteness of its existence.
What is more, it shows an innate tendency to cling to this delusion. This
what we are calling radical evil: the self-assertion and rebellion of the
relative vis-a-vis the absolute.

Since the absolute, as nothingness, must act as an absolute mediating
force, it presupposes relative being as its medium. In contrast with the
doctrine of the creation of the world maintained by the theist, or the
theory of emanation propounded by the pantheist, historical thinking
must begin from present historical reality in order to reconstruct reality
in practice, thus producing a circular process of “‘revolution-qua-
restoration.” For historical thinking, the absolute and the relative, noth-
ingness and being, are interrelated each with the other as the indispen-
sable elements of absolute mediation. Theirs is a simultaneous and
reciprocal relationship in which neither can be derived from the other.
The relative as the medium of the absolute comes into existence simulta-
neously with the absolute. The existence of the relative is a sine qua non
for the absolute as nothingness. And precisely because the absolute s
nothingness, the relative can exist as being. Conversely, because the
existence of the relative is “‘being as updya’ (hoben) in the sense that it
alone serves a mediatory function with regard to nothingness, and
because it is absolutely relative in the sense that it is a being related to
other beings in relative reciprocity, it is able to serve as the medium for
the absolute mediation of nothingness and thus enable nothingness to
realize itself.

That having been said, however, there is no doubt that the relative
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which serves as the medium for the absolute cannot be derived from the
absolute, but must be an independent being in order to function as a self-
negating and self-transforming activity within nothingness. The fact
that the relative comes into existence as the relative, serving as an
element in the mediating work of the absolute, makes it possible for the
relative to contain within itself the independence of a finite being, by
means of which it can stand in opposition to the absolute. It is here that
the roots of evil lie. For the fact that the absolute makes use of the relative
for the sake of its mediation also implies that the absolute, as absolute
mediation, is a self-negating principle, for which reason the absolute
allows the relative—as the negative aspect of the absolute—to possess a
relative independence. This is why the relative is disposed toward evil.
Since the absolute allows for such a disposition toward evil in relative
beings, the latter in turn are able to arrive at the bliss of salvation by
confessing the guilt that is theirs as a result of their misuse of the freedom
allowed to them and their actualization of this deep-seated penchant
for evil. In this sense, the absolute is one with the Great Compassion.
This is precisely what I mean by the term “Great Nay—qua—Great
Compassion.”

In this way the self-awareness of one’s guilt, or of one’s radical evil
and sin, as utterly unavoidable provides metanoesis with a necessary and
concrete way to become conscious of the finite self. Suffering arises
within a relative being because it is driven into a desperate cul-de-sac by
the conflict between the consciousness of past karma (unavoidable guilt)
and the consciousness of the aspiration for future emancipation from
guilt. It is this suffering that characterizes present consciousness as
anxiety. Further, the absolute transformation of nothingness leads to
equality among relative beings, since the reciprocal conversion and
transformation performed by relative beings result in “being as updya”
(hGben sonzar), where each axis of transformation is freely changed into
others with nothing to cling to, and becomes “‘elect” in the sense of being
something previously chosen by the absolute. The self-consciousness of
relative beings that “being as updya” can exist only insofar as it is one
temporary axis of transformation, taking its turn like every other being at
being the axis and thus serving as the medium of nothingness, brings to
actuality the solidarity of a religious society in the sense of a “returning
to the world” (gensi-ekd).1° Here relative beings are all able to exert
religious influence on one another, so that they can all be saved through
the Great Compassion. In this process relative beings, as pure passivity
presupposing no substantial agent other than themselves, surrender
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themselves obediently to Other-power. This surrender is metanoesis. At
the same time, such Other-power is nothing other than self-power; and
conversely, self-power is nothing other than Other-power.

Although the sin inevitably produced by one’s action is always
condemned from an ethical viewpoint, from a religious viewpoint it is
always forgiven by the boundlessness of metanoesis. Hence conscious-
ness of the forgiveness of one’s sinfulness returns one to the relative.
Filled with gratitude, one is brought back to “‘the action of no-action”
which establishes the relationship of the relative to the relative. In this
way metanoesis functions as a mediating force through which the evil of
sin, without disappearing, is transformed into the bliss of forgiveness
and salvation grounded in absolute nothingness. This is the self-
mediation of the absolute in and through the relative, for which meta-
noetics, as the self-awareness of this self-mediation, provides absclute
knowledge. This is why the true path of philosophy is to be sought in
metanoia.

In contrast with the usual philosophical attitude adopted toward
Pure Land Shin doctrine with its notion of faith based on salvation
through nembutsu (invoking the name of Amida), I am attempting here to
take another approach to the core of that faith. In my view, those who try
to interpret the doctrine of Pure Land Shin from a specific philosophical
standpoint do not follow the course of salvation by nembutsu to its
ultimate conclusions. Theirs is an attitude bearing the unmistakable
marks of salvation by the self-power Gate of the Sages (jirtki-shodomon),
and has no connection with that faith in Other-power which is the faith
of those who perform zange. This latter means confessing one’s philo-
sophical impotence and, driven to the humble recognition that as an
ordinary ignorant and sinful being one has nothing to rely on, letting go
of oneself completely. But those who interpret the doctrine according to
their own philosophy make their understanding of Other-power con-
form to self-power and never come close to a positive realization of the
truth of philosophy through action-witness—that is, according to meta-
noetics and in a manner befitting salvation by Other-power. They re-
main in the philosophical position of sages trying to save themselves by
their own efforts or merits. There is nothing surprising about this, given
the common understanding of philosophy as an activity based on the
self~awareness of the autonomy of reason. As for myself, I no longer
share this attitude because 1 can no longer accept its underlying ideal of
philosophy. The experience of my past philosophical life has brought me
to realize my own inability and the impotence of any philosophy based
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on self-power. I have now no philosophy whatsoever on which to rely. I

now find that the rational philosophy from which I had always been able

to extract an understanding of the rational forces permeating history,
and through which I could deal rigorously with reality without going
astray, has left me.

I feel especially obliged to share in the corporate responsibility for
irrationalities like the injustice and prejudice evident in our country. I
feel responsible for all of the evils and errors committed by others, and
in so doing find that the actual inability of my philosophy to cope with
them compels me to a confession of despair over my philosophical
incompetence. More than that, I find that this predicament obliges
me—rthe ordinary person, ignorant and sinful, that I am—to admit that
such a confession applies not only to me but to all persons everywhere
who are similarly ignorant and sinful.

I hold the view that philosophy consists in the autonomy of reason,
In this respect it is similar to science, the difference being that philos-
ophy claims to offer knowledge of the absolute, not of the relative as is
the case with science in general. The claim is an impossible one, how-
ever, for the simple reason that as beings who are not absolute but
relative, not saints or sages in communion with the divine but ordinary
humans wrapped up in ourselves, we remain bound to self-satisfaction
and arrogance, try as we may to assume the standpoint of reason. The
claim of reason amounts to no more than an ideal that can never be
fulfilled completely so long as we maintain the standpoint of self-power.
Even if it were somehow possible for this claim to be fulfilled, if we were
to acquire knowledge of the absolute and put it into practice, this could
not be attributed to an “ascent’ of self-power but only to a “descent” of
Other-power transforming the relative into the absolute and thereby
causing the absolute to be mediated through the relative.

In other words, whatever leads the relative self to salvation in re-
ligion should also function in the case of philosophy, whose origins are
the same as those of science, so that the basic nature of philosophy should
undergo a total transformation. And yet philosophy, which, like science,
is based on the autonomy of reason, cannot forthwith abandon its basic
principle and turn itself into religious belief. The only way for philos-
ophy to achieve this goal of total transformation is for the autonomy of
reason, the motivating force of philosophy, to become deadlocked in the
self-awareness of its own incompetence. In its despair of self-power—
that is, in metanoesis—reason can be led to self-surrender by Other-
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ower, until at last it revives as a philosophy of “effortless naturalness™
(musa-héni), beyond all opposition between self and other. .

If it is possible for me to resume the way of philosophy, there is no
alternative left but to start anew in metanoesis. Surpris.ing.ly enough, I
have already been walking this path. I made a new l?egmnmg from the
yery moment that I began to perform metanoesis. This is not tp say that I
set out on this way of philosophy of my own will. All such activity based
on self-power had already been abandoned; 1 was able oply to perforr;x
metanoesis, which consisted in the dissolution of my phﬂosophy. This
forced me into a dilemma that left me no choice but metar%oems. My
entire existential self-awareness turned to the practice, reflection, analy-
sis, and pursuit of metanoesis. There was no oth.er way for .me 10
philosophize except the self-awareness of metanoesis in metar}oencs. No
sooner did I begin this metanoesis, as 1 said, than my phﬂosophlcal
thinking started anew, yet not as my own doing but as the doing of
Other-power in me.

The fact that metanoesis is going on within me is not to the credit of
self-power. Indeed, I have to admit that even the self-power implied' in
my practice of zange is itself already mediated by Other-power, which
effects the absolute transformation of my self-surrender and self-
negation into self-affirmation. Self-power and Other-power conver'ge
here and thus penetrate each other. At the same time that I practice
metanoesis 1 am being transformed—converted—into someone who
can make a fresh start in philosophy without any intention of doing so.
There is no attempt here to continue my old philosophy or to reconstruct
it on my own power. The philosophy I am concerned with here is ratIAler
a philosophy of the “‘action of no-action’ or ‘‘action without an acting
subject” (smusa no sa), because it is mediated by metanoesis and trans-
formed by Other-power. 1 affirm myself only insofar as I, who am a
being emptied (ki-u) through absolute transformation, can serve as a
negative mediator of the absolute. All T can do is submit myself to
“naturalness” (jinen-honi) and let the absolute do as it will. My phi-
losophy is simply action-faith-witness in the sense of a self—(;onscious.~
ness of this naturalness. Furthermore, once the standpoint of this
metanoetical self-awareness has been acknowledged for what it is, the
antinomy mentioned above, which leads to absolute critique because
it involves contradiction beyond the capacity of the self-power of rea-
son to resolve, is allowed to remain as it is and to mediate the absolute.
From this standpoint the active, subjective moment in historical neces-
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sity is made clear, and every attempt of scientific theory to approXimate
truth is furnished with a necessary meaning relative to its stage in the
development of the history of science.

Once reason, relying on self-power, has failed in its attempt to
establish a solid foundation on the critique of reason, philosophy falls
into a crisis from which there is no escape: the absolute disruption of
being torn to pieces by antinomies and cast into the pit of contradictions.
But if reason lets go of itself in this predicament, and if this self-
surrender in turn leads to metanoesis in the form of self-conscious
impotence, reason is lifted up out of the abyss and transformed into the
action-faith-witness of absolute Other~-power. In this state, the crisis of
contradiction that was judged insurmountable from the standpoint of
the self-power of reason is allowed to remain just as it is. What happens
as a matter of necessity at each stage of history is thus made the result of
action-faith-witness. The “way without a way”’ is opened up by Other-
power, and philosophy is transported from the standpoint of reason
based on the self-power of the Gate of the Sages (shoddmonteks jiriki) to
the standpoint of action-faith based on the Other-power Gate of the Pure
Land (jodomontek: tariki).

I do not mean to imply that this was how the Pure Land doctrine set
forth by Shinran effected a conversion in my philosophy. It is only that
when the critique of reason that takes place in philosophy progresses to
the point of an absolute critique and thus reaches the end of its tether, a
way to the suprarational “death-and-resurrection” of reason is neces-
sarily thrown open, and a corresponding shift takes place from the world
of nature to the world of history. This is just what happened when the
critical philosophy of Kant opened out into the dialectical thought of
Hegel. The difference between the concepts of reason of the two philoso-
phers is the very process we are talking about here. Moreover, the reason
that Hegel had to undergo the criticism of Kierkegaard is that Hegel had
failed to bring the process to consummation and to emancipate him-
self completely from the Kantian view of reason. The “death-and-
resurrection’ of reason necessarily leads to the standpoint of faith in
Other-power. In other words, metanoetics, as the transrational resurrec-
tion of reason, is a reconstruction of philosophy. Viewing matters in this
light, one would not be mistaken in the claim that Kierkegaard’s existen-
tial philosophy also developed a kind of metanoetics.**

In short, it has been the destiny of my life philosophy that it neces-
sarily develop into metanoetics. It is not that I mean to graft Pure Land
Shin faith in Other-power onto philosophy, but rather that the confron-
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cation of philosophy with my personal experience of reality has forced me
1o develop my thought in this direction. Nevertheless, the faf:t rf:mams
that this my philosophical destiny has given me a new admiration for
Shinran and opened the way for me to understand his faith and thought.
This is so because, unlike attempts to apply traditional ideas of phﬂgs—
ophy to Pure Land Shin doctrine, the develqpment of metanoletlcs
follows closely that of Shinran’s Pure Land doctrine. If we assume either
philosophy or religious doctrine to be fixed, and then use it to.deﬁne and
interpret the other, we end up in familiar theological dogmat.lsm. Inmy
case, philosophy as metanoetics does not come about exclusively under
the guidance and influence of Shinran’s thought, but is a necessary
logical consequence of the critique of reason pursued to term as al?soh}t.e
critique; but at the same time, my interpretation of the Kydgydshinsho is
not an attempt to interpret Shinran’s thought from the viewpoint of an
established philosophy. Of course it is true that my reading of Shinran’s
religious results is an interpretation peculiar to my philosophy as meta-
noetics. But the philosophy I am developing here is not intended as a
fixed system, since metanoetics grows out of the very destruction of
philosophical systems in the traditional sense due to antinomies of
reason that usher in the self-surrender of reason’s autonomy.

What I am attempting here, therefore, is not to interpret Shinran’s
thought but rather to walk the way of metanoesis through action-faith-
witness together with Shinran, which is a prerequisite for a true inter-
pretation of his thought. To the extent that this opens up the unexpected
possibility of understanding and appreciating Shinran, I can then make
progress in metanoetics under the guidance of his thought in a way
previously closed to me. Of this I have no doubt, and can only express
my gratitude to Shinran for being my precursor and teacher in the
philosophy of metanoetics. In fact, I firmly believe that Shinran has
returned to the world—performed gensé—to teach me this truth.

Philosophy and faith are thus independent of each other and at the
same time correspond to each other. They develop spontaneously in
reciprocal rather than one-way determination, with the activity of meta~
noesis serving as the center of mediation. I find the unification of
philosophy and faith here—and indeed, speaking more generally, life
itself—to be based on metanoesis through action-faith-witness. Not
only in philosophy but in life itself, the self-negation of metanoesis is
transformed into self-affirmation: my death in self-surrender restores
me to a new life where despair turns to hope. Because my life cannot exist
apart from philosophy, nor my philosophy exist apart from my actual
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life, philosophy as metanoetics becomes the basic principle of my life,
the ground on which I can live a life of ““death-and-resurrection.”

I assure myself through faith that absolute self-negation and pure
passivity—in absolute death-—is the turning point at which I live in
dying and live in being brought to life. This is not a negative self-
assertion, as is the case with suicide, but a letting go of oneself in despair,
where one forfeits altogether the ability to decide by one’s own will
whether one should live or die. The process of mediation at work here ig
metanoesis carried out through “despair in obedience.” But when I am
moved by Other-power to the point of total passivity and obedience, the
agent of this absolute transformation is nothingness, which means that
nothing confronts me in the way of “being.” As agent, being is always
relative being and cannot possibly be absolute. Absolute Other-power is
pure passivity with nothing in the way of ‘“‘being” as an agent, and
therefore consists entirely of the pure negation of the self, of the mediat-
ing character of absolute transformation, that is, of a “naturalness”
(jinen-hiont) beyond the opposition of self and other.

From this line of argument, it is obvious that transformation does
not mean merely that I have found a way to make a new start in
philosophy or recovered the ability to develop my thought in new
directions. If this were the case, there would be no room for absolute
Other-power. Instead, I remain as powerless as ever, and under the
constant compulsion to surrender myself to metanoesis because I am
driven incessantly to despair. At the same time, I continue to live insofar
as I am brought to life as a mediator of absolute Other-power. Wherever
absolute Other-power functions, it makes use of the relative, which is
opposed to the absolute, as a mediator for bringing about the salvation of
relative beings. This means that salvation by the absolute is realized only
through the reciprocal influence of relative beings on one another. In this
sense, I have to speak of Shinran as returning to the world as my teacher
to guide me on the path of metanoetics, for there is no doubt that
absolute Other-power, in the attempt to lead me to metanoetics, makes
use of Shinran as its mediator and representative. The fact that meta-
noesis makes the Kydgydshinsho understandable to me awakens me in
turn to the fact that Shinran is continually teaching me and guiding me,
and has returned to the world for that purpose. It is not a matter of a
causal relationship in the temporal order, according to which a preceding
cause produces a succeeding effect, but of a reciprocal relationship in
which each element mediates and influences the other.

In this way, philosophy—once closed to me—finds a new beginning
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through self-abandonment. A new philosophical task and its solution are
given to self-consciousness through the negation and transformation of
the absolute in actuality. For me, philosophical self-consciousness does
not mean becoming conscious of the spontaneity of freedom motivated
by self-power. On the contrary, it means letting go of myself in obedient
despair because of my powerlessness and impotence. In other words, the
philosophical awareness in question here is a realization not of life or
of one’s ability to live, but of obedient surrender to absolute death or of
one’s unworthiness to live.

Since it is through such self-consciousness that I am urged to begin
philosophy again in metanoesis, it follows as a matter of course that all
pride of supposing I might offer my own philosophical interpretation of
the doctrine of Pure Land Shin, as if I were some sort of sage, is swept
away. The only thing that happens is that I am allowed to make a fresh
start in philosophy, following the path that Shinran once trod to reach
the truth of Pure Land Shin. This is why the reconstruction of philos-
ophy in the spirit of Shinran provides a new beginning in philosophy
rather than a new philosophical interpretation of Shinran’s teachings. It
hardly bears repeating that I do not mean thereby to compare myself to
Shinran. I mean only that since I am deeply convinced that the metanoe-
tics I am now practicing coincides, as a matter of ineluctable fate, with
the spirit of Shinran, I sense the force of his influence and encourage-
ment and revere him as my teacher and guide. At the same time, if |
accept him as my teacher and guide, I must have a true understanding of
his thought in order to develop my own way of thinking. This is the sense
in which I shall be offering interpretations of doctrines like that of the
Three Minds and the Three Stages of Faith in the Kydgvoshinsho. It
is by discovering my own independent philosophy that I come under
Shinran’s influence and guidance.

The path of the sage is closed to me. I am but an ordinary person
groping my way through dark tunnels and moving in directions dia-
metrically opposite to those of the sage. Metanoetics must only be de-
veloped into philosophy metancetically. Metanoetics becomes philo-
sophical self-consciousness when it is mediated by the performance of
metanoesis through one’s faith-witness. Hence the posture of ““credo
ut intelligam’ is also applicable here. This posture may be of no use
for the absolute standpoint of the sage, which is essentially identical with
that of God, but it is indispensable for an ordinary person such as 1.

If faith is defined directly in terms of revelation and further deter-
mined by dogma, philosophy cannot claim the autonomy or self-
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determination of reason as grounds for its necessity and universality.
This is why the theology of theism leans toward a dogmatism that clashes
with the critical spirit of philosophy. Metanoetics, however, is able to
avoid this difficulty because it consists in a transformation that can be
mediated by faith. Apart from metanoetics, it is impossible to establish a
standpoint from which philosophy can be mediated by faith in such a
way as to attain evidence of absolute truth without leaving its own
standpoint. In spite of this, metanoetics has gone all but unnoticed
throughout the history of philosophy up to the present for the simple
reason that philosophy has developed essentially on foundations of the
autonomy of reason. On the one hand, to be sure, philosophy has made
great advances because of its reliance on reason and the self-confidence
of the intellect. Yet on the other, as the history of philosophy clearly
shows, it is far from being the case that this self-confidence of philosophy
has never been shaken. Doubt is philosophy’s constant companion.

Though it is hardly necessary to repeat it, the transcendental dialec-
tic set forth in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason has made it amply clear that
this fundamental predicament is not due merely to some accidental
weakness or flaw in the human condition, but derives from a primordial
limitation built into the structure of human knowledge and affecting the
very nature of human reason itself. For Kant, the way to overcome such
doubt is to admit the essential limitations of reason, keep human knowl-
edge strictly within these limits, and thus avoid all pretense of surpass-
ing or transcending these limits. As is well known, Kant argues that
human knowledge must be confined within definite limits in order to
make room for faith, whose validity falls outside the bounds of knowl-
edge. Thus faith and knowledge coexist in Kant’s transcendental philos-
ophy with a boundary line drawn between them, so that each is assigned
its own domain without interference from the other. In other words,
theirs is an external relationship where each is distinguished in terms of
its content: the one absolute, the other relative. Furthermore, Kant
claims that faith transcends knowledge and secures it a validity only on a
transcendent plane inaccessible to human knowledge.

There is no reciprocal mediation to be seen here, no process of
transformation intrinsic to the mutual mediation of both terms so that
either, having arrived at its limits, is transformed into the other—so that
both, in spite of being independent of each other, stimulate and develop
each other. Such a reciprocal mediation I regard as characteristic of
metanoetics. But I wonder whether the sort of harmonious reconcili-
ation of faith and knowledge that Kant works out on the basis of the self-
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limitation of each can be brought satisfactorily to fulfillment. In fact, I
am convinced that Kant’s thought, as developed in the chapter entitled
“Metaphysics as a Natural Disposition” in the section of his Critigue of
Pure Reason dealing with the transcendental dialectic, shows beyond
doubt that such reconciliation cannot provide a final solution. I shall
reserve a detailed examination for the next chapter. But even a moment’s
reflection on the matter in its broad outlines should suffice to show that
recent developments in mathematics and natural science, which Kant
regarded as prototypes of all forms of knowledge, are frustrating this sort
of reconciliation.

In the attempt to avoid the antinomies in which traditional meta-
physics had become entangled, Kant confined human knowledge to the
phenomenal world as a limited relative world and denied the possibility
of knowledge of an unlimited absolute. That is to say, according to Kant,
natural science, whose scope is coterminous with human experience,
leads to valid knowledge, while metaphysics, which aims at acquiring
knowledge of the absolute in such a way as to objectify the idea of the
infinite merely in order to bring to completion the ordering of a system of
concepts beyond the scope of experience, cannot be admitted as scientific
knowledge. This is the sense of his so-called negation of metaphysics as
science.

But insofar as human reason, in the sense of the capacity for in-
ference, demands a deductive system of concepts, Kant thought it un-
avoidable that human nature would conceive of an infinite whose func-
tion is to make it possible for such a system to arrive at a final conclusion,
and that it would not only provide this infinite with the formal regulative
capacity of an ideal but also posit it as an objective concept with a given
content. This is the sense of his ““metaphysics as a natural disposition.”

In order to protect this subjective metaphysics from the presump-
tuous claim to constitute an objective metaphysics, Kant drew a distine-
tion between the regulative unity of the system fashioned under the
formal guidance of the ideal and the comstituiive unity of objective
knowledge, which cannot be acquired through experience but only
imposed on thinking as a problem to be pursued. Mere formal ideals,
however, do not exist by themselves. An ideal does not determine reality
one-sidedly; it is also mediated in turn by reality. The unity of ideal and
reality is not based on an analogy with experience set up in terms of a
ratio between rational numbers, such as we find in Kant’s “analogy of
experience’ concerning categorical concepts. It is rather based on an
analogy with experience in the sense of dialectical mediation.
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In a hypothesis, analogy is mediated through experiments. Being
independent of experience, the hypothesis works on the one hand as jtg
regulative principle; on the other hand, it enters into experience as g
heuristic concept in order to establish the experience through experi.
mentation (action). Thus the hypothesis mediates experience precisely
because it is mediated by experience. In this sense, it can rightly be called
an ideal that constitutes an “‘analogy of experience’” on a higher level and
functions as a mediator through action.

One of the remarkable things about the new physics of our day is that
ideals whose function is to bring a theoretical system to completion enter
into the content of physical experience as a mediator of experiments, so
that the notion of the infinite comes to form a constituent element of
physical theory. It appears in the theory of relativity and in the new
quantum theory as a mediation of physical subjectivity. What we have
here is nothing other than an intrusion of the Kantian notion of “meta-
physics as a natural disposition” into the realm of natural science.

Contrary to what Kant mistakenly supposed, in arriving at a defini-
tion of metaphysics as subjective through his critique of human knowl-
edge, it is impossible for the subject to be considered as the transcen-
dental ground of the object, while the object—within the subject-object
opposition—is firmly established by means of the subject’s formal in-
dependence. In truth, subject and object stand in a dialectical relation-
ship in the sense that each mediates itself by making the other mediate it,
This is the structure of active reality whose essence, we may say, COnsists
in “‘subject-qua-object” and ‘“object-qua-subject.” This is also the
structure of history. What the new natural science makes clear to us is
that nature is also in fact historical.

It is therefore impossible for philosophy to stand apart from science
in such a way that it presupposes science as a fact for which only a formal
basis has to be found. To repeat: the essential feature of contemporary
science, the understanding of which was not available to the age of Kant,
is that philosophy enters into the content of scientific theories, indeed
that science cannot stand on its own ground apart from philosophy and
therefore must include philosophy within its own theories. Typical
examples of this phenomenon are to be found in basic mathematical
theory as well as in the new theories of physics referred to above. Seen
from this viewpoint, we have no alternative but to conclude that Kant’s
critique of science has been refuted by science itself. The Critique of Pure
Reason, the principal section of which is devoted to a critique of science,
was unable to resolve the problem of the relationship between science
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and philosophy. If we also take into consideration the structure of
historical reality itself, which poses further obstacles to the critique of
reason, we find that it is not only the critique of theoretical reason—
taken in the sense of the critique of science—that is doomed to unavoid-
able antinomies, but the critique of practical reason as well. "This con-
fronts the critique of reason with a crisis that threatens to undo it
altogether. This is what I have been calling absolute critique, which I
take to be the logic of metanoetics. Metanoetics is the logical conse-
quence of conducting philosophy through the critique of reason to its
final consequences. Only when science is led to religion, and knowledge
transformed into faith, will the standpoint of credo ut intelligam—that is,
the restoration of philosophy—Dbe open to us. This is what takes place in
metanoetics, as I shall discuss at length in the next chapter.




Chapter 2

Absolute Critique:
The Logic of Metanoetics

From the critique of reason to absolute critique - The subject of the critique
of reason - The action of absolute Other-power - From i to ji - The
mutual circularity of riji - The circularity of the critique of reason - The
transforming mediation of riji in action - The historicity of nature - The
interpenetration and correspondence of science and philosophy - History as
the ground of the mediation of religion and science through philosophy - The
role of the self-consciousness of historicism in metanoetics as upaya
Symbolism of the ideal - The active “empry being” of symbols - The divided
self of reason - Absolute critique as absolute crisis - Metanoetics as the
absolute transformation of absolute critique - The active intuition of the self-
power confidence of the sage and the metanoetics of the Other-power faith of
theignorant - Goethe’s spirit of resignation - The integer of intuition and the
differential of action - Rational faith and self-contradiction - Having-
no-thing-by-nature - The absolute criticism of Hegel’s Phenomenology of
Mind - The standpoint of Kierkegaard - The illuminatio of Augustine -
Hegel’s rational view of religion - The Gate of Master Wu-mén - The
discrimination of nondiscrimination and the unity of absolute contradictories

Metanoetics is not a product of my subjective feeling; nor is it simply a
matter of my having been so overpowered by the Pure Land Shin
doctrine expounded by Shinran that I was forced to mold my thought in
conformity to it alone. I would argue that metanoetics is the inevitable
result of philosophy pursued as the critique of reason. Accordingly, I
refer to metanoetics as absolute critique. Absolute critique constitutes the
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theoretical side of metanoetics, and as such it may be termed the logic of
metanoetics.

What does absolute critique mean? Admittedly the concept is every
bit as unusual in philosophical language as is that of metanoetics. But
does not the very fact that an idea like absolute critique has been
commonly considered unnecessary in Western philosophy betray a lack
of thoroughness in philosophical thinking and point to the very quan-
dary that has characterized it up to the present?

Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind is itself a product of this absolute
critique. In fact, we may rightly view the work as an account of the
historical development of absolute critique from Kant to Hegel. In
laying out the stages of development in Western intellectual history,
Hegel confused logical developments, which might have led him to
absolute critique, with the historical elements of social and human
situations, and thus failed to develop absolute critique in its authentic
form as the crowning accomplishment of the critique of reason. Con-
sequently, he inherited the structural defects of German idealism from
his predecessors, explaining “‘absolute knowledge™ in the final chapter
of his Phenomenology of Mind as if it were something that could be
attained by reason alone. In this sense Hegel’s absolute knowledge is not
sufficient to carry the idea of absolute critique through absolute disrup-
tion. It is this defect that occasioned the criticisms of the later Schelling
and more notably of Kierkegaard.

Philosophy stands in need of the rigor and unwavering spirit to push
on beyond life and death that we see in the discipline of Zen Buddhism
in the Hast. It is worth noting here that the faith in Other-power attained
by Shinran reveals something in common with Zen in terms of the
rigorous posture it takes toward the critical present in sharp contrast to
the past and future. That any standpoint of faith can be attained only by
practicing and then breaking through ordinary discursive modes of
thought would seem to force philosophy to reflect seriously on its own
nature. Like religious faith, philosophy, too, is a standpoint of “death-
and-resurrection.” This is the very absolute knowledge that philosophy
seeks. The dissatisfaction that Kierkegaard felt with Hegel’s philosophy
lay chiefly in its failure to see this standpoint through to its final conse-
quences. In this sense, what Zen calls ““the decision and practice of the
Great Death” must also be the first prerequisite of philosophy. Absolute
critique is the equivalent of this Great Death in critical philosophy. The
critique of reason must needs arrive at this point. Detailed treatment of
the historicity of nature, as well as of the structure of the objects of
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knowledge in general—which, as mentioned at the end of the preceding
chapter, can be understood only as historical realities in a concrete
sense—shall be left for later.

To begin with, it should be noted that Kant never faced the problem
of the critique of the critique of reason itself, nor indeed even considered
whether such self-criticism is possible. As is well known, in his preface to
the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant characterized the
world of his times as, ““in especial degree, the age of criticism,” " insisting
that religion, for all its sacredness, could no more exempt itself from
criticism than could the law of the land, for all its sovereignty; and that
metaphysics, as the self-criticism of reason, was likewise liable to criti-
cism. But even though Kant considered the emergence of critical philos-
ophy to be the distinguishing mark of his age, he did not expose his
critique of reason itself to criticism. Though a critical philosopher, he
did not venture into criticism of the very possibility of criticism. It
would seem he was convinced that if criticism is the proper task of
reason, as he believed it was, philosophy becomes possible only when we
presuppose and admit criticism; and moreover that the possibility of
criticism itself cannot be called into question without negating reason and
abandoning philosophy. In this he was from first to last a philosopher of
reason. Yet it takes no more than a moment’s reflection to locate the
problems with such an idea of criticism.

First of all, when reason criticizes reason, does the reason doing the
criticizing stand outside of the critique as a criticizing subject, without
becoming an object of criticism? If this is the case, the critique of reason
cannot be a thorough critique of reason in its entirety. Or if this is not the
case, and reason and criticizing subject is later to become the object of
criticism, then we end up in an infinite regress where each critique gives
rise to a critique of itself. We would then be forced to conclude that the
thoroughgoing critique of reason in its entirety is simply an impossi-
bility, involving a contradiction beyond the means of analytical logic to
resolve because of the antinomies into which the infinite process of self-
awareness is doomed to fall.

Just as self-awareness must break through itself by awakening to a
consciousness of nothingness, so must the self-criticism of reason run
aground on the impassable antinomies of the one and the many, the
whole and the individual, infinity and finitude, determinacy and spon-
taneity, necessity and freedom. Criticism has no alternative but to surren-
der itself to this crisis of self-disruption, and to overcome it by allowing
itself to be shattered to pieces. .
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What concerns us here, in making the assertion that the possibility of
criticism must itself be criticized, is not the problem of analytical logic:
whether or not there are, in terms of the law of identity, any contradic-
tions in the system of reason, and if so, how to eliminate them. Nor is the
question of the critique of the possibility of criticism the problem of
transcendental logic: whether or not there are sufficient grounds for the
principles of synthetic reason, and if so, what kind of system they con-
stitute. For here, too, the possibility of criticism would end up face-to-
face with the antinomies of reason and sink into a nothingness in which
neither “yes” nor “no” could be spoken. It is both a matter of destiny
and ultimate truth that in the pursuit of full autonomy, reason must
finally break down. But where can reason, shattered and sunk into sheer
nothingness, find a foothold from which to break out of its crisis by
breaking through itself, from which to be transformed and resurrected
from nothingness into new being? Only in actualizing the self-criticism
of reason. For, as we saw in the last chapter, the depths of reality as a
whole can be fathomed only when we are convinced that the absolute
consists solely in the transformative power of absolute nothingness.

Insofar as reason has been shattered in the experience of breaking
through reason, without as yet being formally aware of its crisis, we
may speak of “fact-qua-act,” that is, of fact as genuine action (gyoteki-ji)
resurrected from nothingness. This fact-qua-act (j7) is based on a higher
reason (r7) that transcends reason in its former sense. In concrete terms,
this means that we are converted entirely to “being as upaya” through
the transformative power of absolute nothingness, and thus can effect
that genuine action that is an “‘action of no-action”—or “action without
an acting self ”’—since our activity no longer belongs to ourselves alone
and cannot be based on the autonomy of reason. Indeed, the standpoint
of fact-qua-act presupposes the metanoetic awareness that our human
predicament cannot be explained by reason alone, and that genuine
action always has something of a transrational character. In this fact-
qua-act (ji) which makes it possible to establish the rational (v7) in spite
of the negation and transcendence of the rational, the dynamic structure
of being-qua-nothingness, or emptied being, forms the ground from
which reason is resurrected by breaking through itself.

All this is nothing more than a circularity resulting from the neces-
sity of reciprocal mediation between quid facti and quid juris, which brings
us to a second difficulty involved in the self-critique of reason: a circular-
ity in reasoning itself. As noted before, the first contradictions (antin-
omies) of reason are broken through by the fact or facticity ( ji) of the
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circularity of critique: 71 is transformed into j7 and the critique is reduced
to the reciprocity of critique, that is, to criticizing the criticizing.

Critical philosophy starts from fact—the actual existence of pure
science—in order to justify itself. Kant’s so-called transcendental de-
duction is of course concerned with this question, and makes up the most
difficult section of the Critigue of Pure Reason. In his preface to the
second edition, Kant likened the transcendental method of his critical
philosophy to the experimental method of natural science, pointing out
that the purpose of experimentation is to test whether the law-regulated
structures that reason has constructed in advance of experimentation can
actually be realized in nature. Insofar as this is also what Kant had in
mind with transcendental method, his transcendental principles must
mediate (construct) empirical fact on the one hand, and on the other,
their validity must be mediated (attested to) by empirical fact.

Ri, presupposed as transcendental to experience, finds the basis of its
verification in being confirmed by j7. This reciprocal mediation between
71 and ji, which constitutes the true meaning of transcendental deduc-
tion, shows an obvious circularity. The experimental method of natural
science clearly displays its circularity as a reciprocal mediation between
rational construction (r7) and factual verification (j7), but this is no mere
repetition of a formal identity. There is no doubt that this reciprocal
mediation opens up ever deeper levels of the dynamic structure of being,
and that nothingness, as mediator of being, reveals ever more of its inner
depth in accordance with the “‘practical” development of being.

This being so, is it not natural that the transcendental method of
Kant’s critical philosophy should show the same circularity as the ex-
perimental method? Even if the aporia of the above-mentioned contra-
dictions involved in the critique is solved from the standpoint of ji by
reason breaking through reason, we are still left with the second dif-
ficulty, namely, the circularity between r7 and ji. This second difficulty in
turn is overcome by being drawn down deeply into the vortex of circular-
ity and sinking into the depths of nothingness, so that one is transformed
into a manifestation of nothingness and restored in a ““return to being
as updya.”” Contradiction and circularity coexist to the extent that the
contradiction based on 74, or the contradiction between r{ and ji, is
transformed into absolute negation through practice in accordance with
Jji, and establishes the action-faith that effects an interpenetration of r:
and ji (ri-ji-sonyi).

From the viewpoint of 56, intellect-based reason is heightened to
action-faith by being made to break through itself by means of the
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antinomies. At the same time, from the viewpoint of gensé it is brought
back again to the mediated intellect of witness to the absolute truth,
resulting in religious communication between one being and another.
This is the self-criticism of breaking through the self that I call absolute
critique, that is, critique without a criticizing subject. Here, in self-
consciousness grounded in nothingness, action-faith-witness represents
the very self-transcendence of reason. Free and autonomous reason
rranscends itself in the absolute critique of performing action, faith, and
witness through the nothingness of reason. This is what I call the death-
and-resurrection of reason. It is metanoetics as the manifestation of
absolute nothingness, the way of salvation through Other-power—
qua—self-power. For what is called absolute critique in intellectual terms
is possible only in action through metanoesis.

As I have stated above, the experimental method of natural science
implies a ““historicity-through-action” mediated by absolute critique,
since the experimental method itself is based on the reciprocal
mediation-through-action of 7 and j¢. But to the extent that historicity is
present in the structure of a natural science only nonexplicitly (an sich)—
that is, to the extent that it has to do with the theoretical construction of
science and the historical development of its hypotheses—the method-
ology of science remains bound to this view of historicity. But once one
becomes conscious of the antinomies that arise in the context of the
systematic unification of the total, fundamental requirements of reason,
one’s being is transformed into a manifestation of absolute nothingness
as a neither nor that occurs on the standpoint of j7, established through
the self-transcendence of 7. Here the problem of historicity is brought to
the stage of explicit awareness (fiir sich) through action-faith-witness. It
is seen as the circularity of nothingness in which ¢ and j7 mediate each
other. In other words, philosophy appears as absolute critique.

Philosophy may be said to come into being when the experimental
method of science, having passed through the transcendental method of
the critique of reason, arrives at antinomies and is transformed into the
absolute critique of metanoesis consisting of the metanoetical action-
faith-witness of absolute nothingness. That is, at the very point that
science is transformed into religion, philosophy makes its appearance.
The milieu of this new philosophy is history, and its method is meta-
noetics. Reason is transformed from science through religion into phi-
losophy; and the practice of religion, insofar as it involves the element of
a return to the world, makes use of the actual objective knowledge of
science. Precisely because this practice consists in the absolute negation
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of self-reliant ethical action and provides “the returning aspect” (gensg)
of nothingness, ethics is transformed into a mediatory activity thas
makes possible one’s contribution to the historical world, insofar as the
two aspects of moving toward the absolute (6s0) and returning to the
world (gensd) coincide with each other in one’s ethical action. In the
breakthrough of the self (imetanoetics), reason arrives at a transrationa]
emancipation by means of the reciprocal mediation of science, religion,
philosophy, and ethics.

Such emancipation i3 not a mere critique of reason that stops with
negative resignation, as is the case in Kant’s critique of reason. Evading
the antinomies, Kant abandons metaphysical knowledge and limits the
idea of an unconditional absolute, which reason requires, to the role of g
postulate for moral action. The standpoint that concerns us here is one of
“death-and-resurrection.” It entails throwing oneself boldly into the
crisis of antinomies so that one is restored, by the transformative grace of
absolute nothingness, to a standpoint of absolute submission-—so that
one is enabled, by one’s action-faith-witness, to participate in the reali-
zation of a ji that is ““ri-without-ri” (that is, a i that contains 77 by
surpassing it). In this way, theory and practice, mediated by nothingness
(the breakthrough of the self), come to penetrate each other through
one’s action-faith. Reason and practice are thus exalted to the standpoint
of religion in which one’s witness produces knowledge as it returns to the
world (gensd). This may be said to provide a means of overcoming the
abstraction inherent in Kantian philosophy, whose fall into the formal-
ism of “a two-world theory”’—distinguishing the phenomenal from the
noumenal world—inhibits its ability to provide a philosophical founda-
tion to history. Concepts based on the standpoint of absolute critique are
not “ideals” or mere formal “‘oughts,” as is the case with Kant’s rational
concepts. Rather, they denote “emptied beings,” that is, ““beings as
updva.” More precisely, although they come into existence as j7 (actual
transitory reality), they exist as “‘ideal-qua~reality’”’ and always remain
as mediators of nothingness. Once we lose this self-awareness, our
relative being can only be negated entirely as mere phenomenal being
entangled in radical evil.

Ideals are symbols of the mutual transformation of being and
nothingness. A symbol does not remain in the realm of expression-and-
formation, even though it originates as an expression of historical life.
Through this inner antinomy—that it is a formation of expression and
vet should be a realization of nothingness—the symbol is transfigured
from expression-formation into a self-contradictory emptied being
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(that is, into being-qua-nothingness). More precisely, it is through the
metanoesis of our powerlessness that we realize that mere expression-
formation cannot afford a solution to our “pro-blem.”? A symbol
does not designate a consummation of the formation process, as an ideal
does. A symbol implies that the final result of formation consists in the
self breaking through the above-mentioned antinomies, and signifies
what is transformed into nothingness and then restored again as some-
thing returning to “a temporary emptied being” (hobentekr kii-u). The
ideals in Kant’s philosophy, such as freedom, immortality, and God, are
all rruly symbols in this sense.

As we have said, the Critique of Pure Reason cannot provide the
ultimate standpoint for philosophy that Kant claimed for it, since his
solution of separating the phenomenal world from the noumenal is a
mere compromise incapable of bringing reason to an ultimate state of
peace. Quite to the contrary, reason is left exposed to antinomies that can
only rend it asunder and cast it into a state of absolute self-disruption. As
far as the critique of pure reason is concerned, reason as the criticizing
subject always remains in a safety zone where it preserves its own
security without having to criticize the possibility of critique itself. Yet
precisely because reason cannot thereby avoid self-disruption, the rea-
son that does the criticizing and the reason that is to be criticized must
inevitably be separated from each other. Reason thus forced to recognize
itself as self-disruptive because of the critique must finally admit that the
very reason that has come to think highly of itself in virtue of its capacity
for critique must be shattered. Reason must recognize that it lacks the
capacity for critique; otherwise the criticizing reason can only be distin-
guished from the reason to be criticized. In either case, there is no
avoiding the final self-disruption of reason. In other words, reason that
tries to establish its own competence by means of self-criticism must
finally, contrary to it own intentions, recognize its absolute self-
disruption.

1 understand this sort of absclute self-disruption as an “absolute
crisis,” since crisis means disruption. Thus the self-consciousness of
reason that leads to the absolute crisis of absolute self-disruption is
absolute critique. What the absolute critique of reason aims to do is not
to provide a safety preserve for the criticizing subject by assuming
criticism to lie beyond all criticism, but rather to expose the entirety of
reason to rigorous criticism and thus to a self-shattering. The critique of
reason cannot avoid leading reason to absolute critique. The absolute
self-disruption brought about in absolute critique is unavoidable for
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reason awakened to consciousness of itself. The self-consciousness that
all things are in absolute disruption because of antinomies and self-
contradictions is the final result of the demand for self-identical unity in
reason. Pure self-identity is possible only for the absolute. Insofar ag
reason forgets its standpoint of finitude and relativity and erroneously
presumes itself to be absolute, it is destined to fall into absolute con-
tradiction and disruption.

Nevertheless, if we submit obediently to this destiny, choose this
death willingly, and throw ourselves into the very depths of these utterly
unavoidable contradictions, reality renews itself from those depths, and
opens up 4 new way, urging us to head in the direction in which actuality
is moving and to collaborate with this movement. Accompanying
reason’s option for its own death, the gate of contradictions, which was
barred as long as reason clung to self-reliance, is thrown open. Contra-
dictions do not thereby cease to be contradictions, but restore reason toa
transrational dimension, where it can serve as a mediator to, or collabo-
rator in, the transformative activity of the absolute. The “Great Nay” of
absolute nothingness as absolute transformation becomes ““Great Com-
passion’” in that it takes us ourselves into itself and brings us to salvation
by death-and-resurrection. Herein lies the structure characteristic of the
“Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion’ of the absolute.

Metanoetics consists in submitting to this transformation obedient-
ly, in ceaseless joy and gratitude. Reason is restored to salvation through
transcendent grace so that, in its metanoesis, it repents for its sins,
acknowledges itself as presumptuous and guilty of self-reliance, and
awakens to its own finitude. Since that which leads us to the metanoesis
already comes forth from the Great Compassion, metanoesis is an action
we cannot perform by ourselves. [t is action based entirely upon Other-
power in spite of being our own action; we are but the subjects of a
mediatory activity. Reason, once fallen into absolute disruption, is now
restored to salvation in and through action based on absolute Other-
power, which altogether transcends reason. This does not mean, how-
ever, that reason, having recovered from its disruption, is restored to its
original unity, an idea to which Hegel’s concept of reason still adheres.
Taking the standpoint of reason, Hegel defines religion as the recovery of
a former unity, from which humanity had become separated, through
the reconciliation of God and humanity by means of God’s love. Clearly
Hegel's theory of religion never leaves the standpoint of the self-identity
of reason. As Kierkegaard correctly argues, Hegel cannot free himself
from the realm of the intellect. By remaining within the immanence of
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reason, Hegel cannot cope with the absolute paradox that Kierkegaard
proposes.

In genuine religious faith, absolute disruption is itself a unity even as
it goes on being a disruption, and contradictions are resolvable even as
they corntinue to be unresolvable. The contradiction that is unresolvable
<0 long as we are caught in self-reliance becomes resolvable without
thereby ceasing to be a contradiction when we decide to die our own death
and voluntarily abandon ourselves by being forced to abandon our-
selves. Hence the barrier of contradiction turns out to be surmountable
and ceases to be an obstruction. This is why the disruption is defined as a
unity while still remaining a disruption. This is also what Shinran has
in mind when he writes, ““We participate in mirodna during life, with-
out cutting ourselves off entirely from our lusts.” 3 If it were a matter
of a return to self~identity, we could not speak in such terms. Hegel as-
sumes such a self-identical subjectivity when he maintains that self-
consciousness is the self-identical subject of religion. But in truth there is
no self of which we are conscious, for the self is so utterly shattered that
nothing remains. The very situation in which the self is transformed into
nothingness makes unrestricted freedom possible. The self is abandoned
and there is no self left to act. It is only restored to a temporary axis of
absolute transformation when it cooperates in the realization of absolute
(historical) reality and thus serves as a mediator for absolute nothing-
ness. Once we grant an all-encompassing, self-identical totality that
makes up the unity of the self, there is no room for absolute mediation
through action. This is why Hegel’s Absolute Mind cannot finally free
itself from the self-identity of reason.

Some may imagine a self-identical totality directly accessible to the
grasp of intellectual intuition, but the nothingness we are speaking of
here cannot be intuited at all. In the case of “‘action-intuition”—
intuition, for the sake of action, into the content of one’s formative
(creative) activity, in contradistinction to Plotinus’s concept of
intuition*—action is understood as the functioning of self-power that is
at work in aesthetic expression-and-formation. It has nothing at all to do
with action based on the Other-power of absolute nothingness. This
latter both is and is not an action of the self: it is action based on
nothingness, and to that extent contains everywhere within itself “open-
ings” to nothingness, through which being and nothingness, like front
and back or inside and outside, ceaselessly interpenetrate each other. Itis
by no means possible to intuit such a totality. What can be intuited is
superficial being, not its reverse aspect of nothingness. What is in ab-
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solute disruption because of a reciprocal mediation between being and
nothingness cannot be intuited. Transformation can indeed be realized
by self-consciousness through action, but this is only a negative
mediator of action so that intellect and action can interpenetrate each
other, so that being and nothingness can mediate each other. Insofar as
this is true, there can be a self-consciousness of action but not of self-
identical intuition. Self-consciousness does not mean a self coming to
awareness of itself by considering itself to be self-identical. Rather,
precisely because the self is negated for the purpose of becoming a
mediator of nothingness, the only mediation in action there can be is that
of a self practicing “‘the action of nothingness;” and the only dynamic
unity, that of a reciprocal transformation between being and
nothingness.

The self-consciousness of nothingness must be the nothingness of
self-consciousness. But because the nothingness in question is not a
relative nothingness opposed to being, but rather absolute nothingness,
self-consciousness is continually converted and transformed into a
mediator of nothingness without either being deprived of itself or getting
caught in self-attachment. Since nothingness as absolute nothingness
surpasses the opposition between relative being and relative nothing-
ness, it opposes itself to the self transcendentally to become the unifying
basis of self-consciousness, which in turn transcends the relative oppo-
sition between being and nothingness. The unity inherent in the trans-
formation of nothingness cannot be intuited as the content of formative
activity. What we are concerned with here is rather a transformation
based on the Other-power of transcendent nothingness, which is ab-
solutely inaccessible to intuition and even negates it. It is not intuition
for the sake of action, but the self-consciousness of action in and through
nothingness in the sense of a “‘disruption-qua-unity” that transforms
intuition through its negation. The self-awareness of nothingness is not
concerned with practice wherein one acts by oneself in order to construct
something, but with the self-abandonment to which the self is forced to
surrender in the sort of desperate situation to which the self in action-
formation is doomed. What is meant here by the self-consciousness of
nothingness is one’s action-faith-witness which is attested in such a way
that-—or better, precisely because—the self that abandons itself is trans-
formed and restored to a temporal, transitory being that acts in reliance
on Other-power through faith. That is, in breaking through intuition
and moving out of being into nothingness, action becomes action worthy
of the name. If it remains intuition, it is being but not nothingness. The
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self-consciousness of action is not an intuition of being but a self-
consciousness of nothingness. If I may speak in stronger terms, it is self-
consciousness of death and self-destruction, but not an intuition of life
and self-formation.

In regarding action as formation, action-intuition is clearly seen to
be only a matter of continually extending the self but not of negating it—
in other words, it has to do not with death but with life. Nor is it
concerned with “‘being as updya,” that is, with the void as transitory,
temporal being mediating nothingness. Such action-intuition displays
itself rather as the content of aesthetic formation and as the product of
self-expression. That it has nothing to do with action-faith-—which
arises from the transformation that takes place through self-
abandonment in metanoesis to which ordinary people submit them-
selves in coming to awareness of their powerlessness—is perfectly clear.
1t is simply the self-assertion of sages or mystics presumptuously con-
vinced of having achieved union with the absolute. This is why the
content that this self-identity takes on in its formation is based on an
intuition of the absolute. The action of expression-and-formation be-
longs entirely to self-power; it is the operation of the relative striving for
unity with the absolute. As such, its orientation is quite different from
that of the self-consciousness of the Great Action (taigyd), which, as a
symbolic existence allowed only in order to mediate the absolute noth-
ingness of Other-power, is itself mediated through its own self-
negation. '

I should like to illustrate my position through one more example,
though in doing so I fear it will involve a further detour. The usual way
of understanding Goethe, it would seem, is to look on him as a poet of
life, or more precisely as a poet of the self~transcendent life. Few regard
him as a poet dwelling in the serene light of resignation. In my view this
is why “The West-Easterly Divan” and Part 1T of Faust, which charac-
terize his maturity as a symbolic poet, often tend to be neglected. Even if
great weight is given to his concept of resignation, its significance can-
not, it seems to me, adequately be appreciated from the standpoint of the
self-transcendence of life. Of course, what Goethe means by resignation
is throughout a negative attitude, nothing so positive as what I call action
out of joy and gratitude for the Great Compassion, the action of zange.
And yet the characteristic structure of Goethe’s resignation is that of a
unity-in-transformation through (absolute) negativity, which is similar
to zange. It is not the result of a mere affirmation of life unfolding and
transcending itself. On the contrary, it points to an attitude of death-
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and-negation wherein one completely abandons direct affirmation,
wherein the assertion of life is transfigured into its resurrection and
affirmation. It signifies a spontaneous recognition of the determinations
of a given destiny as one’s own choice, a living hope of the future without
getting trapped in grief over a lost past, and a free and tranquil ac-
ceptance of present reality as it is.

Therefore, even though the state of mind that marks Goethe’s resig-
nation cannot be compared to the radiant joy originating in the Great
Compassion—as in the case of faith based on Other-power, where
gratitude issues in an enthusiasm to act on behalf of others (gensi-
héon)—there is nevertheless something of the same resigned tranquillity
of mind in Goethe’s contemplative life. While it is devoid of the positiv-
ity inherent in a bodhisattva’s return from nirvana to this world, it is
nevertheless colored by the peace of mind that characterizes enlightened
Buddhas (pratyekabuddha). Here we see a certain negative tinge con-
genial to the Eastern concept of nothingness. Indeed, I have no doubt
that the “West-Easterly Divan” was inspired by the spirit of the East.
The peak of Goethe’s maturity is also reflected in Part I of Faust, whose
symbolism sets it off from Part 1. The death of Faust reveals a self-
consciousness characteristic of ““a return to the world through conver-
sion and transformation” that is wholly unrelated to the death of the so-
called tragic hero. In fact, true self-transcendence cannot be attained by
mere affirmation of the self. It must be a negative transformation
mediated by such a death.

Is it appropriate then to term the self-consciousness and resignation
of this death ““intuition’’? I think not, for the self-consciousness of nega-
tion is an assertion of detachment from the self and a self-consciousness
which abandons everything that can be thought of in terms of “mine.”
The affirmation that is restored through the mediation of this negation is
in no sense a direct affirmation. It is rather a symbol of the serene light
behind which always lies—nothingness. It is a way of realizing a self-
abandonment that can never be intuited in terms of being. In other
words, it reveals a new vista at every “‘moment.” This is the sense of
Goethe’s statement, “Everything is allegory [Gleichnis].” The speech of
Zen masters is full of such allegory. It is comparable to what Baudelaire
calls correspondance, and it is the very mark of Goethe as a symbolic poet.
Part 11 of Faust and ““The West-Easterly Divan” can be likened to two
great treasuries of his symbolism. It comes as no surprise that his famous
saying, “Stirb, und werde” (Die and become), is to be found in the latter.

Is there anything in Goethe’s concept of resignation that can be
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intuited as self-identical? If there is anything self-identical in such
resignation, it cannot be considered resignation. The self-consciousness
of self-abandonment is by no means self-identical. Furthermore, if
absolute contradiction could be reduced to a self-identity, the contra-
diction itself would have to be considered as having vanished at the
same time. For it is not a matter of contradiction being overcome from a
standpoint that envelops and transcends it, but of being recovered-—
pardoned and redeemed—through metanoetic self-consciousness, with-
out thereby ceasing to be contradiction. Just as when we intuit the
content of resignation, resignation ceases to exist, the unity of resurrec-
tion resulting from our obedient self-surrender to a transformative
power in the very midst of absolute self-disruption cannot be said to be
based on Other-power if we consider it as self-identical.

Absolute critique, insofar as it is action based on Other-power, is
restored in and through absolute nothingness only by submitting obe-
diently to the latter. Reason is not restored here to what it once was,
namely reason grounded on the principle of self-identity. Negatively
speaking, one who abandons oneself through resignation, forsaking
independence and freedom, is brought to a self-consciousness in action-
faith characterized by the submissive awareness of having been restored
to life while dying to oneself. The Japanese Zen master Bunan (1602~
1676) once wrote:

If one can die to oneself completely
While one is still alive,

One can excel

At whatever one wants to do.

Here, the words ““wants to do’’ signify “‘no-mind—qua-mind.” In other
words, the mind that “is in accord with things can encounter things in
order to change them into what they really are, even though there is no
body-and-mind since the body is shattered and the mind has so com-
pletely disappeared that there is no longer anything that can be called
mind.” In this context the sense of “things’ is that of the phrase
“having-no-thing by nature” (honrai-muichimotsu). It is a question of ary
activity that can at any moment and any place be transformed into a new
creative phase. Nothingness consists in constant transformation and
thus transcends self-identical intuition. By means of ‘“‘direct seeing
which is no-seeing and direct hearing which is no-hearing,” seeing and
hearing become possible in the true sense, and as such witness to
“having-no-thing by nature.” There is nothing here that can be intuited




50 ABSOLUTE CRITIQUE: THE LOGIC OF METANOETICS

as something self-identical. The realization of ‘“‘having-no-thing” re.
quires an act of negation to make it genuine; only then is the resurrec.
tion of self realized through one’s faith-witness. Here we see the posi-
tive aspect of absolute critique. Even though I speak of the self.
consciousness of resurrection, I do not mean to use a mathematicy]
analogy and imply that there is some intuition of an integral whole con-
sisting in an all-embracing self-identity of contradictions; I mean only
that the act of transformation through action-faith is such that one’s
“death-and-resurrection” can be performed at any differential point in
the world of time and space.

This, then, is how reason is transformed through absolute critique
into an action-faith-witness directed toward Other-power. The critique
of reason, through which reason strives in vain to establish itself on a
solid basis, terminates in an absolute critique that brings reason to
destruction. But absolute critique renders reason capable of being re-
stored to “‘emptied being” (kdi-u), insofar as it is thereby transformed
into a mediatory moment of transrational absolute nothingness and thus
allowed to exist as transitory “‘being as updya.” All we have to do in
this transformation is bear witness to our own nothingness through
action-faith, and this is what I call the self-consciousness of nothingness.

In using the term “resurrection” to describe the transformation that
occurs, I do not mean merely restoration to a former life. Itis rather that
the self is restored to a new life so that, though dead to itself, it can still
act perfectly. Moreover, in speaking of a “restoration,” I do not mean
that reason is restored to its former state, but rather that reason is
brought to the self-consciousness of an action-faith-witness that tran-
scends reason. Kant proposed a “‘religion within the limits of reason
alone,” but in truth there can be no such religion. The principle of
absolute goodness which furnishes a basis for religion and is able to
overcome the radical evil in humanity belongs only to God. Religion
consists in the faith of those who participate in the work of establishing
the Kingdom of God on earth and who, as members of the Kingdom of
God, submit to the supremacy of divine providence. The faith in God to
which Kant was pointing was rational and universal, as distinct from
faith based on God’s revelation as a historical event. Genuine faith,
however, is an absolute negation of reason, worthy of being termed
religion only when it transcends mere rational thinking.

As I understand it, therefore, “rational faith”” does not signify a faith
based on reason but a faith mediated by reason. In other words, “‘rational
faith” is a concept to be defined not by means of self-identical determi-
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nation but by means of negative dialectical mediation. A rational faith
must be transrational; it must be the negation of reason. Reason, whose
yery nature it is to be dialectical, is self-negating and can exist only in the
mediation and resurrection effected through its self-negation or self-
destruction.

This process of transformation-and-mediation, which constitutes
the essential core of reason, is rightly designated as ““having-no-thing.”
Here we are in accord with Hui-néng (Jap., Ené, 638-713), the Sixth Zen
Patriarch, who describes human nature in terms of “having-no-thing.”
But this process is witnessed to only in and through the workings of
absolute nothingness, which effects the death of the self and can in no
way be conceptualized as a self-identical idea.

It was on this very point that Kierkegaard criticizes Hegel for basing
his dialectic on intellectual thinking and regarding the self-identity of
reason as capable of synthesizing contradictory oppositions by reconcil-
ing them with each other. At the same time, the fact that Hegel’s
dialectic, by pursuing Kant’s theory of transcendental dialectic to its
conclusion, passes through reciprocal negation to arrive at absolute
disruption, accords well with the idea of ““absolute critique” I have been
describing, and shows the extent to which he carried philosophical
thinking through to its radical consequences. In particular, I cannot but
admire the theory of dialectic based on absolute nothingness that is
developed in the Phenomenology of Mind. Of course, the unique quality
of this work and its original contribution stem from the fact that Hegel
develops a historical approach to the problem: in dealing with an ab-
solute critique based on individual consciousness, he takes into account
the concrete development of mind in history. Since history involves
social and human aspects in addition to rational criticism, it is inevitable
that Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind should have been affected by trends
of thought unrelated to the critique of reason and that it should get
tangled up with things secondary to the logical development of absolute
critique. Still, the essence of the work lies in absolute critique, and, inmy
opinion, in an absolute critique whose historical development runs
parallel to the concrete stages of development of the history of Western
thought. It is to Hegel’s great credit that he did not consider absolute
critique as something that could be carried out once and for all (non-
historically), but pursued the self-deepening process of the consciousness
of contradictions. Moving successively from the most abstract stage of
“sense-certainty” to the concrete stage of the ethical view of life which
culminates in the “Beautiful Soul,” he clarified the process of the mind’s
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unfolding, describing how it sinks into its own destruction (negation)
and rises up restored to new life. The Phenomenology of Mind may be
called the historical development of absolute critique.

In saying this, we should not overlook the defect in Hegel’s abstract
thought resulting from the fact that he regarded religion as belonging to
reason and as consisting of mere representation (Vorstellung) rather than
of concept (Begriff ). By arguing that reason is provided with a positive
side by speculative reason, which is also the apex of its development, he
makes his philosophy into a complete system. At the same time, he
cannot avoid falling into a nondialectical, self-identical philosophy,
which is simply a return to Kantian reason and to Schelling’s philosophy
of identity. In other words, we come here to a loss of the paradox that
characterizes the dialectic, a point on which Kierkegaard sharply criti-
cized Hegel. The paradoxical dialectic advocated by Kierkegaard be-
longs properly to dialectic in action, which forms part of the authentic
standpoint of action-faith. The standpoint of intellectual reason
grounded on the principle of identity is a degeneration away from
authentic dialectic.

While following Hegel in his pursuit of absolute critique to the final
conclusion to which Kant’s critique of reason leads, we need not stop at
his tenacious but inconsistent attachment to reason. We must take the
further step of dying to self in the depths of absolute disruption and,
through the practice of acting as though dead, be restored to a new life.
In this way we come to the positive aspect of absolute critique. Insofar as
one is conscious of this as a faith-witness to the “Great Nay—qua—Great
Compassion,” one is engaged in metanoetics. Hegel arranged a system of
reason in which both the negatively rational—the dialectical-—and the
affirmatively rational—the speculative—are brought into a synthetic
unity of identical reason consisting in “‘negation-qua-affirmation.” This
is why his science of logic turns out to be a metaphysic in the form of an
ontology. With its completion, Hegel’s system deprives the dialectic of
its vitality, leaving behind only a skeleton of logic. Dialectics, deprived
of its paradoxical character, can no longer be authentic dialectic; it de-
generates into a mere logic of identity. Nevertheless, since such dialectic
attempts to become the self-identity of absolute contradictions, it has no
alternative but to set up mysticism as its basis, which is why Hegel’s logic
is considered mystical.

Nor can Hegel’s philosophy avoid the criticism that it does not
conform to practice and results in an impersonal pantheism, as Schelling
and Kierkegaard argue. His logic, in addition to being bound to the stand-
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point of reason, is bound to an immanentist teleology that has been main-
rained ever since Aristotle. In contrast, Schelling, particularly in his
later period, emphasizes the freedom of evil and insists on the positivity
of revelation as a necessary condition for salvation. Kierkegaard, too,
based himself on the paradoxical dialectic, emphasizing that faith in the
genuine sense is entirely a matter of the salvation of the individual self
and is unrelated to universal reason. It must be said that both of them, in
contrast with Hegel’s philosophy, which does not depart from the stand-
point of reason that characterized Greek philosophy and thereby cannot
avoid being pagan, are attempting to clarify the biblical faith of Chris-
tianity. There is no doubt that in their efforts to develop a thoroughgoing
existential historicism they became the forerunners of contemporary
existential philosophy.

My absolute critique and metanoetics leave me no alternative but to
follow Kierkegaard. Even Augustine’s concept of ““slluminatio,” inter-
pretations of which have produced a great deal of ambiguity, shows how
reason’s fall into self-contradiction is transformed into absolute passiv-
ity in the negation brought about by the transcendent. This means that
with the transformation of reason, or intellect (#1), into fact (ji) “‘in the
due course of nature” (jinenhoni-tek: ni), free and formless truth is
crystallized into the content of “idea.” Accordingly, the structure that
characterizes Augustine’s doctrine of illumination may be said to con-
form to absolute critique and metanoetics.’ Indeed, we have here the
essential feature of Augustinianism, which transcends Aristotelianism to
become evangelical. As such, it is marked by a “return to the world”
(gensd), whereas Aristotelianism, by assimilating 7 to 77, moves toward
the absolute (650). It is no exaggeration to say that the fundamental tone
of Augustinianism as a whole is in complete accord with metanoetics. In
fact, Augustine may be called the pioneer of metanoetics in the West.

Of course, Hegel, too, takes the stance of evangelical Christianity
and considers Christian revelation to be the supreme form of religion.
Numerous coincidences between his thought and terminology and those
of metanoetics or absolute critique can be found in the transition from
section IV, “Mind” (Geist), to section V, “Religion,” of the Phenome-
nology of Mind. Yet even where he uses concepts corresponding to those
of my metanoetics, he develops his own thought and belief in a quite
different manner and from his own philosophical standpoint. There is
logical necessity in the fact that his thought is similar to mine, insofar as
it results from carrying the critique of reason to its conclusions, not to
mention the fact that evangelical Christianity exerted a great influence
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upon him. In his idea of the necessary existence of evil within the acting
self, Hegel tries to clarify the concept of radical evil expounded by Kant
by bringing more profound reflection to bear on it and shifting its focyg
from the propensity of the will to ethical action in the world. According
to Hegel, because of human finitude, action performed in the world ip
conformity with one’s individual character is destined to be particular;
that is, one cannot avoid one-sided action that cannot but incite rebellion
and opposition in others. The more one heeds one’s conscience, the more
one must recognize one’s sin as the inevitable result of one-sided action,
On this point, we have to acknowledge the depth and keenness of Hegel’s
thought. In his view, the self-disruption or self-contradiction of reason
necessarily comes to hold sway not only over theoretical reason but also
over practical reason; and since the acting self that becomes conscious of
the contradiction or opposition in the self through recognition of its
sinfulness is redeemed and purified from its particularity as a one-sided
acting subject, thereby returning to the universal whole, the limitations
and determinations imposed on the rnind as the result of action disappear
completely. This “‘confession (Bekennen) [of sin] and recognition [of
others]” belongs to one who abandons the abstraction of the ‘“‘Beautiful
Soul” that presumes itself to be supreme and good, to one who knows the
self intuitively solely in and through the other, only by recognizing the
other. Only thus can one reconcile oneself to others and live in harmony
with them. In other words, at this stage of mind the acting subject has
been restored to universality through self-estrangement and has re-
turned to the totality. Absolute mind is thereby achieved through re-
ciprocal recognition or reciprocal reconciliation. This brings about the
unity of a universal self that overcomes the distinction between self and
others, so that selfhood arises as a genuine individuality with the univer-
sal as its substratum. Here God becomes manifest in the conviction that
the self exists through the mediation of that which opposes it in others,
and mind arrives at its totality in religion as the self-consciousness of
such a divine self. Religion brings to self-awareness a totality which, as
the absolute, provides the basis for the self in its relative existence.
Therefore religion is that which leads the development of mind to its
consummation and gives it ultimate unity.

In this sense, we may say that Hegel’s phenomenology of mind leads
us to reflect on how, by returning from religion to each previous stage of
mind that marked the way of death taken by absolute critique, the
content of each stage is now transformed into, or restored to, a way of
life. According to Hegel, therefore, absolute knowledge comes about
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pecause of the fact that in this transformation each stage of mind is
preserved as a moment constitutive of the absolute mind of religion. The
phﬂ()sophy that consists int absolute knowledge is the self-consciousness
of rational religion, and the science of logic that comprises the theory of
categories is the logical self-consciousness of each of the stages in its
development. The science of logic thus reflects knowledge within itself
in the form of categories.

Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind is essentially absolute critique, and
the restoration of mind to its universality by means of religious confes-
sion is similar to conversion through metanoetics. In spite of that, Hegel
holds firm to the self-identity of reason, confuses it with the unity of
the transcendent action-faith of religion through the transformation of
nothingness in absolute critique, and clings throughout to a logic based
on self-power in line with his efforts to establish a system similar to
Greek ontology.

In contrast, metanoetics employs absolute critique in order to achieve
witness in an action-faith based on the Great Compassion of Other-
power. Its essential feature consists not in the self-identity of reason but
in a voluntary submission in faith to absolute nothingness. We can, I
think, draw a distinction between the related concepts of confession and
metanoesis by seeing the former as belonging to reason based on self-
power, and the latter, to faith based on Other-power. At any rate, the
reason that dies in the depths of absolute critique is not resurrected in the
same form as before, as reason whose principle is self-identity. When we
speak of the resurrection of a rational being, we mean that one who has
died is restored to life as one dead, situated at a point that is neither
“death” nor “life”’-—the standpoint of “having-no-thing by nature”—
and free to enter either death or life without becoming attached to either
life or death, past or future.

This does not mean, of course, that reason adopts a universal view-
point that synthesizes contradictions by negating them, but that it is
transformed into a mediator of nothingness which is no longer hindered
or restricted by contradictions, even though they remain as they were.
This truth is something to be realized only when each of us performs his
or her own unique role by being motivated to do so in the transcendent
present of absolute nothingness in accord with absolute Other-power.
When the famous Chinese Zen master Wu-mén (Jap., Mumon) claims
that the genuine essence of Buddhist truth is a barrier, what he means by
the term “barrier” is, I think, comparable to what we have been calling
the way of death-and-resurrection. For Wu-mén, such truth is not
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accessible by the way of reason open to all, like a gate through which
horses and vehicles can pass freely; it is a barrier which horses and
vehicles can pass through privately, even though officially it does not
allow even a needle to pass. That is to say, it i3 passable only for the
individual person whose practice accords with nothingness: one is re-
stored to life only in the form of one who is dead, having pursued the way
of reason to the end in the depths of absolute critique to face the death
that awaits one as one’s destiny. The secret entrance to this gate—the
transformative action of each individual self—is discovered only through
the witness of the individual, who cannot pass through the public way of
reason but is allowed to pass through the barrier as a private individual.
This would appear to be why the Japanese Zen master Daitd (Myochg,
1282—1337), who had attained enlightenment by passing this “check-
point” kéan given by Wu-mén, added the comment: “How many can
take this same route?” What we have here is a mysterious, lonely way
unpassable and yet passable, passable and yet unpassable. There is no
way to understand this as an intuition of self-identity, which would
obviously make it a publicly accessible passageway, the way of reason,
In an attempt to clarify the logic of Zen, one authority on Zen
Buddhism has characterized it as the “discrimination of nondiscrimina-
tion.” I find the term altogether appropriate, provided it is understood
that the words may not be turned around. At first glance, it would seem
to make no difference to speak of the ““‘nondiscrimination of discrimina-
tion,” but in fact the two are far from the same. As the phrase goes, “A
hair’s difference at the start, worlds apart at the end.” For me, “non-
discrimination of discrimination’ looks to be the equivalent of the self-
identity of absolute contradictions. What at first seems close to the logic
of Zen in fact deviates greatly from it. For the “‘discrimination of
nondiscrimination’ characteristic of Zen is a neither/nor-—as in the
phrase “Neither do I say that it is life, nor do I say that it is death” —and
always shows up in such a way that “nondiscrimination’ lies behind it
only as the nothingness that holds it together. In contrast, the sense of
self-identity spoken of in “‘the self-identity of absolute contradictories”
sets up a “‘nondiscrimination of discrimination’ in the form of both/and.
Were this not the case, self-identity could not be stated in positive terms.
Even though the term “absolute contradiction” is used, insofar as it is
also considered self-identical, it is this latter that is meant, however
vaguely it is hinted at, and the absolute contradiction in question ceases
to be a neither/nor. The result is simply an intuition similar to artistic
creativity, and therefore distinct from the faith-in-practice of Zen. It
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may be termed dialectic, but like Hegel’s dialectic it is bound hand and
foot to Aristotelian self-identity: it cannot shake free of the standpoint of
both|and.

It is for this reason that the notion of the self-identity of absolute
contradictories is liable to objections like those of Kierkegaard, who set
forth his standpoint of neither/nor in terms of a practical and para-
doxical dialectic. If the “discrimination of nondiscrimination’ is charac-
terized as a “‘return to the world” (gensd), the self-identity of absolute
contradictories may be characterized as a “‘moving toward the absolute”
(6s6). That is, the self-identity of absolute contradictories posits an
ontological “contradiction of contradiction”—or identity—but lacks
the existential witness of action-faith. Only the “‘nondiscrimination” of
nothingness, which provides for an absolute return to this world through
the negation and transformation of the self, can provide discrimination
with transcendent unity on practical and paradoxical grounds. This is
why Kierkegaard sets up his own practical and paradoxical dialectic
in opposition to Hegel’s speculative and intellectual one. As the logic
of my metanoetics, absolute critique follows the same course as that
of Kierkegaard’s practical and paradoxical dialectic; and as a self-
consciousness in action-faith, it is similar to his standpoint of faith. This
unified structure of action-faith-witness gives philosophical conscious-
ness its particular distinctiveness.

I trust the thread of the preceding argument has been clear, even if
there is still much wanting in the explanation. As we saw, Kant’s critique
of reason inevitably leads us to the absolute critique that in turn breaks
through the transcendental dialectic to arrive at absolute dialectic. While
Hegel’s contribution here is highly significant, he did not see the process
to its conclusion, namely the point of what I call absolute critique. I have
therefore had to reject Hegel’s identical reason but also to give special
importance to Kant’s idea of practical faith, since it is my aim to mediate
knowledge and faith by action. Metanoetics is precisely the concrete
performance of such mediation in action, which is why my position
shows a marked similarity to that of Kierkegaard in terms of its approach
to history.




Chapter 3

Absolute Critique
and Historicity

The Justoricity implicit in the critique of reason - The historicity of
the notion of transcendental synthesis - The reciprocal circularity
of tustory - The fundamental structure of history - The triune media-
tion of the logic, critique, and history of science - Crircularity and
antinomy - Absolute criticism n history - Contingency in history - The
laws of nature and history - The contingency and “‘thrownness’ of the
past - The free “project” of history - The “project” of the future - The
transforming mediation of contingency and freedom - Freedom as the core
of ustory - Absolute mediation in time - Freedom and the asymmetry of
time - The structure of self-consciousness as transformation through
action - The metanoetical structure of time - An analytical critique of
Heidegger’s ontology of time - The freedom of the relative and the
absolute - The unity of the absolute through action and contemplative
identity - Heidegger’s view of history - The philosophy of history and
metanoetics - The historicity of metanoetics - The absolute mediation of
dialectics and the despotism of theism - The circular unfolding of history
and immanent transcendence - The obstacles of pantheism and theism
to history - The inadequacy of the dialectic of Hegel’s Phenomenol-
ogy of Mind - The mediatory relationship of religion, history, and
philosophy - The abstractness of history in Hegel - Nietzsche’s will to
power and view of hustory - A metanoetical interpretation of Nietzsche’s
thought

In the preceding chapter I endeavored to explain what I mean by the
absolute critique wherein the critique of reason brings its principle to
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consummation. Before embarking on the absolute critique of history
referred to there, I should like first to consider how the historical element
implied in the critique of reason necessarily leads us to absolute critique,
and why history and absolute critique are therefore inseparably related.

Kant’s critique of pure reason, as is well known, presupposes the fact
of scientific knowledge or the transcendental synthesis of reason in
general. From there he goes on to inquire into the question of justifi-
cation (quid juris). What he calls transcendental method is simply the
procedure he adopts to answer this question. Science and morality, of
course, belong to history, but Kant worked within a rational framework
that neglected the historical. He took the transcendental synthesis as
something eternal and unchangeable in form, even though its matter
is susceptible to change; for him, it was something possessed of neces-
sary and universal validity. As theoretical knowledge, however, the
categories or forms of the transcendental synthesis are nor eternally
unchangeable. Their development follows the course of science in his-
tory, as the history of science clearly teaches us.

Consider the notion of number, thought to be the simplest and most
universal of concepts. It was through Arabian mathematics in the Mid-
dle Ages that the concept of natural number first became systematized.
In Greek geometry, arithmetic did not develop into a complete system
because it lacked a method of symbolization. The systematization of
natural numbers cannot in principle exist apart from the development of
arithmetic as science, since the concept of the natural number cannot
achieve a precise scientific determination without the assumption of
mathematical induction. In other words, the concept of number is a
historical product whose appearance had to conform to the historical
development of mathematics.

The same can be said of the category of causality. It would appear
that one of the main purpoeses of Kant’s critique of pure reason was to
defend this category—which is fundamental to natural science in general
and to physics in particular—against Humean skepticism in order to
provide a basis for Newtonian physics. The notion of causality is bound
inseparably to that of force or the cause effecting change in things in a
state of motion or rest. Newton, who saw force as the potency of remote
action, constructed his physics on the principle of universal gravitation.
But even in his time there was never any lack of doubt concerning the
idea of remote action; quite to the contrary, it gradually came to gain the
ascendancy. I't was the tendency to deny remote action by admitting only
direct, contiguous action that led to the physics of “field”’ which sepa-
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rated the concept of force from that of causality by a geometrization of
physics. At the same time, positivism, which may be viewed as a restora-
tion of Hume’s idea, worked to expel the concept of force from physics.
In this way both the concepts of caussality and of force were all but
eliminated from physics. Recent neéo-quantum theory, it should be
noted, has demonstrated the unsuitability of the category of causality for
dealing with micro-phenomena, as a result of which the scope of its
validity has come to be further restricted in present-day physics. From
all of this, it is clear that even so fundamental a category as causality
cannot enjoy unalterable, universal validity.

The category of substance, which is taken to be as fundamental as
that of causality, is also of limited applicability since it has been shown to
be incompatible with the geometrization of physics. In place of the
Kantian understanding of material substance, a “functional” approach
has taken hold. By replacing substance with energy, this approach re-
casts substance in terms of energic dynamics and brings it closer to the
notion of causality, endeavoring to conjoin the two concepts by means of
the mathematical concept of function. Given the basic orientation of the
new physics of our own day, with its synthesis of relativity theory and
quantum theory, it is inevitable that the two categories will be related to
each other. Indeed, we may go so far as to predict that the principle of
this combination will be the principle not of identity but of dialectics. In
my view, the action-witness of absolute nothingness, verified through
new experiments, will render such a unity possible. At any rate, there can
be no doubt that the categories need to be understood as historical in
accord with the development of science.

In the case of Kant’s moral theory, his doctrine of formal, subjective
morality appears at first sight to contain truth of the same invariable
universality that characterizes transcendental principles. But such fun-
damental concepts as personality, freedom, autonomy, and so forth,
which he takes as constructive principles of moral subjectivity, are not
mere formal synthetic concepts like the formal, logical categories of the
theoretical realm. Rather, they determine the contents of the moral
subject, and thus can never exist apart from the historical environment
of the subject. It is now taken for granted that these concepts, including
Kant’s theory of formal morality itself, are part of the history of moral
thought in modern Europe. Kant’s ahistorical rationalism, like the idea
of natural law, is a historical product of his time.

In the realm of science as well as in the realm of morality, the whole
array of transcendental synthetic ideas have thus to be seen as historical
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facts. Yet Kant’s transcendental method presupposes the existence of
the transcendental synthetic ideas and focuses its inquiry on the tran-
scendental ground (quid juris) of their validity. This search for a basis to
distinguish truly valid concepts from those that lack validity is what
makes the transcendental method a critical method. The transcendental
deduction expounded in the Critigue of Pure Reason is the working out
of this method. In contrast with what is known in ordinary logic as
the method of inference—the derivation of the particular from the
universal—the deduction referred to here assumes the synthesis as an
actual fact and seeks the ground of its existence, which must then in each
case accord with the fact to be grounded. It is never merely a matter of
the particular being derived directly from a self-determining universal.
Following juristic terminology, deduction is taken to mean “‘justifica-
tion” for what is factually given-——a propositional quid juris—and pre-
supposes the transcendental thesis as fact—the propositional quid facsi.
At the same time, this latter becomes the ground because the former is
inferred from it by logical deduction. In other words, transcendental
deduction is not a simple derivation like general logical deduction, but a
reciprocal one.

Obviously this has nothing to do with the fallacy of circular reason-
ing proscribed by formal logic, but it is a sort of circular reasoning
nonetheless in the sense that it consists in a reciprocal mediation. Strictly
speaking, even the deduction of ordinary logic, insofar as it is a method
for obtaining concrete scientific knowledge, can take place only when it is
bound reciprocally to inductive inference, and thus amounts to another
version of circular reasoning. Pure deductive inference is no more than
hypothesis, incapable of yielding any real knowledge. The historicity of
reality contains an element of historical contingency that cannot be
inferred deductively. We can do no more than recognize it for what it is,
just because it 7s. Deductive inference must be mediated by and answer
to the reality it presupposes. Deduction based on such a presupposition
is therefore circular in its reasoning. Indeed, no knowledge of historical
reality can avoid this circular reciprocity: in history, everything consti-
tutes a reciprocal circularity. The same holds true also for the relation-
ship between reality and our knowledge of it, since the relationship of
subject and object is also reciprocal and needs to be mediated by practice.
This is why theoretical knowledge cannot avoid circular reasoning
mediated by action.

The circularity in transcendental deduction thus turns out to be one
mode of a more general circular reasoning. As mentioned above, in his
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preface to the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant Com-
pares the transcendental method to the experimental method in naturg]
science, noting that experimentation assumes essential structures that
have been previously imposed on objects by our imagination in accord
with the laws of reason, and only later demonstrates these structures to
be attested to by real objects themselves. But if this is true, there is no
room for creatio ex nihilo, no scientific discovery to which experiments
might lead when mere theories fail or lead us up a blind alley. Seen this
way, experimentation remains a process of continual verification and
reformation, with no prospect of any qualitative leap to epoch-making
discoveries in the history of science. For such developments to take
place, human reason must be driven through the impasse of contradic-
tion to its own death. And there, mediated by the transformation of
absolute nothingness, it must be restored to a middle way that belongs to
neither pole of the contradiction but develops into a new theory as a
synthesis of both. This is the circular movement of creativity, a
“revolution-qua-restoration” that forms the basic structure of history.
The task of the critique of reason as a critique of science is to trace the
history of science in order to bring this fundamental insight to self-
consciousness.

The structure of historical reality referred to above represents the
foundations on which Kantian deduction is forever engaged in circular
reasoning as a process for the justification of scientific values. Values are
to be investigated not in connection with the facts of nature but in
connection with concrete (historical) subjectivity, that is, in connection
with self-consciousness as the subject that justifies scientific knowledge.
The knowledge of history or the self-consciousness of the practical
construction of history cannot be derived merely from universal prin-
ciples. The ideal toward which it is oriented is one in which the circle of
reciprocal reasoning leads to an increased tenseness of opposing forces,
until any remaining slack is finally removed. Thus the knowledge of
history advances to the realization of the core of historical reality by
constituting a circularity of “evolution-gua-involution.” In other
words, history is not a rectilinear process but a circular one that has to be
seen as a ‘“‘conservation-qua-development.”” This is the fundamental
dynamic of history.

To explain this fundamental structure of history in terms of the
structure of time, we would say that it constitutes a circularity in which a
continual reformation directed at the future is carried out practically in
such a way as to effect a deeper return to the past and a restoration of
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original sources to a more genuine form. The e‘ter‘nal present .serves h(?re
as a pivot around which “‘revolution-gua-restoration’ moves in our faith
and witness, thus making history possible. So long as trangcendentz}l
deduction remains only the projection of this triadic structure in the seltf
awareness of human theoretical consciousness, it is only natural that it
should bring about a reciprocal circularity.

But once the transcendental deduction is taken as a reciprocal medi-
ation in circularity, we must abandon the autonomy that Kant proposed
for reason in his Critiqgue of Pure Reason. Our approval of circularity
implies an abandonment of the logic of self-identity in reason and an
overcoming of its law of contradiction. The authentic circularity of the
dialectic consists in this, that our outward progress toward distinction
and opposition is already an inward return to a unified self. To shun this
kind of circularity on the grounds that it is incompatible with the
demands of reason is to opt for disruption and inconsistency. It is to
forfeit the sort of close relationship among the various stages of circular
process that “‘repetition” can furnish, and to end up with each of the
stages disjointed from the others.

This is precisely the conclusion to which absolute critique led us in
the last chapter. Circular reasoning and the antinomies of reason are two
sides of one and the same thing: to flee the one is to fall prey to the other.
The unfolding of the circular reasoning of the Critigue of Pure Reason
into the antinomy of absolute critique follows as.a matter of course. The
limitations built into the very structure of the transcendental method
destine it for absolute critique. Even if we retreat before the antinomies
inherent in human reason, as Kant did, and consequently abandon
metaphysics as an exact science, we have still to recognize metaphysics as
a natural disposition. As soon as we try to satisfy this demand for meta-
physics by means of the postulates of practical reason, the antinomies of
practical reason rise up unavoidably before us. The only way to escape
the problem is to call upon the principle of religion which supersedes
reason from within the limits of reason. Such are the self-contradictions
into which reason inevitably falls when it tries to elude the absolute
critique of metanoetics.

The limitations of the transcendental method just referred to—in
particular, the circularity of transcendental deduction, where the limita-
tions are most apparent—belong to the essential structure of history, as
explained above. In other words, the circular structure of the absolute
reciprocal relativity that marks historical reality in general, and the
overall antinomies that constitute two sides of the same reality, make
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their appearance in accord with the requirement of reason to criticize
itself, to bring its antinomies to final consummiation, and to have assyr.
ance of its autonomy. Hence the absolute disruption of absolute cri
tique. To continue, I should like to clarify the broad outlines of the
absolute criticism of the structure of historical reality.

Among the fundamental characteristics of history, we may begin
with contingency. We have just seen that transcendental deduction
cannot derive historical fact from universal principles, but must seek in
historical fact a clue to universal propositions presupposed in the deduc-
tion. This led inevitably to the introduction of circular reasoning into
Kantian deduction, since it is particular historical facts that prompt us
regarding the correct use of deduction. The particular historical fact
cannot be deduced from universal principles. This is its absolute contin-
gency: it must be recognized as being simply because it is. The impossi-
bility of deduction is what makes history what it is at core. This primor-
dial contingency—the fact that what might possibly not have existed
now exists—is one of the main things that sets history off from nature.
As far as nature is concerned, the fact of its being determined by uni-
versal law is its distinguishing feature, as we see clearly expressed in
Kant’s critical philosophy. This means that no contingency in the proper
sense of the term is allowed to exist in nature, that the particular can be
grounded in universal and necessary law by deductive reasoning. This is
why the concept of freedom, which always entails the contingency that
its opposite might exist, is regarded as diametrically opposed to nature,
Furthermore, insofar as the world of morality expounded in Kant’s
moral philosophy takes nature as its model, and in spite of the fact that it
is aimed at achieving freedom, its final state shows it to be a world
determined by laws and necessitated by reason. This is why the Kantian
moral world is to be seen as a world controlled by natural law, and why
Kant was prevented from grasping the proper meaning of history.

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the historical method
enjoyed ascendancy over natural-law theory in the field of jurispru-
dence. Indeed, it was advocated as the proper method for the science of
culture in general, resulting in the rise of the historical school. According
to the view of historicism, as this trend is known, the state of culture
characteristic of a particular nation cannot be deduced from universal
natural law. Historical reality is to be taken as it is, and its individual
characteristics clarified on that basis. Where history is concerned, there-
fore, the first thing to be acknowledged is its contingency. All particular
evaluations of historical content aside, it is in the contingency of history
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itself that formal grounds for the opposition between particx.ﬂar knowl-
edge of historical facts and universal knowledge of natural science are to
pe found. '

Turning from historical facts to our own existence, contemporary
existential philosophy speaks of the contingency of historical facts as our
«ehrownness” (Geworfenheit), a term used to express the.ptast o.f Dasem.
We must accept actual facts for their contingency and their ma?nhty to be
grounded on reason; they are simply something into Whose r'mdst we are
«thrown.”” The past is given to us and, therefore, is contlpgent: It is
not something we can determine at will; we are “thrown” mt(? hlstoury
and have no alternative but to accept it as it is. This is ‘the prl.mor.chal
contingency of our being. And since our being arises in this way, it points
by its very nature to the past. The past, therefore, must embrace part of
o\;r being that we are entirely incompetent to dispose of and can only
acknowledge as our destiny. This is the contingency of the pgst; or put
the other way around, it is in the nature of the past to be commgept.

Suppose that there were no contingency in the past and that it fell
entirely under the sway of natural law. Nothing would have come to
pass. Everything would be in the present, repeating itself over and over
again (or rather, all things would be simultaneous), and nothing wogld
take place without rational explanation. History, whose essence consists
in temporal process, would disappear.

Hence recognition of the contingency of past history is already
implied willy-nilly in the commonsense notion that history has to do
with the past. The fact that we are interested in past history and seek to
know its particulars presupposes, first, that the element of contingency
in history is outside our control; second, that we have no choige but to
regard it as given to us from without; and finally, that it determines our
existence in such a way that our existence has to avail itself of its
mediation in order to achieve authenticity. Because the determinative
role of the past in our existence mediates our existence, it provideﬁs a
ground for the being of the self to become authentic through free
decision. “

In actual history, however, there is another aspect in which the being
of the free self, aware of the mediation of the contingency of the past, can
crystallize intention into practice and action: the aspect of the future that
contemporary existential philosophy refers to as “project” (Entwurf ).
Whatever lacks the element of free action does not belong to history but
to nature. History consists in the transformation of contingency into
freedom. And freedom, of course, presupposes contingency in the sense
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that contingency stands opposed to natural necessity, yet cannot of itse]f
be free since it lacks subjectivity. For in addirion to containing contin-
gency, freedom belongs to the self-consciousness of the subject which
transforms contingency into determinative decision. Contingency im-
plies the equal potentiality of opposites and lacks any principle for
determining which one will be affirmed in actuality. Lacking such a
principle, it is not liable to the control of human reason, since there is no
subject capable of making a choice between the possibilities. In short,
contingency means a complete absence of any subjectivity that might
control its undetermined status.

Freedom, on the contrary, means turning contingency into the
choice and decision of the subject. It means transforming “‘having no
principle” into “having its own principle.” Insofar as freedom lacks
principle, it is contingent; but freedom cannot merely remain contin-
gent. It becomes real when the subject turns this lack of principle into
principle by taking over the determination (destiny) of contingency as its
own will, changing it into the content of its own decision, and rendering
itself capable of overcoming contingency by submitting itself to it.
Freedom makes it possible for the subject to identify itself with contin-
gency through its decision. It is through this subject that contingency is
transformed into freedom.

As to the question of how such freedom arises, there is no answer and
can be none. For if there were any reason to be given, it would no longer
be a matter of contingency but of necessity, and freedom would cease to
be. Being that does not arise spontaneously cannot be called free. This is
why there is no demonstrating the freedom of being. Freedom exists
only in the subject’s seif-consciousness of being free. Only the subject
that realizes freedom through its action has freedom. Contingency, too,
is understood to be contingent only through the free subject that expe-
riences its susceptibility to being the oppeosite of what it is. No contin-
gent being as such can determine its own contingency. Only the subject,
which is able to experience opposites, can come to an awareness of the
mode of contingency.

Attention should be drawn here to the fact that, in general, the
category of modality belongs to the free reflection of the subject. There is
no distinction of modalities in nature. It is only in virtue of a freedom
conforming to the facts of history that modalities come to be distin-
guished from one another. To arrive at self-consciousness and subjec-
tivity, freedom has to be seen as preceding contingency, and the latter as
no more than one element abstracted from the former. Contingency is
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prought to self-consciousness only when it is mediated by freedom. The
same holds for the temporal modality of the past, since it is only through
the mediation of a free ““pro-ject” into the future that the modality of the
past comes to consciousness. There is no self-consciousness of “‘thrown-
ness”” as such. Since self-consciousness belongs to the activity of the free
subject, there can be no thrownness without a subject that projects itself
into the future in order freely to determine its own being. Were this not
so, consciousness of time itself would be impossible, and the thrownness
and contingency of the past could never reach consciousness. Freedom,
not contingency, is the principle of history and the essence of reality.
without a self projecting itself and freely making plans, there is no
history of reality. History is the trail of footprints left by freedom.

To carry the argument a step further, we need to inquire as to how
the “thrownness’ of the past can be combined with the “project’ of the
future to give a single unified sense of time. Obviously, without contin-~
gency there can be no freedom. An individual completely determined by
the necessity of universal law is not a historical individual. Insofar as
history is possessed of contingency, it does not consist of anything
created in conformity with law, nor does it admit inquiry into the ground
of its being. In other words, history is not something we determine on
our own, but rather something through which we are determined, some-
thing given to us from the past that precedes us. This is why history is
regarded as belonging to the past and as diametrically opposed to free-
dom, which relates to the future. '

As a spontaneity that cannot be deduced according to laws, freedom
has similarities with contingency. Indeed, as we have just noted, without
contingency there could be no freedom. Yet freedom is diametrically
opposed to contingency: it is not something given by which we are
determined, but something we ourselves determine and transform into
necessity by voluntary choice. The fact that the contingency of the past
and the freedom of the future have something in common and yet oppose
each other creates a conflict of forces in which the exertion of the one
implies the expulsion of the other. In short, they form a real contradiction
and not a merely formal logical contradiction; or in other words, theirs is
a dynamic opposition, not a static one. Freedom and contingency stand
in a relationship of conflict and contradiction. They “consume’ one an-
other. Such is their correlativity that if only one of them ““consumes” the
other, both must disappear. The reason is that, dynamically speaking,
opposites are always correlative; one can only exist because its opposite
also exists. That is to say, dynamic opposition is marked by the fact that
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even though—or rather, precisely because——opposites are Contradictory
and incompatible, they require one another,

But how do the conflict and correlation of contradiction relate t,
each other? And how is the contradiction between contradiction and
unity to be resolved? Already in the formulation of the problem we see
the infinite regress to which it leads. From a finite standpoint, there
simply is no solution. The only thing we can do is awaken to the
realization that in absolute contradiction the contradiction contains 3
unity within itself, even though the contradictories do not cease to be
contradictory; and that absolute unity contains within itself a contradic-
tion (of contradictories), even though it does not cease to be a unity. In
other words, we have to see that both the contradiction and the unity are
maintained by being negated, and that each corresponds so profoundly
to the other that the more it asserts itself, the more it denies itself,
Absolute contradiction restores contradiction back to unity by bringing
it to the point of a contradiction of contradiction. This is an essentia]
feature of reality itself, whose fundamental structure is time. It is the
dialectic inherent in the logic of reality that transcends the principle of
identity of formal logic. This is the structure of the actual being of the
self, the source of its existence. Further, the fact that we become con-
scious of something or think of it is based on this principle. As to how
contradiction and unity can be brought to unification, we cannot say. All
we can do is acknowledge the fundamental fact that it does. This
acknowledgment itself is what is meant when we speak of contradiction
as unity. To be determined is to determine; negation is affirmation, and
affirmation can be affirmation only because it mediates negation within
itself. The principle of being is nothingness, and being exists only as a
mediative moment of absolute nothingness.

Tojudge merely on the basis of the formal determination mentioned
above, since all that is being asserted is that a contradiction and a unity
give rise to the further unification of contradiction and therefore consti-
tute an infinite series, it would seem at first glance that the opposition
between contradiction and unity is merely reciprocal and symmetrical.
"The same thing can be seen in the modalities of time. Past and future are
opposed to each other as contradictories: they are equal in the sense that
both are nonexistent in the present. However, insofar as they are none-
theless able to establish the unity of time, it is not enough simply to stress
their nonexistence. It must also be seen that the negation—their non-
existence in the present—serves the mediating function of grounding
the assertion that they “exist” in the present in the true sense of the
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word. To the extent that this is true, we may conceive of ‘fthe presince
of the past,” which makes it possiblg for ﬂtxe past to exist, and ‘Fhe
presence of the future,” which r{la]?es 1.t possible for the future to ex1st,;
4s brought to a unity-in-contradiction in the absolute eternal present as
«the presence of the present.” '

As is well known, Augustine’s theory of time developed this struc-
rure ontologically. In his analysis, however, the future .and the pa§t
appear equally determined as the existence of *the~ nonex1sten.t, gnd in
that sense are symmetrical. This is clearly seen in his charactenzat}on of
the eternal present as a nunc szans. But if time means simply that in the
eternity that transcends and comprehends the past, the present, and the
future, the nothingness (nonexistence) of the past and the nothingness of
the future are juxtaposed symmetrically and brought to unity in the
center point of the present, then time falls out of the picture. It is
degraded into space. The stream of time ceases to exist; the process of
time which goes from the past through the present to the future
disappears. .

Time is never horizontal; it is always sloped. Unless its process is 50
conceived, it cannot be called time. It is not enough to juxtapose sym-
metrical foci on a conical curve to indicate the contradiction of time. The
contradiction of time is closer to the asymmetry of a parabola than to the
symmetry of an ellipse or a hyperbola. That is, time is determined by' th.e
past and breaks through this determination toward the future. Thls is
what characterizes the spontaneity of action and establishes freedom.

As noted earlier, time consists in being determined by the past and
being free toward the future. The unity of being determined and deter-
mining, of being determined and breaking through determination, rep-
resents an awakening of self-consciousness without which there could
be no such unity. The very structure of self-consciousness is such that
the self that is determined, and therefore negated, breaks through its
determination to an affirmation—a negation of negation, or a disruption
of opposition—which brings about the unity of self.

In effect, this means that time can be grounded only in a phenome-
nology; ontology alone is not sufficient. In attempting to treat time and
its flux ontologically, ancient philosophy missed the essential feature of
time. It is only with Augustine that its basic structure is illuminated.
This is related in turn to a shift in Augustine’s standpoint from ontology
to phenomenology, wherein he begins to treat the modalities of time
phenomenologically in terms of the intentionality of consciousness,
allotting the past to memory, the present to perception, and the future to
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anticipation. In so doing, he is hardly in complete accord with the
tradition of metaphysical psychology and its ontological notion of the
soul. His shift of standpoint represents a shift from being to the self
Time, he saw, cannot adequately be understood from the standpoint of
being, but comes to consciousness only through the standpoint of the
self. In other words, the concept of being belongs to the being of self.
COMNSCIOUSNEss.

It is interesting to note here that Heidegger, who belongs to the
circle of those pursuing existential philosophy in terms of the ontology of
self-consciousness, entitled his major work Being and Time. In defining
the past in terms of ““thrownness” (Geworfenheit) and the future in terms
of “project” (Entwurf), Heidegger bases himself entirely on an on-
tology of self-consciousness. The crux of the distinction between the
definitions of Heidegger and Augustine lies in the fact that whereas
Augustine’s begins from the intentionality of consciousness, Heidegger
begins from a definition of the being of self-conscicusness that goes
beyond psychology. Despite its phenomenological nature, Augustine’s
standpoint is like Husser!l’s transcendental phenomenology in its fail-
ure to free itself completely from psychology. It is only with Heideg-
ger’s hermeneutical phenomenology that a new ontology of self-
consciousness is established that makes it possible to explain the
essential structure of time. It seems to me that it was mainly in order to
provide a solid foundation for his “being of self-consciousness” that
Heidegger abandoned the concept of eternity that serves as a fixed point
of mediation in Augustine’s philosophy, and that he took his start from
the fact that in self-consciousness the determined is at once the deter-
mining, thus defining the contradictory unity between the past and the
present as a geworfener Entwurf, a “thrown project.” Clearly the struc-
ture of Augustine’s “eternal now” as “the presence of the present” whose
essence it is to unify the three modalities of time—as “the presence of the
past” and ““the presence of the future” —belongs to ontology rather than
to phenomenology. Heidegger’s concept of “‘thrown project,” on the
contrary, refers to the contradictory unity of the being of self-awareness,
and as such can never possess an identity determined after the manner
of ““substance-quality.” “Thrown project” signifies a transformation
wherein the negative determination of self-consciousness as “‘thrown-
ness’” is willingly embraced as a matter of necessity, and is thereby
broken through to a freedom that affirms the self. Accordingly we are
dealing here with a concept that is to be realized practically through
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action, in contrast with the identical substance-quality determination of
being, which is grasped from a standpoint of mere contemplation.

Although existential philosophy shows this practical nature of self-
consciousness, its principal difference from metanoetics is that it regards
self-consciousness as an activity based on self-power, whereas for meta-~
noetics self-consciousness must be a transformation based on the great
activity of Other-power. The need for conversion and transformation
is already suggested by the negative affirmation of being “‘thrown,”
but is fully realized only through the mediation of nothingness. Self-
consciousness is a unity of contradictions occurring in a process of
iransformation where the negation of self comes to mediate an affir-
mation, where the determined becomes the determining.

Because self-consciousness arises from such a transformation of the
self, it must at least be practical. This is why self-consciousness is
referred to as “‘inner action” (znnere Handlung), although it is impossible
to imagine action as purely inner. Action is always a unity of the inner
and the outer. When we speak of ourselves as being determuned, we
necessarily presuppose something outside of ourselves, whereas when
we speak of ourselves as derermining, we are referring to something
coming from within. This being so, it is clear that there must be a unity
between inner and outer, insofar as the two are brought to unity in
transformation. Action is the unity of the inner and the outer in the
process of transformation that constitutes self-consciousness.

Self-consciousness, then, cannot be understood simply as the inner
moment of action, but implies a reflection, or a return, of action to the
self. Posed against this orientation of action returning to the self, or self-
consciousness, is intuition, which is oriented outward, toward the other.
When the content of some past event is preserved in memory and brought
torecollection, it undergoes a change, mediated by the spontaneity of the
self, and turns toward the future. In thus being submitted to a synthetic
decision in the present, it becomes intuition. Self-consciousness may be
called a unity of nothingness, because the spontaneity of the decision
involved in determining and acknowledging the conformity of the past
and the future with the contents of memory represents the unity of the
aspect of action that is oriented to nothingness, through whose media-
tion the process occurs. In contrast, intuition represents the aspect of
action that is oriented toward being, and as such manifests the variety of
the contents of memory. Action therefore means accommodating the
spontaneous decision of self-consciousness to intuition and thereby
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contrast it presents to the symmetrical, static, and comprehensive char-
acter of space. The horizon of time is not a “bad infinity” (schlechte
Unendlichkeit) that forces its outer limits ever wider and wider like a
circle expanding its circumference horizontally in space; nor is it a “‘bad
infinity” like the “‘indefinite’ (the indefinitum in contrast with the in-
finitum) that abolishes all boundaries once and for all. It is rather a
“thrown project” that conforms to and mediates the determination of
the past, a transformation of the determined into the determining, and
therefore has to be seen as an opening up to nothingness.

In attempting to explain the structure of time, I took as a metaphor
the asymmetry between foci or between focus and directrix in a parabola
in contrast with the symmetrical foci in an ellipse or hyperbola, and also
drew attention to the infinite distance between foci in the latter in
contrast with those in the former. Naturally, this sort of metaphor is far
from adequate to describe the characteristic features of time. They do

altering the content of the latter. This action, it goes without saying,
needs to be self-conscious. Without self-consciousness, movement may
be possible, but not the action of a spontaneous self.

Further, the being of self-consciousness must be practical, arising g
it does in the self-consciousness of a free being. Whereas the genealogy of
the ontology worked out by Heidegger can be traced directly to Husserl’s
transcendental phenomenology, there is no denying its close kinship
with Kant’s philosophy of freedom. Just as Heidegger related his theory
of time to Kant’s transcendental scheme, so also his notion of the being
of self-consciousness—that is, of Existenz—corresponds to Kant’s con-
ception of practical reason: both are the subjects of freedom. It is only
natural that his treatment of the being of self-consciousness should also
show close ties to Fichte’s science of knowledge (Wissenschaftslehre). In
his existentialism, however, Heidegger breaks through the idealism
propounded by Kant and Fichte to arrive at transformation through

action that goes far beyond the self-identity of consciousness, bringing not permit us to express the unity and correspondence between deter-
him to a nihilism close to Nietzsche’s amor fati. In this sense, Nietzsche mination and the breaking through of determination. They are incapable
is the real precursor of Heidegger’s philosophy. . of drawing attention to the concrete dialectic at work in the transfor-
There is no doubt that the practical subject of thought, even though mation of nothingness whereby the negation of determination produces
it is determined by the past, breaks through this determination and its affirmation, or conversely, whereby the affirmation of determination
possesses an infinite opening oriented toward the future that turns the breaks through it and thus negates it. But then again, no form of ex-
determined into the determining. Heidegger refers to the unity of the pression that remains within the realm of being can fully describe what
conversion out of which the self-consciousness of existence arises as takes place in the transformation of nothingness. It is impossible to
“ecstatic horizon,” but to speak of horizon is to speak of limits on all substitute the spatial terms of being for the temporal symbols of
sides. What is devoid of limitation cannot be a horizon. Since a horizon nothingness.
signifies a movable boundary that expands and contracts as one moves Still, T would like to suggest that the “‘structure of reciprocal nega-
forward or backward, up or down, from a given standpoint, it cannot be tion” we have been speaking of as the breakthrough of ecstasy—
free of all limitation. The horizon of time, however, differs from an wherein the negation of a limit turns around to mediate its affirmation—
ordinary spatial horizon, which is limited on all sides. A spatial horizon, can more properly be expressed in terms of a circularity. In this way,
however far its outer limits are extended, cannot possess the ecstatic light is shed on the principle of reciprocal mediation according to which
character of time. Ecstasy signifies a going beyond or overcoming (ek- the determinations of the past are never simply fixed without any medi-
stasts) of a previously determined self. It is a breaking through the self, a ation from the present, but are correlative to the self that affirns them
transformation from the determined to the determining. Action, as we and are therefore mediated by freedom.
have been speaking of it here, is ecstatic in the strict sense that the There is more to the temporal past than contingent determinations
realization of a higher and deeper self is based on a breakthrough, an that we have simply to acknowledge and reconcile ourselves to as given.
overcoming of the self in action. This is why action becomes the Past determination itself is correlative to how and in terms of which
mediator of self-consciousness. beings we affirm it. There is therefore a sense in which the past already
The horizon of time must be ecstatic because time breaks through holds the future and is mediated by it. In fact, our experience accords
and overcomes the free and spontaneous acting self. The asymmetrical, with how we as subjects affirm the determination of the past, which in
dynamic, and ecstatic character of time is conspicuous here for the turn fixes the nature of our being. In this sense, the determination of the
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past depends on how we mediate it and is endowed with meaning
according to its relation to the future.

"This is why metanoesis can be spoken of as a principle constituting
the fundamental form of action. In metanoesis the past is not merely
“thrownness” that has passed away and is out of our control, but 5
present incessantly renewing its meaning and caught up in an unending
circularity in accord with the future that mediates it. We might say that
“thrown projection” is transformed into a “projecting thrownness.”

Self-consciousness arises in a circular development-gua-return,
where the orientation of the development is contradictory and negative,
while that of the return is affirmative and unifying. What is here called
“self”” is no more than the center of the circularity, moving outward by
being continually negated and at the same time forever returning to
unity. Moreover, since the return to the past to mediate it to the future
and affirm it is a manifestation of the freedom of the self in action, there is
nothing immovable like an “immovable now.”” Only absolute motion is
brought to self-consciousness by this circularity.

Some question still remains as to whether the self-consciousness of
pure movement is itself immovable and whether motion can be brought
to self-awareness without immovability, just as the many can be brought
to self-awareness only through a one, and contradiction can be brought
to clarity only from the standpoint of an identity. But the being of self-
consciousness becomes conscious of the self not as being but as nothing-
ness. It becomes conscious of the self not as self-identical but as con-
tradictory. That is, it does not set up the self as something unmoved, but
puts it into action and practice as a flux of activity. The self is affirmed
not as a self-identical acting subject, but always and invariably as some-
thing that is negated.

When I speak of “action,” I do not mean that the being (or sub-
stratum) of the self changes its qualities, but that being is converted into
nonbeing and nonbeing into being, that the very character of being itself
is transformed in the process. In other words, action means that absolute
nothingness emerges to work in such a way that being is converted into
nothingness and nothingness into being. The notion of a self-identical
immovable posits a substratum that sustains the movement or qualita-
tive changes in a thing. Here, on the contrary, “action’ points to pure
movement without any immovable substratum, an incessant conversion
in which being is transformed into nothingness and nothingness into
being. What is continual in this process (that is, what is not annihi-
lated) is discontinuity (or annihilation itself) and transformation into
nothingness.
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Nor does the self-consciousness of this fact mean an awareness of a
conversion or change occurring in some substratum of the self that
continues to exist without being annihilated. If that were the case, we
could speak of movement and change, but not of action. There is simply
no self-identical something lying beyond and outside of the transform-
ing process of action in order to bring a self-identical unity to action.
Were such a unity to ground action, action would not be spontaneous
and free; we could not call it action. Thus it is not self-identity but the
negation of self-identity that brings unity to action. In other words, since
the negation of unity ends up with nothing in the way of an “other,”” the
negation of unity is brought to unity through the mediation of nothing-
ness as other. If there were something general that served as a ground of
unity, action would lose the free and spontaneous mobility that makes it
action. Action allows for no such ground in being. To suppose a mere
incessant motion without any mediation of being would make the ques-
tion of how transformation and conversion can reach self-awareness still
more difficult to answer. The clue to the resolution of this dilemma can
rest only with nothingness, which cannot be taken for the sort of “gen-
eral something” that being is.

For Augustine, eternity is not nothingness but being, which means
that it becomes an encompassing, comprehensive something that “en-
velops” all modes of time within itself as an “eternal now.” Time thus
encompassed makes a breakthrough of time impossible and leads to its
establishment as an immovable substance incompatible with negation.
Such a time, since it is no longer time, can readily be transformed into
space. It was only natural that Heidegger should be led to deny such
eternity in his attempt to achieve an awareness of time whose principal
characteristic lies in a transformation and a breakthrough of the self. We
cannot be permitted to regard eternity as a being that comprehends
(umgreift) time. As finite, we are incapable of achieving awareness of
such an eternity. The demand that the ““eternal now’’ be immanent in us
is equivalent to the presumptuousness of making the self one with God.
The “eternal now”” must be transcendent, and therefore is incapable of
being intuited.

Those who dare to demand that such a transcendent be immanent
have no alternative but to submit themselves to mysticism, for mysticism
is nothing other than a body of assertions meant to confirm an experience
of the transcendent somehow made immanent in our finite beings. It
maintains that we can have an intuition of the self as transcending itself
to become one with that transcendent. In the attempt to satisfy the self-
contradictory demand of transcending the absolute in spite of the fact
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that the relative is completely separated from the absolute, mysticismy
affirms an intuition of ecstatic union which goes beyond ordinary
knowledge. But in the relationship between God and the soul—which
can be compared to the relationship between the source of light and the
light that emanates from it, as we see for instance in the philosophy of
Plotinus, which is one of the historical sources of Western mysticism and
may even serve as its prototype——mysticism shows itself incapable of
constituting the structure of time wherein God is the pure movement of
absolute nothingness mediating a transformation between being and
nothingness, while the soul is the acting subject of this transformation
mediating absolute nothingness. Reduced to a mere shadow of eternity,
time is denied its reality. It is taken as no more than a diluted form of the
transcendent eternity of absolute being.

Of course, we also find the view expressed in Plotinus that time is one
of the characteristics of soul, a view that prepared the way for a transition
from the Aristotelian ontology of time as motion to a phenomenology of
time. In this connection, mention is also made of the dialectic whereby,
on the one hand, the concentrated unity of beings in eternity is destroyed
by the multiplicity of souls, while on the other such unity seeks its own
restoration in order for time to produce a fragmented image of eternity.
But in approaching the nature of time as an image of eternity rather than
attempting to understand it from the viewpoint of action based on
absolute nothingness, Plotinus missed the essential core of time: the
absolute mediation of the conversion from being to nothingness. Con-
sequent upon his view of eternity, which comprehends time as its sub-
stratum, time cannot but be deprived of its independence. From the
standpoint of mediatory thinking, which would hold that there is eter-
nity only because there is time, such a conclusion is impossible. Plotinus
shares with religion a Weltanschauung in terms of which time is seen as
the root principle of life and death, of coming to be and passing away, or facticity. At the same time, as noted above in connection with “thrown-
the source of metempsychosis, and according to which one must make ness,” the fixed facticity of the past is determined in accord with how it is
emancipation from the bondage of ““life and death” one’s ultimate con- : mediated by the free possibility of the self; that is, it is affirmed in
cern. It is only natural that the modern spirit, which puts great stock in ; correlation to “projection.” Therefore, we are speaking not merely of
the history of present actuality, should attempt to locate the meaning of a one-sided determination of projection by facticity but also of the free
existence in the freedom of its constructive action. It follows, too, that possibility of projection to determine the nature of facticity. In other
the theory of time presented by Heidegger should reject the notion of a words, we might say that absolute nothingness, which is neither facticity
substratum of eternity. nor freedom, determines both of them to exist in correlation, even as it

Are we correct in thinking that the present, as a modality of time, is mediates both to itself. The negation whereby nothingness comes into
satisfactorily explained in terms of “facticity”’?* In Heidegger’s view, contact with being and vice versa exists in the present. Conversely, since
facticity constitutes a point of contact between the past and the future, the present divides and separates the past and the future from each other,

from which the organization of “care” (Sorge) gets its orientation in
actuality. This conception of the present may be explained as a product
of the positivistic spirit of historicism, which emphasizes the aspect of
the fixed fact in actual reality. According to Heidegger’s existential
analysis, facticity combines the past as the thrownness of an “‘already-
being-in-a-world”” (Schon-sein-in-der- Welt) with the future as the pro-
ject of a “being-ahead-of-oneself™ (sich-Vorweg-sein) into a “thrown
project”’ (geworfener Entwurf).?

As noted earlier, however, since “thrownness” and “project’ are
mutually contradictory, opposing moments, the former can never pro-
ceed to the latter as potentiality to actuality. Moreover, I have just been
arguing that the dynamics of time, which consist in the reciprocal
rransformation of being and nothingness, cannot be explained in terms
of movement grounded on a substratum of identity. In Heidegger,
however, the negation and transformation of “thrownness’” through
“pro-jection” —breaking through the previously fixed determinations
of the past inherent in “thrownness” by means of “projection”’—still
lacks dialectical development.

The definition he offers for “project,” namely the self-consciousness
of can-be”’ (Sein-kinnen), is suspiciously close to that of potentiality or
possibility in the Aristotelian sense. On the one hand, there is no doubt
that his idea of Sein-kénnen points to a breaking through of self to
beyond the self (iiber sich hinaus),® which belongs to the capacity of
subjectivity and is voluntary and spontaneous. On the other hand, he
fails to distinguish it clearly from the Aristotelian potentiality for iden-
tity that constitutes one moment in the movement of a changing process.
As a result, his idea of the breakthrough as negation and transformation
is apt to be misunderstood as change occurring in a self-identical being.

In fact, there is no possibility that is not mediated by previously fixed
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it renders mutual transformation of past and future possible through the
mediation of absolute nothingness and the action of conversion apg
breakthrough.

Great emphasis is placed on this in Heidegger’s philosophy as wel] 4
where the dialectic of conversion and transformation is worked our ip
careful detail. Still, one cannot avoid the impression that the logic of
identity prevails in his thinking as far as the transition from the past to the
future, or from thrownness to projection is concerned. The reason is thyy
Heidegger’s existential ontology remains in the realm of hermeneuticy
and fails to attain a self-consciousness based entirely on action or prac-
tice. Hermeneutics comprehends self-consciousness in action in terms
of the interpretation of linguistic expression. As a result, Heidegger’s
existential ontology falls short of the standpoint of the self-conscious-
ness of absolute nothingness, wherein the action of mediation can
truly transform thrownness into project. For him, self-consciousness
in action is merely changed into an ontological self-consciousness
grounded on a substratum of identity and circumscribed by the inter-
pretation of expression.

In such a scheme, the limitation of the thrownness that lies at the
bottom of the being of the self—an “empty nothingness’ of the ground
of being in terms of which the self does not attain to perfect possession of
its ground—turns out at the same time to be the empty nothingness of
the ground itself, since the self now can become its own ground through
existential projection. The ground ceases to be ground, or rather, the self
is its own ground. For in willing the empty nothingness itself, the empty
nothingness of the ground becomes the ground. Heidegger terms this
sort of “not’ (Nicht) an “‘existential nihility”” (Nichtigkeit), and con-
siders the nihility of the ground as the fundamental guilt (Schuld) of
one’s being (Dasein). The awakening to consciousness of this guilt is
called conscience, and the resolve to preserve conscience, the freedom of
one’s being. Hence, projection means turning away from the everyday
world of the ordinary person (das Man, the “they’”) to the conscientious
freedom of shouldering responsibility for oneself.

As far as its fundamental structure is concerned, I have no doubt that
Heidegger’s thought is in complete accord with my idea of conversion in
and through absolute nothingness. But for Heidegger, the mediation of
nothingness through action is taken as a mediation of being in the realm
of the interpretation of linguistic expression; he has not realized how
absolute nothingness, as the principle of absolute transformation, func-
tions as ground. For this reason, the present for Heidegger lacks the
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character of “heing-qua-emptiness,” by means of which the present
mediates absolute nothingness. In the final analysis, the present becomes
the being of self-consciousness.

The self of the present, according to Heidegger, does not get beyond
the being that bears the burdens of conscience; it does not make nothing-
ness fiir sich through the breakthrough and negation of absolute nothing-
ness. His idea of nihility, which may well be called the Great Nay (daihi)
since it transcends all forms of negation, is responsible only to the self
and lacks the assurance and support of Great Compassion (also pro-
aounced daihi) that it is accorded in metanoetics. T'o this extent, his
idea of freedom remains a postulate immanent to the self. It has not the
assurance of Great Compassion breaking through facticity in the leap of
action and turning being into nothingness.

In other words, Heidegger is not yet aware of the fact that only
absolute nothingness can affirm being and transform it into the free
project of the self by means of a conversion in action. T hat Heidegger has
little concern for this idea of transformation by means of absolute
nothingness is clearly shown in his 1929 inaugural lecture, “What Is
Metaphysics?”$ He does not probe Kant’s critique of reason deeply
enough to arrive at the standpoint of absolute criticism wherein the
criticizing subject itself is abandoned to “‘absolute disruption,” but
rather maintains the self as the subject of self-consciousness and inter-
prets being from this point of view. Although he mentions radical
nihility, it remains an immanent postulate, not yet the realization of
nothingness as transcendent manifestation. His standpoint keeps to the
realm of ethics and does not bring him to religion.

In Heidegger’s case, the absence of the mediation of absolute
nothingness keeps him from providing an adequate ground for tempo-
rality in his attempt to replace Augustine’s notion of eternity with the
self-consciousness of time. His idea of transcendence through ecstatic
states of temporality (Ekstase) does not get beyond the mere possibility
of the self transcending itself in the direction of an absolute. As a result,
the autonomy of the relative as mediator of the absolute is not assured.
Heidegger’s way of thinking belongs to the idea of 050 (going to the
absolute) but not to that of gensd (returning to the relative). In a word,
Heidegger cannot get beyond the postulate of idealism which maintains
that what ““ought” to be should also be possible. But insofar as the ought
transcends the mind, the appeal to the “immanence of transcendence” as
a “principle of existence” remains incomprehensible.

In order not to consign comprehension of the incomprehensible to
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mysticism, it is necessary, in the first place, to consider the absolute nog
as being that reaches from existence to transcendent existence but ag
absolute nothingness; and second, to understand the reciprocal relation-
ship between the absolute and the relative as the action of absolute
mediation. It is necessary to avoid any attempt to interpret the absolhate
contemplatively as a union of the absolute and the relative in the identity
of being. The contemplative unification of the absolute and the relative is
based on a demand for supreme identity that is beyond our human
ability, and can only end up in the dissolution of the mind into mystical
unity. Mysticism does not allow us to regard what is relative as free and
autonomous. Similarly, if we take as our starting point the immediate
experience of freedom, we are driven to the conclusion that the absolute,
insofar as it is transcendent, is an abstract universal with no connection
to relative.

I see no way to avoid these difficulties but to adopt the viewpoint I
have been setting forth here. In being mediated by the practice and
action of the individual, and becoming itself the mediator of absolute
transformation in the present, absolute nothingness transforms the
thrownness of the past into the project of the future and affirms the
facticity of thrownness in the present to the extent that it is mediated by
the freedom of projection. Thus transcendent nothingness, which is
neither the past nor the future but transcends both of them, mediates the
present by transfiguring the being of facticity in the present into a
mediation of nothingness and hence into a relative grounded in the
absolute. This is what I understand by the immanence of transcendence.

As nothingness, the transcendent absoclute mediates the relative
through and through and demands its autonomy, thereby securing the
freedom of the relative and setting up the unification of the contradiction
between the development and the breakthrough of its given facticity as
the practice of the relative in the present. Only through an awareness of
this transformational mediation can what for Heidegger remains at the
level of a mere postulate of possibility be guaranteed and supplied with a
transcendent ground.

Since the mediation we are speaking of here is bound irrevocably to
the action and practice of nothingness, and is not a contemplation that
results in an absolute-qua-being, it does not run the risk of leading to
the kind of freedom to which Augustine’s notion of eternity leads.
Because absolute nothingness is the ground of human freedom, to sub-
mit oneself to the absolute and serve as its mediator means to be free
in the true sense of the term. It means to set one’s feet squarely on a
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ground where one can realize the spirit of detachment referred to in Zen
Buddhism as “having-no-thing” (muichimotsu), which is the self’s own
“original countenance.” In this way, the transcendent becomes imma-
pent and eternity transforms the present into a state of ek-~srasis® in which
the self is broken through. Action no longer belongs to the self in the
usual sense of carrying on one’s own work according to one’s own plan.
Instead, a higher spontaneity is made manifest—we may call it ““tran-
scendent facticity” or “absolute reality”—wherein the plans and doings
of the self are mediated, subsumed, and negated. This is ““naturalness”
(jinen-howni) in Shinran’s sense of the term, an “‘action of no-action” or
activity without an acting self in which action ceases to be merely the
doing of the self.

What has hitherto been understood from a Heideggerian standpoint
as the action of Existenz must in fact, as already pointed out, be under-
stood as the transformation of absolute nothingness. That is, the former
is nothing other than a relative manifestation of the latter, grounded
on it and established through its mediation: mere being as “empty
being.”” Even though the coming to be of the present can be interpreted
as facticity, its absolute ground is to be found only in the unity of tran-
scendent eternity as absolute nothingness, which can achieve self-
consciousness only in and through action. Action is simply the manifes-
tation of being as a medium for the absolute. In Shinran’s terminology,
it is the Great Action (taigyd) that reaches beyond the doings of the self
in virtue of the very fact that the self is allowed to practice and act freely
and of its own accord. Great Action is not a deed of the self, but a
conversion of self-power into Other-power.

To approach the question from another angle, ethics cannot avoid
the self-contradiction wrought by the antinomies inherent in the concept
of human freedom, its basic principle. Pursued to its final end, ethics is
transformed into the absolute nothingness of religion. And vet, in order
to function as a mediator of absolute nothingness, human action must be
resurrected as empty being by what transcends it. This is the outcome of
faith (shun) in which the self abandons itself and submits obediently to
absolute nothingness, the faith of a self-conscious action based on total
self-abandonment. Just as action is not a mere doing, but an obedience to
absolute nothingness that signifies conversion of the self to a new reali-
zation, so faith is not self-consciousness in the ordinary sense of an
immediate affirmation of the self, but a self~consciousness of the annihi-
lation of the self. More than the mere possession of beliefs, faith must be
seen as action-faith (gyd-shin), a self-consciousness of action carried out
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in complete reliance on Other-power. In Shinran’s words, faith isa “oift
from the Tathagata.” Because having faith thus means being made 1o
have faith, the self-consciousness of faith may be said to consist in the
self-consciousness of the annihilation of the self; it is the nothingness of
self-consciousness.

Since absolute nothingness is always a transformation and a med;-
ation, it can never exist immediately. It cannot exist in the nonmediated
existence that Heidegger characterizes as ““ontic” (ontisch) to distinguish
it from the “‘ontological” (ontologisch). Nothingness is by no meang
immediate. Its truth is realized through one’s action and witness (gvs-
sho), and thus provides a transcendent ground for the mediatory activity
of self-consciousness. Since transcendent nothingness confronts the
relative self as wholly other and annihilates the self, the human existen-
tial freedom that remains a mere postulate or possibility at the level of
the ethical self is actualized at the standpoint of religious belief in
Other-power as action and witness (gyo-sho). Heidegger’s ontology is
grounded in an ethical self-awareness of freedom as self-power, and thus
cannot break away from the hermeneutic standpoint of being with its
principle of self-identity. But it is necessary to go further than this,
to pass through the antinomies of self-consciousness and the self-
contradictions of freedom all the way to absolute critique, to pursue self-
consciousness in action all the way to its conversion into religious action
and faith (gyo-shin) in metanoetics.

Although the influence of Kierkegaard, and indeed of Christian tra-
dition in general from the time of Augustine, is easy to recognize in
Heidegger’s thought, he develops his philosophy of freedom from the
standpoint of “‘a theology without God,” an approach whose contradic-
tions reach back to deeper, ineradicable difficulties in his philosophy.
The decisive influence on his atheistic standpoint, as I have stated
before, is clearly Nietzsche, who proclaimed himself Antichrist. Thus
both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, whose systems of thought are dia-
metrically opposed despite certain common elements, have left their
mark on Heidegger’s thought.

In place of Kierkegaard’s conception of the ““moment’” as an atom of
“eternity”” through which eternity manifests itself in time, Heidegger
proposed a nihility which he considers to be the ground of what Nietz-
sche calls amor fati. His fear is that unmediated being—for instance, the
will of God that undergirds theism-—would make human freedom im-
possible. Of course, if we identify the will of God with the love of God,
and divine grace with the worki/ng of divine love, then grace, far from
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destroying human freedom, only draws it out as it fosters and sustains
the activity of human will. This is the solution at which Augustine
arrived late in life, after having pondered the problem for many years. It
means that the eternity of God and the freedom of the human person are
united through mutual mediation.

In this approach God closely resembles nothingness as the principle
of absolute mediation. T'o carry this idea to its logical conclusion, the
notion of God as a personal being, as theism understands it, would have
to be abolished. Conversely, to avoid this conclusion by positing God as
a positive and immediate being, human freedom would be thwarted to
the extent that God transcends the determinations of absolute medi-
ation. Here we see the consistency in Heidegger’s attempt to establish
puman freedom by denying theism and adhering to Nietzsche’s nihility
as the ground of human freedom.

In this connection, one may note that the notion of freedom ex-
pressed in Spinoza’s “intellectual love of God” (amor Dei intellectualis)
—an attractive idea despite the unresolvable contradictions in his
system-—has something in common with Nietzsche’s amor fati, in that
both have to do with a love directed at something by its very nature neces-
sary. Consequently, Spinoza’s God of absolute being must be a mediated
state embracing within itself absolute nothingness. Both Schelling and
Hegel regarded Spinozism as the presupposition of their philosophical
systems, both of which were based on dialectical unity.

Nietzsche’s affirmation of the past ““it was 5o’ in the form, I willed
it so and shall so will it forever,”” points to a freedom and liberation
resulting from a love of fate. His insistence that the ““will to power” can
hold sway over necessity by affirming it as its own will is grounded on a
nihility that is close to that of Heidegger, who also defines the ground of
human freedom (pro-jection) in terms of a radical nihility. In this sense,
it is clear that Heidegger’s absolute nihilism has something in common
with nothingness as the principle of absolute transformation which
grounds absolute critique, the logic of metanoectics. Still, his Nichrigkest
is the principle of a Nichr that is quite different from absolute nothing-
ness. The reasons are obvious. Whereas Heidegger’s “not” stops at
awareness of the responsibilities of one’s conscience, and hence remains
an immanent postulate concerning what one ought to be, the nothing-
ness of metanoetics is practiced and witnessed to (gyd-shd) as a tran-
scendent principle that converts the self by annihilating it.

In “What Is Metaphysics?” Heidegger speaks of nothingness
(Nichts) as the principle of the “not” (Nicht)—that is, as the principle
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that precedes all forms of negation in judgment. The result is that hjg
idea of nothingness becomes more static, no more than a setting within
which to understand being, a setting which he characterizes in terms like
““the bright night of the dread of nothingness.” Because our being hangs
suspended over the abyss of nothingness and is permeated by anxiety,
Heidegger argues, the phenomenon of anxiety shows our being as it is;
free Existenz is made possible by our awakening to the opposition
between nothingness and being. On this final point, Heidegger’s notion
of nothingness still has something in common with absolute nothing-
ness, but it is not a principle for the absolute conversion of the self and its
restoration to life in death~and-resurrection. His nothingness belongs to
being as a category of self-consciousness for interpreting the self ® In
spite of the negation of nothingness, Heidegger’s being, as the subject of
self-awareness, remains the same as before, just as the rational self that
functioned as the subject of Kantian critique was preserved and sustained
through the critique of reason. Existential philosophy seems incapable of
overcoming the defects inherited from the standpoint of the critique of
reason.

In absolute critique, however, the nothingness of the self becomes a
matter of one’s action and witness (gvé-sid) through the transformation
of absolute nothingness, and nothingness is believed to be transcendent.
We might express the distinction between Heidegger’s existential philos-
ophy and that of absolute critique by saying that the former is a process
of going toward the absolute (6s0-1ekr), whereas the latter is a process of
returning to the world (genso-tek:). In other words, the former remains
immediate (an sich) whereas the latter is mediated (fiir sich). Nothing-
ness cannot be realized in its truth from a standpoint of mere immediacy,
because a nothingness that is not mediated is immanent in the realm of
being, and hence cannot be nothingness in the true sense of the word.
Strictly speaking, insofar as Heidegger’s nothingness points to a possi-
bility, it rernains a postulate, an “ought.” It is not true nothingness but a
concept of nothingness belonging to being.

Despite the fact that Nietzsche regarded nothingness as the basis of
his will to power, his Dionysus is a representative of being, not of the
nothingness of the self. Only by exhausting the fullness of life and
arriving at death can Dionysus witness to the nothingness of the self.
Only by demonstrating the absclute transformation of a passing away in
death and a returning in resurrection does absolute nothingness become
fully fiir sich. This is what takes place in the death-and-resurrection of
absolute critique.
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Heidegger’s nihility is not a principle through which this death-and-
resurrection can be realized in action and witness. The fact that the death
with which he is concerned in his work remains a limit-situation bringing
1o awareness the “possibility of being-as-a-whole,” and the fact that
awareness of oneself as a “being-toward-death” requires only that one
accept death and face it resolutely, together show that it does not have to
do with the manifestation of absolute nothingness witnessing (s4d) to
resurrection in the practice (gyd) of death. A sharp distinction needs to
be drawn here between a merely hermeneutical ontology of self-awareness
and the absolute critique that characterizes metanoetics.

We do not necessarily break through and transcend death itself and
witness to resurrection merely by facing death resolutely. While this may
be possible for sages and heroes, it is not the way of ordinary ignorant
people. It is a death interpreted entirely from the standpoint of life, a
nothingness interpreted from the standpoint of being. Its standpoint
does not get beyond the postulation of the possible, in contrast with the
standpoint of action-~faith in absolute nothingness at which a true break-
through of the self occurs. Absolute nothingness supersedes all forms of
negation that remain within the domain of the immanent; it entails a
turnabout of the self through the transcendent power of the Great
Nay—qua—Great Compassion. In this sense, existential philosophy may
be likened to the doctrine of the sage which teaches a way to salvation
through self-power, a way that is closed to the ordinary and the ignorant.
For these latter, the absolute critique of metanoetics is the only way.
Theirs is the “easy way’’ (4gy6ds) which may be likened to the Pure Land
path of reliance on Other-power. In this connection, Nietzsche and
Kierkegaard, who otherwise stand at opposite poles, share a common
religious orientation.

Freedom cannot be constituted from a standpoint that affirms the
self immediately. The view that freedom belongs immediately to the
limited, relative human self involves a contradiction in the very use of the
words “‘relative’ and “limited.” For that which is absolutely free cannot
be found except in the absolute—that is, in God. At the same time, it
must be admitted that we humans enjoy some degree of freedom. Self-
consciousness itself arises from freedom; without freedom, there would
be no self-consciousness at all. Still, how can the self, which is relative,
possess freedom? How is it possible that the relative has a freedom of its
own without becoming absolute? Is it possible for so-called human
freedom to exist autonomously, apart from the freedom of God, to
depend on it without being destroyed by it? Freedom is not something
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that can be established as a mere fact of direct experience, but a prob.
lematic to be faced and solved. At the same time, the antinomies it
embraces within itself render it impossible for us to regard it as a mere
postulate; the aporia inherent in the notion of freedom stubbornly blocks
the way. How much discussion and argument have been focused on thjg
problem since the time of Augustine!

By removing God from the picture, Heidegger attempts to see
freedom as a fact of self-awareness and refuses to admit that there is any
problem involved. At first glance, and judged from the standpoint of
phenomenological self-awareness, this would seem to work. But insofar
as his freedom does not get beyond the level of a postulate about possible
Existenz, it is clear that his freedom is only a matter of the “ought,” not
something to be realized in practice through faith (gyé-shin) in the
transcendent. His is a notional freedom immanent in the self, open to
hermeneutics but not to understanding as a fact actualized in a process of
transcendence. The self-transcendence or breakthrough of the self
which is the basis of Existenz can never be realized so long as free-
dom remains a phenomenon within the self immediately accessible to
consciousness.

Freedom is in need of the ground of transcendent nothingness in
order that the self may break through itself without destroying its
spontaneity in the process. That is to say, freedom is in need of a
transcendent absolute which, in spite of its absoluteness—or rather,
precisely because of it—both enables the relative to stand on its own and
makes use of it as a medium for realizing its own absoluteness by
allowing the relative to exercise its independence and to cooperate with
the absolute. For the relative to serve in such a mediating capacity, it
must be both immanent and transcendent. Self-consciousness in action
shows us this process at work.

This means that the essential feature of the finite relative, seen as a
mediator of absolute nothingness, consists in an autonomy determined
by the transcendent and lying beyond the self-power of the relative on its
own to refuse, and that the conquest of the radical evil latent in the
autonomous existence of the relative requires as its ground the transfor-
mative power of the transcendent, or absolute nothingness. Accord-
ingly, hermeneutic self-conscious existence must be brought to the point
of a self-conscious existence of action and faith (gyé-shin) based on
Other-power. This change of standpoint takes place when the relative
self, lacking the power within itself to break through the antinomies, is
forced by absolute critique into the ultimate predicament of finding
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_ contradiction itself driven to the point of absolute nothingness (in a

2

negative sense). At this outer limit of “absolute contradiction,” con-
radiction brings itself to unity, as it were, through a contradiction of
contradiction; the absolute disruption is made whole again in nothing-
ness; and the powerlessness of the self—the metanoetic practice of self-
sbandonment-—restores the self as a mediator of nothingness. In this
conversion to the metanoetic self, the hermeneutic self is led from
the ethical self-consciousness of self-power to the religious self-
consciousness of action-faith in Other-power. Absolute critique comes
to term in the unity of nothingness in the sense that the bringing of unity
to absolute disruption and absolute contradiction through nothingness
affirms and restores the self that has abandoned itself in metanoesis, so
that it may serve as a mediator of nothingness. It is this Great
Nay—qua—Great Compassion that makes freedom possible.

Understandably enough, Augustine looks to grace for the possibility
of freedom. In his view, grace prompts the will but does not force it, and
therefore does not destroy freedom. The problem with his theism is that
he considers grace to be predestined by the will of God. With good
reason Heidegger seeks to avoid this difficulty. His nihilism insists that
the ground of human existence is the abyss of empty nothingness, and
that human freedom consists in the essential groundlessness of “pro-
ject,” making it clear that his nihility is not a mere void but implies a
sense of nothingness as absolute transformation.® This is clearly seen
in his treatise “On the Essence of Ground,”*® a short piece into
which he has packed many of his basic ideas. There he argues that aware-~
ness of the bottomless nihility of Dasein liberates self-consciousness
from the being of the past and opens it to the freedom of projection into
the future.

As noted before, as long as the task of nothingness is presented in
terms of the “will to power” to perform amor fati, there is no assurance of
its being fulfilled. Only sages can have that sort of assurance. For us
ordinary and ignorant ones, vindication must come through the action-
faith of Other-power, the Great Nay—gua—Great Compassion. In my
own case, I commit my freedom back to the Great Nay—qua—Great
Compassion of absolute nothingness, and as a result a new way opens up
through the aporia of freedom spoken of earlier. But it is only by means
of metanoetics that I can realize this truth.

As 1 have tried to make clear, metanoetics is not an awareness of
one’s own mere self-power but an awakening to the Other-power of the
Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion. Thus the overcoming of absolute
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disruption through absolute critique achieved in metanoetics takes place

without removing the disruption. The resurrection of the self by the
Great Compassion—that is, the process in which the absolute disruption
of the self is converted into an affirmation through the mediation of the
unity of absolute nothingness, so that it can then cooperate to mediate
the absolute—can be confirmed only in the action of metanoetics which
involves dying in the Great Nay of absolute critique. The fact that the
Great Nay can also be confirmed in metanoetics as the Great Com-
passion implies that the nothingness of the Great Nay confronts the
relative self as absolute, as that which is believed to be an “Other,” as 3
transcendent that turns out to be immanent.

Here we see the essence of absolute mediation. There is no saying
which of the two, faith (s#in) or witness (sh6), comes first. They arise
simultaneously as complementaries, which is why the transcendent is at
the same time the immanent. In other words, action based on Other-

power is also brought to religious self-consciousness as a trinity of

action, faith, and witness (gyd-shin-shé). In the action of negation the
self, driven to absoclute disruption in metanoesis, breaks asunder and
dies to ordinary life; but at the same time, this action witnesses to a
change, a conversion in which the self is resurrected by the Great
Compassion and reaffirmed in passive, obedient reliance on Other-
power. The fact that absolute nothingness, in spite of being an absolute
transformation, can be realized as a unity of absolute contradiction,
stems from the self-transcendence of faith in this Great Compassion.
Since that which the self obeys in faith must transcend the self as an
“Other,” and since the Great Nay of absolute critique transcends the
relative self by virtue of its being absolute, the Great Nay of the tran-
scendent power of negation, even though it is nothingness, is believed in
as that over against which the self is posited and through which the self is
mediated. Itis a transcendent nothingness that serves as a unifying basis

and support for self-consciousness. The reason that the unifying force of

absolute nothingness, or absolute transformation, remains from first to
last nothingness and is not equated with the being of self-identity, is that
as Great Compassion it must resurrect the self to being and make it self-
conscious of its unique role of witnessing as a mediatory being.

The view that regards this process as the self-identity of absolute
contradictories fails to account for this trinity of action, faith, and
witness. Its notion of “‘action-intuition” does not include self-
consciousness of the interpenetration of faith and witness through ac-
tion, nor self-consciousness of the dynamic unity of transcendence and
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immanence. Instead, it reverts back to the aesthetic contemplation in-
volved in producing a work of art, after the manner of Plotinus who
treats action only in terms of its relation to contemplation.'* A mysticism
that lacks the action-faith of the Great Nay and the witness of the Great
Compassion cannot furnish a religious standpoint. How can it witness to
the absoluteness of its “absolute contradiction”’? The attempt of the self
to regard itself as absolute without thereby performing metanoesis may
lead to a view of the unity of the divine and the human in which the self
becomes deified, which would end up in being, the opposite of
nothingness.

The dialectic of absolute transformation through which absolute
negation—the absolute’s complete and utter self-negation—is trans-
formed into an affirmation as the negation of negation, is not the result
of the contemplation of self-identity. It is made accessible to faith as the
Great Nay that forever remains nothingness even as it bears witness to

the Great Compassion. In this faith, the contradictions are brought to
unity in spite of the nothingness that keeps them just as they are.

Affirmation is not direct affirmation. Nor does resurrection mean resto-
ration to a former state. Without ceasing to be nothingness but precisely
because of its nothingness, nothingness becomes the object of our faith-
witness vis-a-vis a transcendent unity.

Once nothingness is intuited as the One of Plotinus, however, it
ceases to be nothingness and turns into being. It becomes affirmation
instead of negation. In its authentic sense, nothingness must remain
bound to absolute transformation in action, and in order to perform its
mediating role in this transformation, it must be witnessed to in faith

through action. The absolute One that Plato deals with in the Parmen-

ides, and from which the One of Plotinus derives, corresponds exactly

to the transcendent One of absolute nothingness which mediates the

transformation of the relative one (the individual self). It is not merely
contemplated as self-identical Being, like the One of Plotinus, but is
always “practiced” in action.

At first glance, Plato’s transcendent One and Plotinus’s One would
appear to be the same. Actually the two are qualitatively different. Since
I am convinced that the extreme position adopted by Plotinus ultimately
diverges from the truth, I shall adhere to a standpoint of the self-
consciousness of action-faith that follows Plato in proscribing aesthetic
contemplation. Even so, Plato’s practice of the transformation of the
One and the many in the formal categories of existence will not suffice
where actual historical reality is concerned. We shall have to concretize
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the theoretical and practical critique of reason until it is transformed iny.

absolute critique, lest any doubt remain that the Great Nay-—qua—Grea(z

Compassion is revealed through the action-faith-witness of metanoeticg

Unfortunately, in trying to elude the obstacles that theism places i;{

the way of a theory of freedom, Heidegger fails to recognize the trap-
scendent that lies at the ground of time as nothingness~qua—eternity and
as a result he falls into atheism. No less unfortunately, and despité the
mﬁuence of Kierkegaard on his thought, Heidegger has failed to grasp
Kl.erkegaard’s regard for repentance as the ineluctable essence of ethicg
It is also regrettable that his philosophy does not pursue the spirit of thé
Kantian critique of reason to its logical conclusion of absolute critique
and that his ethics does not contain the treatment of metanoetics tha;
would develop it in the direction of religious faith. The anthropology
t}.lat stems from Augustine emphasizes the finitude of the human to
distinguish it from the divine, placing human beings in an intermediate
state between God and animals. In contrast, Heidegger’s anthropology
restricts humanity to the realm of temporal being with no reference to
ete'rnity. In this regard, his thinking falls short of clarifying human
finitude. On the one hand, we see his notions of freedom and death-
awarc_zness tremble with a Kierkegaardian anxiety, while on the other we
see him longing for the repose of a Nietzschean will to power. Is he not
attempting the impossible? Instead of a metanoetic development of
the mutual mediation of anxiety and repose as they interpenetrate each
cher and are transformed into each other as a pure unity in contradic-
tion, Heidegger seems to me ultimately to revert to the mysticism of
Eckhart.*? If this is indeed the case, we are forced to conclude that
Yvhereas the dialectic of metanoetics is a philosophy suited to ordinary,
lgnorant persons such as I, Heidegger’s existentialism is a philosophy
meant for the sage.

. In order to point out the problems involved in Heidegger’s theory of
time and to clarify the shortcomings of his standpoint, it has been
necessary to venture rather deeply into his philosophy. The results of
our. treatment may be summarized as follows: The dialectic underlying
Heldegger’s theory of time has been developed insufficiently because of
his standpoint of hermeneutics; accordingly, the transcendence of ab-
solute nothingness which provides a basis for the ecstatic unity of time
cannot become the action-faith-witness of eternity. The conversion of
the past into the future, and the Interpenetration of the two that takes
place in the present, remains a postulate that is assumed immediately by
the hermeneutical self without the self being conscious of it as a mani-
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_festation of eternal, transcendent nothingness; accordingly, ethics based

upon self-power remains bound to the closed standpoint of human
existence and fails to open a new vista on the eternal. His atheism
suppresses religious faith and remains from first to last a philosophy of
finite freedom, and instead of pursuing the critique of reason to its logical
conclusion so as to arrive at absolute critique and its accompanying
absolute disruption as the inavoidable consequence of ethics, it prevents
the critique of reason from entering the path of metanoesis; accordingly,
his philosophy may be characterized as a philosophy for the intelligen-
tsia that gives assurance of unity with the absolute.

Heidegger himself believes that by taking this approach to time, he
has clarified the structure of history.*® And indeed, there is no denying
that one of his most important contributions lies in his approach to the
problem of history from the aspect of the transience of Dasein, in
contrast with usual philosophical approaches that attempt to interpret
the historical in terms of a commonsense, popular idea of time. Heideg-
ger acknowledges as the ground of history a subject who confronts the
future by appropriating the past and, by embracing historical facticity as
its destiny, freely resolves to accept the finitude of the self. While the idea
owes much to Nietzsche, Heidegger’s contribution is an important one.
Nevertheless, according to Heidegger’s ontology of time, projection
toward the future belongs to the realm of ‘‘interpretation’” and
“understanding’—categories characteristic of hermeneutics—and is
not truly action based on absolute nothingness; similarly, his idea of
resolve and decision in the face of death remains a self-awareness of mere
finitude, and does not achieve the level of faith-witness of the eternal
Great Action (taigyd) in which the self truly practices “dying its own
death.”

As a result, Heidegger’s philosophy tends toward a revival of the
master-disciple pattern of transmitting tradition rather than toward the
continual revolution-qua-restoration involved in the leap to the religious
decision of “dying one’s own death.”'* He correctly interprets the
notion of “repetition” as the restoration of the past to self-consciousness
by means of the decision of the authentic subject—which he takes from
Kierkegaard—and therein locates the essence of tradition.'s For Kier-
kegaard, repetition does not point to a self-identical being but to eternity
through a death-and-resurrection in which dialectical negation must
affirm being (through repetition) as mediating the manifestation of
nothingness. For Heidegger, repetition shows rather the tendency to
become the repetition of self-identical being. Kierkegaard clearly asserts
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ity That is, the reciprocal circularity of the movement to the absolute
othics (050) and the return to the world in religion (genso) constitutes
n order to understand the structure of the histor-
mere temporality does not suffice. The historical
m of the spatiotemporal world issues from the facts that the spatial
d exclusivity found in a society of “species” underlie the
and the power of cultural tradition, and
f these two is mediated both by the

I cannot go into further detail on this question here, except to note
relativistic viewpoint that marks Heidegger’s theory of

1d of Dasein is not only the transcendence
1so the transcendence of a descent into
d as mediator. The present can

he does. The being-in-the-wor
of an ascent from within but a
jmmanence from without with the worl
achieve a practical unity in contradiction only as the manifestation of
eternity. As noted above, it is not only a matter of “going toward the
absolute”” but also of “returning to this world.”” The mutual transfor-
mation of these two diametrically opposed orientations is not possible
for finite beings except through the metanoetics of absolute critique.
Only metanoetics can pave the way for a philosophy of history that is

also a philosophy of religion.

After the foregoing clarification of the notion of absolute critique—
that is, the logic of metanoetics—which is necessary for understanding
the nature of time and history, 1t must now be demonstrated how
absolute critique and metanoetics possess an indelible character that
Jeads to a philosophy of history. In effect, this is to urge a confrontation
between metanoetics and Hegel’s phenomenology of mind. As noted in
the previous chapter, Hegel’s phenomenology of mind not only opens up
the way to absolute critique in the sense of deepening Kant’s critique of
reason but also displays a remarkable sensitivity to historicity lacking in
Kant’s work. Still, viewed from the standpoint of metanoetics, Hegel’s
treatment of the problem remains incomplete in that it develops into
a kind of absolutism which actually negates the dialectical method and
thus, ironically, results in having his own system negated by authentic
dialectic.

The basic reason behind the failure of Hegel’s dialectic is that he
understood the personal God of theism as having created the world
through unmediated, absolute will. If one conceives of the absolute as
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absolute nothingness, however, and engages in action-witness in utterly
dialectical fashion—rthat is, in the sense of absolute transformation and
absolute mediation—the absolute necessarily requires relative beings
for its own mediation, and the process of mediating this relativity ceases
to be a direct one in virtue of the requirement that it be mediated in turn
by mutual activity between one relative being and another.

In assuming such a standpoint of absolute mediation, the absolute
and the relative become simultaneous: there can be no temporal priority
of one to the other, since the priority at issue is one based on the principle
of absolute and relative, not one of time. This is why Augustine has it
that the creation of the world does not take place in time, but that time iz
created together with the world. Since he conceives of the will of God in
terms of perfect love (as distinct from the selective love of human beings)
and interprets the creation of the world as the self-revelation of that love,
he naturally comes to think of the ongoing revelation of love as a process
of making the world contemporary with God.

It is no coincidence that Christian theology since Augustine has
embraced Platonic dialectics as a way to understand the Gospel logically,
But the deepening of dialectics through absolute mediation and the
positing of God as absolute nothingness does not accord with theism’s
idea of a personal God. In the view of theism, God is an absolute
existence transcending absolute nothingness and a unified will embrac-
ing the mediation of dialectics. Thus it is clear that the ground of the
world and its being are seen not as a mediation of revelation in the self-
negation of love but rather as an unmediated, direct activity of God’s will
which determines the mediation of love. But, speaking metaphorically,
God is the principle of democratic organization among people—not
lording it over humanity but appearing only in a mediatory function—
and therefore the divine activity may be considered as one of mediating
among human beings. If we think of the relationship between the divine
and the human as based on a democracy of cooperative relationship in
mutual mediation, we may rightly speak here of an absolute mediation of
dialectics; thus, even if the opposition between the absclute and the
relative is symbolized as a master-subject relationship, it will not neces-
sarily be an autocratic bond but one of mediation and cooperation.

Are we not correct in assuming here, incidentally, that the imperial
ideal at work in the political system of our nation is also democratic in the
same sense, at least in principle? Democracy, as a sine gua non of politics,
may be a necessary condition for the establishment of a state, but it is
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certainly not of itself sufficient. The sufficient conditions are constellated
only through the mediation of the special characteristics of particular
racial and social groups. Even the United States of America, for
example, is not entirely lacking in the “*specific”’ foundation of a racially
corporate body, since the Puritan immigrants were in part a natural
grouping of English people and their principles were not limited to those
of democracy. Conversely, the establishment of a political state by the
Japanese people was not, in principle, contrary to democracy.

Theism, however, does not allow for a deepening of the principle of
democracy in the relationship between God and human beings. The
selective, spontaneous will of God always remains the ultimate principle,
like the will of an autocratic monarch, and this does not accord with the
principle of democracy just referred to. This is not something peculiar to
Christianity, but may be seen as a carry-over from Judaism, the histor-
ical womb out of which Christianity came to birth. In this sense we may
say that Christianity realizes its truth through the ongoing process of
mediating Judaism-——that is, through the activity of transforming the
theism of Judaism into its own expression of the absolute mediation of
love, and of witnessing to its absolute truth—“God is Love”’—through
faith. This, we may say, is the historical establishment of the truth of
Christianity: the historical realization of the facts that being is mediated
by nothingness and that existence is grounded in the Great Compassion.
This is the very structure of historicity that we have been considering in
this chapter: the historicity of being is witnessed in action-faith which,
through the amor faii stemming from the transformation of absolute
nothingness, changes the contingent, direct, and imposed determina-
tions of being into the autonomous plans of a free “project.” Even the
historical establishment of the state does not come about apart from this
process of action-faith.

I do not mean to point here to some kind of goal for history in the
eschatological sense, or to efforts exerted to reach that goal in a direct,
linear fashion. As nothingness, the absolute is absolute mediation, and
therefore permanently correlative to being; it is a circularity of unceasing
mediation. The absolute is not an ideal or goal that ultimately sublates
the relative; it is, rather, a principle that supports us continually wherever
we stand and makes it possible for us to engage in authentic action. It is
not a point that lies forever beyond the reach of our advance, but the very
force that moves us here and now. Wherever the relative exists, the
absolute is there as its correlative. In the realm of being, nothingness
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always mediates and is mediated. The absolute coexists with the relative
and becomes manifest through its confrontation with the relative.

Similarly, self-conscicusness of the absolute does not exist apart
from the faith and witness of authentic action. Yet even when the content
of relative being is mediated by absolute nothingness, and is practiced in
the eternal present as an “‘action of no-action,” it loses its temporally
structured mediation and becomes something burdened with the defect
of direct nonmediation: our actual existence simply cannot avoid its
destiny of being enclosed within the thrownness of the past. Hence, even
if one practices the mediating action of nothingness as an ““action of no-
action” and a free project toward the future, and even if one bears
witness to “‘being as the manifestation of nothingness,”” this gives no
cause to sit back and relax. For the being that is witnessed to in action as
the manifestation of nothingness quickly recedes into the past as an
established fact, which then needs to be mediated again so as to renew
itself as being, and already implies and foreordains the possibility of
further future action based on the mediation of nothingness. Hence the
circularity of the future being mediated by the past while the past is
being mediated by the future. In a word, the nothingness that is the
principle of this absolute mediation turns on the eternal present as its
axis, manifesting itself unceasingly in its unfolding and transformation
of time.

This is the nothingness that is believed in and witnessed to in the
self-consciousness of action. It is something we can seek but not attain,
but also something that is attained even if we do not seek it. As nothing-
ness, the absolute is the principle of this absolute mediation, yet para-
doxically transcends us even as it remains forever immanent in us. Our
very awareness of its unattainability already witnesses to its having been
attained; the fact that it belongs to an established past as something
already attained requires the action of constant renewal as something not
yet attained. The eternal self-consciousness of such circular develop-
ment, based on absolute nothingness, is history. And the absolute of
which we become conscious through practice—that is, in the absolute
disruption of absolute critique—is believed in and witnessed to only in
this history.

The process of conversion in which absolute critique, the con-
summation of the critique of reason, forces us to the extremity of disrup-
tion, causes us to die in its depths, and transforms us into resurrected
beings through the action of Other-power, is certainly not something
that takes place once and for all. In the realm of theoretical reason, for
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example, scientific theory arising from knowledge of nature may often
fall into absolute disruption in its opposition to and estrangement from
the irrationality of actuality, bringing us to a standstill where we can
neither remain in the past nor advance toward the future. But at the
profoundest depths of the contradiction, where the self is made to die, if
one performs a new scientific experiment passively and obediently on the
“roadless road” where the self still exists even though it cannot be seen
and does not appear, one may be able to break through the crisis and
advance a step further. In such a case, the metanoetic breakthrough of
the self takes the form of the death-and-resurrection transformation of
absolute critique.

Even when this takes place, however, it is no more than a first
approximation; it does not mean that a complete theory has been
achieved at a single stroke. Indeed, time and the contingent irrationality
and temporality latent in actual history make it impossible for that to
happen. Experimentation aimed at producing theory transforms reality,
and thus requires in turn a reformation of theory. Consequently, even if
the circularity of history be dismissed as beyond the limits of natural
scientific knowledge, the very theory that dismisses it gets reentangled in
historicity. The structure of reality makes the complete removal of that
circularity impossible. We have no choice but to acknowledge the fact
that it is there, inevitably conditioning the structure of theory. There is
no way out of the relativity and circularity of history. We can only affirm
it, or rather allow it to mediate our belief-witness of absoluteness and
eternity.

Scientific theory, the critique of science, and the history of science
do not exist separately, nor are they simply united externally. They
interpenetrate one another and mediate one another, bringing about a
transforming unity based on authentic action in experimentation. A
critique of reason that assumes the factual existence of the theory, and in
which the contingent establishment of the facts is taken as a preliminary
assumption for an eternal theory, is no more than an abstract view
lacking this mediation between history and experimentation. Such lop-
sided logical moorings must be rejected in favor of the circular historicity
of absolute critique.

Therefore, as we advance from the knowledge of nature te the
knowledge of history, and from there proceed to the realm of practical
reason, the absolute critique emerging from transformation of the cri-
tique of reason necessarily takes the form of a circularity. The present,
which manifests absolute nothingness through death-and-resurrection,
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is unified by transcendent nothingness to become an axis of unceasing
transformation. Eternity, meantime, is not some absolute being removed
from the continuous rotation of that axis. Even though as an absolute it
transcends the relative, as nothingness it is manifest only in the med;i-
ation of being, and therefore can be found only as something immanent
in the development of relative being. Unity is brought to history through
nothingness, which functions as a principle of absolute mediation in the
sense of an immanent transcendence. Although it mediates the absolute
in the sense of belonging to an established past, it is also mediated by the
absolute in the sense of belonging to authentic action oriented toward the
future.

Even the absolute we term God cannot in principle exist apart from
this absolute mediation of nothingness. To imagine an absolute apart
from this historical mediation, a being that transcends and encompasses
the relative, is to end up either in the submersion of the autonomous
individual in the vile equality of pantheism, or in the dominion of the
unmediated, selective divine will of theism. Obviously, in either case the
freedom of the individual personality is extinguished.

Both tendencies are undeniably present in Hegel. Evidence for the
former may be seen in the frequent proximity of his position to Spino-
zism, which he cites with praise; the latter appears in the compromise he
struck with orthodox belief in affirming the unmediated, absolute being
of God. Here Hegel contradicts his own standpoint of dialectical medi-
ation and involves himself in a position irreconcilable with the mediatory
existence of the state as the relative-qua-absolute. The inconsistency and
vacillation this brings to his idea of relations between religion and the
state are clear to see. The basic and unfortunate underlying mistake is
Hegel’s positing of an unmediated, absolute being beyond the transcen-
dental unity of dialectical nothingness, locating it outside of the practice
of nothingness as self-identical being, and entrusting it to a heretical
logic of substance.

The legacy of medieval theology, which is a hermeneutics of the
Gospel based on Greek philosophy, endures in Hegel’s philosophy and
prevents his dialectical historicism from being carried out radically in
action. As Heidegger has pointed out,'” the transcendent existence of
God—who is seen as a subject of an unmediated, selective absolute
will—keeps religion in Hegel’s thought at a distance from historicity in
action, and leaves him no means to escape from the vulgar view of
eternity descending into time. In his Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel
notes that when Kant’s moral worldview loses its critical nature and

ABSOLUTE CRITIQUE AND HISTORICITY 99

- pecomes dogmatic, it immediately tends to consider itself alone as mor-
4lly correct and to fall into the self-righteousness of a ““beautiful soul”
(die schone Seele) that affirms itself, but negates others by refusing to
recognize them. For Hegel this self-righteousness is what constitutes the
self-alienation of the spirit. Reflection on the evil of the escape from
reality implied here, however, awakens the self through suffering and
anxiety to its deep-rooted sinfulness, and leads it to a standpoint where,
in the very midst of the inevitable sinfulness of action, it can abandon
itself metanoetically and find forgiveness and reconciliation with others.
In doing so, the spirit converts toward a religion of absolute spirit
marked by mutual recognition and a cooperative soul.

I cannot refrain here from expressing my admiration for the pro-
foundness with which Hegel has carried through the critique of reason
and brought it to the level of absolute critique and metanoetic action. It
goes without saying that his thought has given me considerable guid-
ance, both directly and indirectly.

Just as the spirit loses its relativity and acquires absoluteness when it
has arrived at the standpoint of religion, the transformation of time
attains the unity of its transformation when it awakens to consciousness
of eternity. From the standpoint of the absolute mediation of religion, we
can see in hindsight how each stage of the relative consciousness of this
mediation is a partial realization of the absolute and participates in the
absolute. In other words, religion absolutizes the relativity of history.
Accordingly, religion itself becomes historical in proportion to the in-
tensity of the historical consciousness of relative beings as being them-
selves mediators of the absolute, and thus renders itself concrete as
historical religion. For Hegel, this process reached its peak in the spiri-
tual consciousness of the Protestant church, and consciousness of the
death-and-resurrection of the divine-human Christ as universal truth
unfolds completely in the absolute mediatory nature of religion as indi-
vidual consciousness annihilating itself and returning to the fundamental,
universal self-consciousness that provides a common ground for basis of
the self and others, thus bringing the manifestation of absolute spirit to
consummation. This can be understood, no doubt, as absolute medi-
ation revealing itself and fulfilling the circularity of history. But because
the standpoint of religion is directly representational, it is unavoidable
that this truth should harden into a creed. In this way the truth of
absolute mediation itself forfeits its mediatory quality and falls into
contradiction. What negates this contradiction and fulfills the role of
mediating absolute truth to relative reality is conceptual philosophy,
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which is nothing other than absolute knowledge. Absolute knowledge
may be understood as the dynamism of absolute spirit of religion mediat.
ing itself in history and becoming self-conscious of the mediating actiy.
ity of the relative-gua-absolute. This being so, it may be said that
absolute knowledge itself, in order to achieve its goal, prompts the
organization of the various historical stages of spirit to an ““internalj.
zation” (Er-innerung) in “‘remembrance” (Erinnerung), and takes the
path of conceptualizing history.

In short, absolute knowledge may be called the self-consciousness of
the historically mediatory nature of a religious absolute spirit. But a3
mentioned previously in connection with Heidegger’s critique of
Hegel’s view of time, the latter fails to get beyond the vulgar view of time
and to develop a structural awareness of the concrete nature of history.
As a result, the absolute knowledge that Hegel unfolds for us loses the
historicity that mediates the movement of ideas, and is transformed
instead into the logical development of an eternal, divine substance
antecedent to the creation of nature and finite spirit. Hence his simple
reliance on the vulgar idea of eternity as something falling into time. Or
put the other way around, since Hegel fails in his understanding of time
and historicity as the mediation of time by eternity, the historical medi-
ation of absolute knowledge, which is the heart of the whole process of
determination, turns into something external, loses its internal basis,
and falls into self-alienation. Absolute knowledge can preserve its true
absoluteness by mediating itself in connection with the relativity of
history. But when it takes leave of this mediation, it becomes alienated
from itself; when it seeks absoluteness in abstract nonmediation, it loses
its true absoluteness and sinks to the level of the relative, where 1t is
replaced by other relative forces and thus left exposed to the relativity of
history.

History has not come to term in the spirit of the modern Protestant
church, nor has the movement of spirit ended with a philosophy that
Hegel envisaged as the self-consciousness of that spirit. But Hegel’s
absolute knowledge in effect makes it look as if the history of spirit had
indeed reached its fulfillment at that point. As has been said, this is due to
the fact that he did not stop with self-consciousness of the subjective
unity achieved in the action of absolute mediation, with its correlative
understanding of eternity as the permanent mediator of time, but went
on instead to conceive of eternity as ancient philosophy had conceived of
it: a substance whose essence is ahistorical and trans-temporal, and
which can be made into an object of logic in the form of a pure essence
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that precedes the fall into temporality and historicity. In this way ab-
solute knowledge became at once alogic and an ontology. In place of self-
consciousness achieved in action, there is a shift to a standpoint of
speculative reason.

On the one hand, the various realms of circularity, whose unending
circular movement mediates the relativity of history, form the various
stages of history; on the other, they realize the unity of transcendent
nothingness. To this extent, the truth of absolute knowledge, whose
absoluteness is preserved in historical mediation, falls out of the picture
and the demand arises for absoluteness in an unmediated state. When
this happens, absolute knowledge is exposed to the relativity of history,
and assertions regarding the absolute fall prey to antagonistic trends of
thought. In the process, absolute knowledge of itself witnesses to the
rruth of the dialectic of absolute mediation. In this way, Hegel’s absolute
knowledge cuts itself off from the truth of absolute critique and retires
once again to the direct self-affirmation of reason. Indeed, it may be said
that he lets go of the spirit of the critique of reason itself, to leave the
stamp of dogmatism on his thought. Is this not a result of Hegel’s lack of
a thoroughgoing metanoetics and, as Kierkegaard claims, of his lack of
religious practice and faith?

In contrast, absolute critique, which is the logic of metanoetics, is
necessarily accompanied by historicity. Just as the structure of tempo-
rality and historicity requires the absolute transformative quality of ab-
solute critique, so too, conversely, does the transformation that occurs in
absolute critique, as absolute nothingness, necessarily require relative
being to realize the eternity of its absolute in the circular unity of history.
Hence philosophy as metanoetics cannot but make the “‘action” of the
philosophy of history its object, and religious faith its core. In truth, it is
nothing other than the self-conscious witness of action and faith.

There is no longer any room for doubt: for us ordinary and ignorant
people, the way of zange is the only way; only in metanoetics can a
philosophy of history that is alsoc a philosophy of religion—which is
the heart of philosophy—become a subjectivity of self’s action-faith-
witness, and be mediated by the self-consciousness of an existential
philosophy.

At the same time that Heidegger’s existential philosophy shows an
affinity with metanoetics in terms of the Christian aspect it gained
through the influence of Kierkegaard, the penchant for the way of the
sage or “‘superman’ it picked up from Nietzsche makes it diametrically
opposed to metanoetics. While Nietzsche’s character is similar to
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Kierkegaard’s for its strong ego and extremely impressionable, sensitive,
and nervous temperament, in matters of religiosity his anti-Christiay
and self-affirmative manner cuts a sharply contrasting figure. Still, it
seems to me that the only way that ordinary, ignorant people like me cap
appreciate Nietzsche is through metanoetics. Not without reason, his
thought had long been a locked treasure house as far as T was concerned,
Now that metanoetics has given me a key, it seems worthwhile to try to
open it up and have a ook inside. After the manner of Heidegger, then,
let us consider briefly what Nietzsche has to say.

It hardly bears repeating that Nietzsche’s will to power, as an absolute
affirmation of life, is diametrically opposed to the absolute negation of
reason and hence, at first glance, would appear to represent a standpoint
diametrically opposed to metanoetics. Yet, as we see clearly from his
concept of amor fati, what constitutes the core of his thought may in fact
be interpreted as a spirit of absolute negation. The absolute affirmation
that greets joyfully and unreservedly everything inevitable about life—
especially the fate of death by ruin and destruction—and goes stil]
further to choose and will the inevitable, is actually mediated by an
absolute negation that brings about the death of the self in the midst of
such inevitability.

We may understand this as a transformation of Goethe’s sense of
resignation into something positive and active. In formal terms, of
course, absolute negation and absolute affirmation are direct opposites
that can be viewed as identical only at the price of causing confusion.
And yet, to the extent that absolute negation, in the sense of the negation
of negation, no longer undergoes negation no matter how many nega-
tions are added to it, we may also speak of it as absolute affirmation.
Absolute affirmation is therefore simply a perspective on absolute nega-
tion that views it not in terms of its process of coming to be but in terms
of its results. This is why we can say that there is no absolute affirmation
apart from absolute negation. For direct affirmation that does not in-
clude the mediation of the negation of negation, however strictly one may
determine it as absolute, has no way of avoiding a confrontation with
negation: it fails to escape completely from relativity because that which
we usually term affirmation, or being, exists only in opposition to nega-
tion, or nothingness. Only something in the mediated state of absolute
negation-qua-affirmation, wherein even nothingness and negation must
be negated, can truly be called absolute. Accordingly, Nietzsche’s abso-
lute affirmation, in its basic structure, is nothing other than absolute
negation.
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In a self-critical essay composed as a preface to The Birth of Tragedy
sixteen years after he had completed the book, Nietzsche sets forth
clearly the dialectic whereby Dionysus, suffering from an excess of life,
secks the negation and pain of life, a pessimism that in turn enhances the
self-confidence and abundance of life. His proclamation of nihilism and
his comments on nothingness gathered together in The Will to Power
express the same view. There is no denving, of course, that what he
called nihilism involved a historical critique aimed at showing the
inevitability of the collapse of the highest established values, and that in
this context nothingness was meant above all to imply meaninglessness
and valuelessness. Yet neither can we deny that, seen from the point of
view of formal structure, his brand of nihilism, with its emphasis on the
inevitable collapse of values, was essentially directed at laying bare the
destructiveness and insecurity inherent in all immediate Dasein. Is not
an absolute affirmation that makes no attempt to avoid but welcomes
with joy all vicissitudes and change, including destructiveness and ex-
tinction, and that further, by accepting them, changes them into the
content of one’s own will, exactly what absolute negation is all about?

In the affirmativeness of negative mediation, an absolute affirmative-
ness is given to active nihilism that contrasts sharply with the negativity
and world~weariness of a passive nihilism. The latter is no more than an
endurance of negativity, of which Nietzsche considered Buddhism the
paradigm. While the point may apply to the Hinayana tradition, it ill
accords with the positive spirit of Mahdyana altruism, where the en-
durance of negation and suffering itself already contains the positive
dynamism of a negation of negation that is likewise and at the same time
an affirmation. Surely this is more than mere passivity. In fact, the
“nihilism of passive endurance’ can properly be called a nihilism only
when it contains a negation of negation, when it corresponds to the
“empty being”’ (k#-u) of the “action of no-action” (musa no sa) or “doing
of not-doing” (mui no 1). Indeed, all gensd action, the action of rariki-qua-
Jirtki, may be considered nothingness to the extent that it is passivity-
qua-activity. As “absolute negation-qua-affirmation,” nihilism is the
standpoint of absolute affirmation; apart from it no other standpoint of
absolute affirmation is possible. This must be why Nietzsche himself, in
his treatment of Sophocles’ Oedipus in The Birth of Tragedy, stresses the
fact that a purely passive attitude attains a sublime level of activity that
far surpasses life itself.

WNevertheless, the reason that Nietzsche disliked the concept of
negation and failed to acknowledge adequately its mediating power is
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that the goal of his philosophy was to save Europe from the degeneration
into which it had fallen, a position to which his study of the spiritua}
history of Europe and keen sensitivity to the need of a critique of his age
had led him. His notion of negation generally refers to the normative
“ought” of morality forcing the restraints of reason on the power of
nature and the activity of life. The constraints and limitations thus
imposed by reason——the “Apollonian” element in human nature—
gained strength after the Greek philosophers Socrates and Plato, and as
Christianity came to respond to and embrace this attitude from the
standpoint of popular faith, eventually took control of the spiritual
history of Europe. As a result, the will to power, which is the very core of
the primordial life-energy of human beings, was weakened, and the envy
and hatred of the weak for the strong, of those who suffer for those who
are happy, of the ordinary individual for the extraordinary, came to
motivate the generation of moral values. As this natural life-force grew
more and more feeble, sympathy for the weak became the morality to
replace the control of the strong; humanity suffered a deterioration and
corruption. It was in this context that Nietzsche proclaimed the doctrine
of the will to power as an active nihilism that could redeem Europe.
Nietzsche’s call for the return to the tragic spirit of ancient Greece—
to the strong life-force he termed the Dionysian spirit, which joyfully
greets the destruction of death and which affirms and loves all the
vicissitudes of fate—is a plea for an autocratic morality in which one
controls everything without being controlled or enslaved by anything, in
which one transforms everything into the content of one’s own positive
will and is able to use all things freely. For Nietzsche, this meant not only
that the individual truly would be elevated above the degeneracy of the
vulgar masses to the level of a noble and superior being but also that a
new species of “‘superman’ would evolve to surpass humanity itself.
Armed with this hope, he stressed a sort of vitalism and naturalism and

reality of the thing-in-itself which that reason takes as its object, main-
taining that only the empirical sense-content of this phenomenal world is
reality, and that this is both infinitely varied and under continual trans-
formation, so that it is impossible even to say that it “‘exists.”®
Nietzsche’s philosophy is therefore not an ontology but a living
philosophy of transformation and becoming. To conceive of an eternal,
unchangeable world as an object of reason abstracted from this world of
change is an abuse, an insult, and a slander against the life that is ours.
For Nietzsche, such a “‘two-world’ view is a sign of degeneracy. To this
he opposed an absolute transformative power that assimilates the world
of sensation, which is exposed to transformation and becoming, into the
stuff of life and controls it freely. This is the “Dionysian’ spirit that
Nietzsche links to the hope of a transcendence of humanity, an expecta-
tion of the superman who stands beyond good and evil. That he did not
pay much attention to the concepts of negation or mediation from this
standpoint is hardly to be wondered at.

There is no need to mention the passion of the poet that flows like an
undercurrent through Nietzsche’s thought. Nor is there any need for
elaborate arguments to sense how inappropriate it is to try to organize his
philosophy logically and understand it rationally. In spite of this, it is
definitely philosophy, not a mere emotionality but the interpretation of a
profound personal experience of life. Even for someone like me who
is unable really to enter into his poetical thinking or appreciate his pro-
phetic genius, it is hard not to be struck deeply by his sincerity and to feel
deep sympathy for the sense of loneliness it brought him.

At the same time, I have to admit that I fail to understand fully how
he can be the most popular philosopher among the intellectuals of our
younger generation. Perhaps it is just that his thought is so very different
in character from my own. As I progress along the way of zange,
however, I find to my surprise that my understanding of Nietzsche has

launched an all-out attack denouncing reason and morality. also progressed, and I have the sense that I have drawn closer to him

Of course, this precludes all appreciation or sympathy for the notion emotionally. It is, of course, rather embarrassing for me to speak of my
of negation. Nietzsche considered the use of reason in philosophy tobe a personal feelings in this way, but I do so nonetheless because the founda-
kind of obsession peculiar to philosophers, and attacked them for their tions of Nietzsche’s thought are in fact related to absolute nothingness,
hatred of all change and their lack of a sense of history, which issued in and because there are points of unity between the absolute transfor-
the mummified notion of the entirety of being and a zealous reverence for mation and becoming of the Dionysian spirit, which he proclaims from a
the idol of unchanging being. He rejected the antinominalist position \ standpoint of life that has rejected reason, and my own notion of absolute
that makes a primordial being out of the abstract universal as no more i transformation. Since the reason he is rejecting is really no more than

than a hypostatization of words. To this metaphysics of words he at- _ what the logic of self-identity calls discursive thought, and thus is
tached the German word Vernunjt, and from there went on to negate the altogether different from reason viewed as the essence of the self that
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appears in the breakthrough of the self, and since the negative self.

transcendence of this latter type of reason is really a self-consciousnesg of
the negative mediatory structure of what Nietzsche calls “life,” 1 g
further prompted to clarify the sense in which our two paths of thoughy
run parallel
[ realize that the question of whether Nietzsche does full justice to
the spirit of tragedy is an important and difficult one that merits special
attention. It is, nevertheless, difficult to deny that he has grasped »
profound truth in viewing the core of tragedy as a spirit of absolyte
affirmation that welcomes even destruction and downfall with joy, and
thereby makes it an object of one’s own will. He is right not to treat the
spirit of tragedy as directly identical with the Dionysian spirit, but 1o
base the emergence of the artistic nature of tragedy on the primordial and
fundamental nature of life only insofar as it is mediated by the purifying
power of the Apollonian spirit and collaborates with it. Only when the
Dionysian is mediated by the negativity of the Apollonian can it lay bare
the foundation of the world in symbolic form and bring eternity to self-
conscious realization.
If this represents the core of Nierzsche’s thought, it is nothing other
than the mediatory, factual standpoint of reason set forth above as the
breakthrough of the self through absolute critique. The critigue of the
age that he wraps around this core is woven in a prose whose distinctive
emotional outbursts of poetic passion preserve the ecstatic abandon and
exuberance of what he terms the Dionysian (Bacchic) hymn of praise,
and make many of his statements and ideas look contradictory at first.
"This is true particularly in the case of his emphasis on the autocratic
control of the will to power and his attempts to tear away the enslaving
restrictions of moralism. In assimilating the absolute genso action—the
“action of no-action” (musa no sa)—realized beyond the opposition of
good and evil to the standpoint of a life prior to the opposition of good
and evil, he confuses his thought with antimoralism and naturalism.
Most of the misunderstanding and distortion of his thought, it would
seem to me, has arisen at just this point. Actually, it is a result of his
option for an ongoing creation and transformation of life in place of a
transformation of nothingness that breaks through reason and morality
in absolute negation and performs genss to attain the transcendent posi-
tion of the fact-qua-reason (ji-soku-r1) of religion. A philosophical stand-
point that lacks the concepts of nothingness and negation naturally fails
to produce a sense of true discontinuity or authentic transcendence, and
cannot escape direct, ongoing immanence. This is why, despite similar-

ABSOLUTE CRITIQUE AND HISTORICITY 107

ities in motivation and structure, there are inevitable differences be«
ween the orientation of Nietzsche’s thought and the way of metanoetics,
which I must follow. . '

Nietzsche is right to point out the abstraction of analytical logic and
ke leave of it. In fact, this has been the general task of philosophers
since the time of Kant’s transcendental logic. Kant was too attached t'o
the autonomy of reason to take the autonomy of reason still deeper. H.ls
fear of this antinomy and his attempts to restrict the use of regson in
order to avoid it seem at first to be an exercise of self-control aimed at
rescuing the autonomy of reason, but in the end all his efforts betray a
lack of rational courage.

Viewed as the capacity for death-and-resurrection, reason is a func-

rion of jiriki-qua-tariki, established in the transformation and mediation
of obedience to absolute Other-power and arriving at a manifestation of
absolute nothingness. In reason the self casts itself into the contradic-
tions of rationality (1), abandons itself to the crisis of absolute disrup-
tion, and is transformed into absolute nothingness. It destroys the self
confronted with the inevitable antinomy of the affirmation and negation
in 77 as well as the antinomy latent within the universality of 77 and the
particularity of “fact” (j7); and it resurrects the self from the ashes of the
fire in which the old self has been consumed.
Thus authentic reason appears only in the mediatory process of
being transformed into what lies beyond reason, and the knowledg¢ that
comes with authentic reason bears witness (s46) to action-faith (gyo-
shin). So long as one does not take this absolute transformation of death-
and-resurrection as the basic principle of reason, reason cannot but
present its self-identity as the basic principle of life. But this means that
it avoids the contradictions of antinomies, rejects circularity, and shows
alack of courage in the efforts it makes to rescue itself from them. Since it
is incapable of risking the breakthrough of the self, reason sinks to the
level of formalistic and moralistic abstraction.

Assuming reason to enjoy a self-identical unity and unwilling to
submit to its restriction, Nietzsche saw the circular development of
death-and-resurrection as belonging to the very essence of a [ife far more
concrete than reason, the life of the subjectivity of a creative and trans-
forming force surpassing mere being and therefore able to replace rea-
son. Thus in place of absolute nothingness, he tried to make absolute
being the basic principle of philosophy. He took the “‘idealistic” stand-
point of reason represented by Kant and converted it to a “factual”
standpoint of life. In place of the metanoetic negation of reason that sees
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reason as the manifestation of absolute nothingness, he offered an affir-
mation of life whose basic essence consists in the will to power that seeks
to place all things under the control of the self.

We may also sympathize with the sensationalist empiricism he
opposed to reason to the extent that it is an expression of his positivistic
spirit, and we must admire him for having exposed the true face of
religious idols in his desire to bring deeper sincerity to the scientific
mind. Yet we must conclude that he did not attain, as Kant had, a true
appreciation of the experimental method which understands the cog-
nition of the laws of natural science to come about only by the cooper-
ation of experience and the conceptual constructions that precede it.
That he did not depart from the dogmatism of a dated form of empiri-
cism and sensationalism represents a definite bias on Nietzsche’s part.
From a strict hermeneutical standpoint, he recognized that the historical
facts of the actual world are accessible only through interpretation (he
proclaimed his theory of the will to power as an interpretation of his-
tory); but with regard to the knowledge of nature, he adhered to a
sensationalist position, a contradiction that shows a lack of consistency
on his part. How did such an indefatigable thinker as Nietzsche interpret
the fact that, even in the primordial experiences of life, cognition cannot
be established without the very rational thinking he was rejecting on the
grounds that it was no more than a faculty for abstraction and formaliza-
tion? Without the very thought and language he naturally despised and
rejected, is it not impossible to interpret life at any depth and shed light
on it?

Cognition is not directly life. Mere vital instinct, however strong,
lacks the clarity of insight. Life attains the clarity of cognition only when
it mediates the abstraction of the very thought that negates life in its
immediacy. If thought stops with abstraction, it has not fulfilled its basic
mission. The function of thought does not lie in performing abstraction
for the sake of abstraction. Abstraction does not have as its object the
negation of life; instead, it mediates the reconstruction of life. Once
established, a concept enters into dialectic movement in virtue of the
contradiction it necessarily incurs because of its very abstraction. (Such
contradiction appears in the form of a disruption within the concept
stemming from the alienation of the conceptual from the actual.) At
every stage of its synthesis the concept seeks a self-consciousness that
reconstructs life in its entirety. Indeed, it is abstraction and negation that
carry out the self-consciousness of life. This is precisely what Nietzsche
forgets in his zeal to reject them.
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Much the same is true in the case of Bergson, who had a keen eye for
recognizing and making use of the findings of science, but grew overly
eager to criticize the conceptual fixation and homogeneity of science as
he came to stress more and more the intuition of life, the personal
experience of flux, and the heterogeneity of the contents of conscious-
ness. In so doing, Bergson overlooked the important fact that his own
metaphysics, which was based on the intuition of life and the personal
experience of reality, could be reconstructed as self-conscious cognition
only through the negative mediation of these scientific concepts.

Just as Bergson’s philosophical position got tangled up in patent
contradictions, so did Nietzsche’s when he rejected reason in favor of
instinct, laid excessive emphasis on the expulsion of morality in favor of
nature, and set up his own morality as something transcending morality.
He forgot that the philosophical position he was espousing is possible
only through the absolute negation of reason. Simply to negate reason
and reject the abstraction of concepts results only in doing away with
philosophy itself. Nietzsche makes the word Wechsel (transformation or
exchange) synonymous with Werden (change in the sense of becoming in
general)."® But a conceptual distinction needs to be drawn between the
general notion of change as alteration or mutation (Verdnderung) on the
one hand, and change as becoming, on the other. In contrast with the
change of becoming, which is the completely unmediated ebb and flow of
becoming amidst the continuity of life, the change of mutation refers to
the fact that an unchangeable substance undergoes a change of the state
or accidental condition of its being. In contrast with both of these, the
pure change of transformation may be understood as pointing to a
replacement of the “one” of autonomous subjectivity with an “other.”
At least when I speak of “transformation,” it is this kind of exchange
and transformation of subjectivity that I have in mind.

The change of transformation is discontinuous and sharply dis-
jointed; what is required for its mediation is not continuous being, the
transcendent “‘existence of life,” but absolute nothingness. Being here is
“being as updya,” that is, being as a mediator of nothingness. Moreover,
human existential self-awareness, which realizes the compassion and
altruism of the bodhisattva through the equality of mutual transforma-
tion, must be a mediation of nothingness in the sense of just such a
transformation of subjectivity.

Itis certainly not the case, as Nietzsche supposes, that mere becom-
ing or change can describe the basic structure of human existence
exhaustively. The ““life” of which becoming and change may be predi-
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cated can hardly be elevated thereby to the level of authentic subjectiv-
ity. In Nietzsche the self is not treated as fiir sich, and consequently not as
fiir anderes either. It is equated with life and transformed into the subject
of the will to power, the instinctive self-assertion of life. Though called a
subject, it is nothing more than ego that does not recognize other
subjects. If the will to power completely lords it over others this way and
without mediation, if it remains at the level of a self-affirmation of
egoism that does not acknowledge the autonomy of others as beings that
are its equals, it fixes itself on a standpoint from which self cannot
become fiir sich, a self that mediates the other.

Since the self did not entail this sort of problematic for Nietzsche, it
ended up becoming absolutized. As a matter of course, Nietzsche’s
atheism not only negated God but deified the self and required the
emergence of a superman who would surpass the human. But what will
happen in a world of such supermen when each attempts to gain
dominion over the others? Obviously, it would end up in the destruction
of the species of supermen. If one understands Nietzsche’s theory of
eternal recurrence as the cyclical circularity of generation and extinction,
it does not seem unreasonable to conclude that the evolution and prog-
ress of life to the point of the appearance of the superman would mark
the beginning of the devolution and retrogression of life as soon as that
goal had been attained. The notion of eternal recurrence is itself a
product of the abstractions of natural science that overlooks the process
of deepening that goes on in the mediation of spirit, an idea deduced
from premises marred from the start by their failure to take into account
the infinity of space together with the infinity of time.?° Moreover, the
theory of the emergence of the superman is based on the analogy of the
emergence of a new species by the natural selection of biological evo-
lution, and therefore represents the sort of abuse associated with
scientismi.

Of course, the concept of eternal recurrence is important in the sense
that it points to the unending repetition of human weakness, puniness,
ugliness, and defilement, and to the negating mediation of the will to
power that accepts these things, affirms them, and assumes responsi-
bility for them. The nature of the superman is determined by the
absolute negativity of this mediation, as we see most clearly in
Nietzsche’s atheism, which sets up a radical transformation in the form
of edo-soku-jédo (‘‘this corrupt world”—qua—‘‘the Pure Land” or mundus
sensibilis—qua—mundus intelligibilis), and which, as the final chapter of
Part Three of Thus Spoke Zarathustra, “The Seven Seals,” shows
unambiguously, is being presented as a new religion.
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On first encounter, his description is strange and easily leads to
confusion; moreover, as 1 have stated above, the scientific model that
stands behind it is mistaken. But the core of eternal recurrence, as
Nietzsche himself explains, lies in the eternal unalterability and infinite
preexistence of the past;** and their conguest by the will to power means
the redemption and overcoming of yesterday.?® If we include in eternal
recurrence the acceptance of today (the present),?® we have to admit that
it has grasped the truth of our human condition.

What makes the past the past is this: on the one hand, it has already
passed us by and we can do nothing whatever about it; yet on the other, it
continually returns to the present, usurps the present, coerces the pres-
ent. Is this not the very sense of Nietzsche’s eternal recurrence? Ac-
cording to the Buddhist notion of karma, which sees the karmic links of
the past as reaching back to an infinite past, there is no escape from
karma: each present moment is ordained by the karma of the past. If we
interpret the core of Nietzsche’s eternal recurrence in terms of karma,
the idea takes on a meaning of still vaster proportions. But even in that
case, by proceeding to accept the past, to negate the self and break
through the self within it, the past itself can be broken through and
transformed into the free content of the self.

For Nietzsche, it is the will to power that effects this process.
Through it the present overcomes the past and attains freedom: it
becomes an amor fati. The joy of freedom becomes greater as the pres-
sure of the past, which is eternal recurrence, becomes heavier. As this
pressure reaches its peak, the wheels of time grind to a halt and finally
cease to turn. Life passes into a state of stagnation and suffocation. But if
life, faced with this outermost limit, can move beyond itself, abandon
itself, and accept death, the time of the present, which has stopped, will
be transfigured into the fullness of a moment possessed of the weight of
infinity. Here is the manifestation of infinity transcending life and death.
In it the present is replete with the joy of a past redeemed and the hope of
a future to be created. Filled to overflowing with such joy and hope, we
are enabled to affirm and accept any pressure of the past as a means to
intensify the dynamism of life. Just as eternal recurrence uses the pres-
sure of the past to make all that is pettiest and ugliest in the human
condition recur over and over again without end, so too does it make all
that is greatest and noblest recur eternally.?* This is precisely what is
meant by the eternal present.

In similar fashion, there is no denying that the strongly resistant
functioning of karma in the present enters into the pulsation of infinity as
the transforming stuff of creation that gives birth to the stars, and that
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this fact is the very core of religious enlightenment and salvation. And
yet at the same time, there is no doubt that this power belongs to the will
of the sage and is not something open to the ordinary and foolish.
Ordinary and ignorant individuals like me can participate in and receive
the deliverance of the sage as the unmerited grace of salvation only
insofar as we “work while being worked upon by Other-power” and
perform metanoesis. Only to that extent can we understand the trans-
formation of negation-qua-affirmation that Nietzsche speaks of as the
pressure and liberation of eternal recurrence.

Tt seemns to me that Nietzsche’s attempt at complete and utter sincer-
ity has helped him to touch the secret mechanism of this transformation.
Behind his words, which profess atheism and antimoralism, stands an
uncommonly high and noble spirit that reveals a deep interiority and
purity. Perhaps it was his sufferings that drew him close to the realm of
the sage. In essence, his thought is no more than religious thought
located at a point beyond good and evil. T'o be sure, the notion of the
superman situates the person who, from the viewpoint of values, is
thought to be a sage, at a point prior to the opposition of values, so that its
own transcendent structure can be understood only as an absolute nega-
tion. But the Dionysian spirit, which is its basic determining element, is
simply a grasping of reason breaking through reason as life in its an sich,
or recurrent, stage. Nietzsche’s sister relates how, to close relatives and
friends, he seemed like a sage pretending to be evil.?> This would mean
that once the satanic disguise is removed, the Dionysian spirit should
disclose its true form as the reason of absolute nothingness that breaks
through the self and overcomes the self. The will to power should no
longer seem to be the mere egoism of seeking direct dominion over
others, but the process of regaining dominion over the self that has been
negatively determined by others, and totally negating it. It should mean
making negation impossible: nothing less than a total renunciation of
negation wrought through the negation of negation.

In other words, the free will which is mediated by negation and
which, through self-control, converts control of the self by others into
nothingness, is the true state of the will to power, and hence may rightly
be called transcendent will. What Buddhism calls the “‘supple mind”
that overcomes others by its very suppleness must be a will to power in
this sense of the term. The egoism that lies directly on the surface of
Nietzsche’s will to power is actually nothing more than a disguise.
Though the mask be that of a devil, the reality is that of a sage. Here lies
the secret of Nietzsche’s Dionysus: on the outside we see a strong and
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heroic figure who does not shrink even from a religion of Satan; but on
the inside, beneath the exterior garments, lies the heart of a sage over-
flowing with infinite love. For this very reason, the world of the superman
is not the devil’s world full of struggle and destruction, but the sage’s
Pure Land of love.?®

The world of conflict and struggle that appears at first glance to lead
to mutual destruction and ultimately to one’s own destruction is not the
true world of the superman. If the will to power is understood not as the
desire for unmediated control over others, but as a mediation of absolute
affirmation that freely considers determination by others inevitable and
freely wills its own self-negating nature, the world of the superman has
to be a world of love in which coexistence without struggle is guaranteed
on the basis of a mutual negation-qua-affirmation, a mediation of ab-
solute negation performed by oneself and others collaboratively.

Might we not say that when Zarathustra——the mouthpiece for
Nietzsche’s own thoughts—proclaims the appearance of the superman,
calmly “‘under-goes” his destiny as a forerunner of the superman who
“over-comes,”’ and considers it his nature to sacrifice himself for the sake
of the emergence of the superman, he is practicing a kind of self-
interest—gua-altruism (jiri-soku~rita) that reminds us of the Buddhist
bodhisattva-ideal? The whole tone of Thus Spoke Zarathustra clearly
points in this direction. As teacher of the doctrine of the superman,
Zarathustra despises the weakness and ugliness of humanity but is not
one to forsake humankind. Instead, he elevates the human and thereby
mediates the birth of the superman.

It is said that Nietzsche himself was possessed of the attributes of a
teacher which make him comparable to Socrates.?” Along this line, I
should like to interpret him as a saint who rejected debilitating sym-
pathies to preach a strengthening evangel of suffering and overcoming.
No doubt, his is a sainthood not attainable by ordinary men and
women—indeed, one that he himself did not fully realize. Even Zarath-
ustra remains an intermediate figure relative to the superman eagerly
awaited in the future. Although fundamentally a sage, Nietzsche was not
without his imperfections, a finite historical individual forever denied
the fullness of his sagehood. We would do better to say that he was not an
actual sage but only a potential one. The way of Zen, which seeks to
awaken people to the Buddha nature latent within them, is close to the
thought of Zarathustra here in its teaching of the will of self-power.

All of this helps us to understand why Nietzsche’s thought was an
exception in not opening into metanoetics. As is well known, it was
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because of its notion of ressentiment that Nietzsche accused Christianity
of practicing the most conspicuous form of masochism and self-torture,
worthy only of his detestation and denunciation. To be sure, metanoesis
seems to be completely opposed to the idea of a superman. The sense of
repentance he addresses in his chapter “On the Higher Man’ in the
closing section of Thus Spoke Zarathustra clearly remains at the level of
the ethical rigors of self-power; it does not rise to the level of self.
abandonment to the transformation of Other-power. I do not mean to
imply that the sympathies and dissatisfactions expressed in Nietzsche’s
critique of metanoesis are without reason, but only that they are the
result of his own failure to reach the turning point of religious
metanoesis.

For ordinary and ignorant persons like me, there is no choice but to
walk the way of metanoesis. The exceptional path that Nietzsche fol-
lowed is out of the question for me. Nevertheless, overcoming the past
through the action-faith-witness of metanoetics, which is more suited to
me, actually provides proof of his ideas on the liberation of the past, the
eternity of the present, and the creativity of the future. What is more, my
confrontation with Nietzsche has not only demonstrated a common
structure of absolute negation but also crystallized the distinct forms to
which our different viewpoints inevitably give rise. And here, con-
versely, I find indirect proof of the truth of the authentic subjectivity of
metanoetics. Is it not true that in opposing the truth of Zarathustra to the
illusion and falsehood of the poet (exemplified by Wagner), Nietzsche
recognized that only the moment of metanoesis can be pure and true??®
Surely he realized that for those who were not the exception like him,
eternity is mediated by spiritual metanoesis. It is here that I find myself
having to believe that Nietzsche’s thought witnesses indirectly to the
truth of metanoetics.

At the same time, I would insist that for Heidegger, for Nietzsche,
and even for Kant, the so-called independence and autonomy of the
Northern Furopean spirit did not go deeply enough into the human to
achieve the denial and breakthrough of the self. In the end, they all cling
to a kind of self-centered elitism that makes it impossible for them to pass
beyond into the freedom of absolute nothingness by renouncing and
letting go of even the noble self. Of course 1, too, am not without
reverence for the nobility and dignity that certain individuals achieve. At
the same time, I know that I, weak and insignificant as I am, have no
assurance of ever being able to realize such a state myself. Hence, the
level of confidence in self-power that such sages enjoy is closed off to me.
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I can do no other than seek my salvation in the metanoetical action-faith-
witness of Other-power. Yet it is precisely because I find myself in this
situation that I feel an unbounded respect and love for the teachings of
these sages, and especially for Nietzsche, who penetrated the depths of
human suffering to reach a “religion without religion.”

Actually, what this amounts to is reading Nietzsche’s thought as a

doctrine of gensé. For years Thus Spoke Zarathustra had been a closed
book to me. No matter how many times I tried to read it, I could not
understand it. But now it has become one of my favorite books, and this
is due, strangely enough, to metanoetics. In the doctrine of the superman,
which at first seemed so contrary to my own way of thinking, I found
proof of metanoetics and could hardly contain myself for joy. 1 say this
resigned to the fact that sages of self-power and young admirers of
Nietzsche might not take kindly to the interpretation of an old and
foolish man and might dismiss it as altogether wide of the mark.

As Heidegger has pointed out, Nietzsche’s distinction of the three
approaches to historiography—the monumentalistic, the antiquarian,
and the critical—provides profound insight into the historicity of
Dasein,? offering a critique of the present age that gets beyond histori-
cism. The fact that he takes as the foundation for his critique of history a
sort of nothingness® akin to the nothingness of absolute critique sug-
gests that Nietzsche’s nihilism and my metanoetics can interpenetrate
each other as opposing orientations of self power and Other-power.

Nietzsche’s view has close affinities with the Kierkegaardian “ymo~
ment,” the point where eternity touches time, in the sense that it forms
the ground of a death-and-resurrection. The fact that Heidegger’s
notion of the “present,” which takes a stance close to both of these,
establishes the existence of free self-consciousness in the nothingness of
Nietzsche rather than in the eternal faith of Kierkegaard is an expression
of the German people’s worship of the sage and the hero, which stems
from a convergence of his character with the spirit of his age. Conversely,
the fact that my metanoetics coincides with Kierkegaard’s faith may be
§aid to be an inevitable consequence of the standpoint of the ordinary,
ignorant individual, which also is ordained by individual character and
the spirit of the age. That metanoetics, despite its opposing orientation,
should be able to open a way to the understanding of Nietzsche is hardly
surprising when considered from the standpoint of absolute transfor-
mation. It shows us the dialectic of paradox. It would not be going too far
to say that the only way for old fools like me to becomes disciples of
Nietzsche is to walk the way of metanoetics.
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being” -
freedom

The idea of taking freedom as the principle of history does not so much
solve the problems of history as raise them anew. Indeed, so many are the
problems contained in this idea that few concepts in the history of ethics,
religion, and philosophy have given birth to so many theories.

In ancient Greece, the problem of freedom was not a matter of great

e
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_ concern. Its philosophy was primarily concerned with nature and hence

grew into a philosophy of nature or metaphysics, the main purpose of
which was to investigate the principle of being and their structures of
meaning. Later it came to deal with the problem of the human, but even
there its chief concern was with humanity in the polis. It did not give
much attention to the human individual, that is, to the person as the
subject of freedom. Even in the final stages of Greek philosophy, when
the focus had shifted to human emancipation, it was still unable to bring
into question the idea of freedom itself. This in turn had a profound
bearing on the fact that the philosophy of history was not able to come
into its own in Greece. The “being” thought to be the primary element
or purpose or principle of order in nature was viewed in terms of
unchanging essences, while only the appearances of nature were seen to
be in a constant process of flux and change. As a result, the notion of
history as creative development, in the double sense of a reformation that
represents a radical thrust into the future and a renovation that returns to
past origins, did not reach full consciousness in the Greek mind. It was
only natural that the notion of freedom as a subjective—existentially
self-conscious—principle of history did not become one of the major
concerns of Greek philosophy.

The issue of freedom came to the fore with Christianity. One of the
distinguishing features of Christianity is its view of history as a human
process that begins with the Fall (occasioned by freedom), continues
under the shadow of divine judgment against the sin of humanity, and
leads to the reconciliation of humanity with God through the redemptive
death of Jesus Christ. The doctrine of freedom and the philosophy of
history produced by Christian thought effected a radical revolution in
the Greek spiritual tradition. Later, when the emphasis that medieval
thought had put on the authority of the church was replaced by modern
liberal thought, and freedom came to be recognized as constitutive of the
essence of the human, the theory of freedom was made to occupy a
central position in the world of philosophy. The philosophical stand-
point of general ontology that had marked the late Middle Ages shifted
to one of subjective-existential self-consciousness. In this way, the in-
quiry into the nature of freedom came to represent a central problem of
modern philosophy.

. Proof of origins of freedom, however, remain as elusive as ever. It
is not a matter to be solved by deductive inference since knowledge by
its very nature has to do with being; and freedom, as I have already
explained in speaking of the notion of contingency, is nnot concerned with
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preexistent being. Freedom is realized only through creative action
initiated in nothingness and located in the future; it is absolutely sponta-
neous action developing out of nothingness. Put in formal terms, free.
dom is the spontaneity of human will mediated by nothingness; or the
spontaneous decision of the self voluntarily submitting itself to nothing-
ness; or the spontaneity of relative being voluntarily submitting itself to
the absolute and thus being transformed into a mediator of the absolute;
or the self-determination of the human person obedient to God. Since
God, as the absolute, is not being but nothingness, the act of submission
or obedience that belongs to freedom represents a spontaneous and self-
determining choice on the part of the human person, with no external
restrictions. The human individual gains freedom through the medi-
ation of God, while God in turn is realized and made manifest through
the mediation of human freedom. It is out of this absolute mediation that
freedom arises. All specific theories of freedom elaborated since the time
of Augustine contain some such mediation of nothingness at their core.

It is not being, then, but nothingness that provides a foundation in
the human for freedom, a locus at which the will is constituted. The main
problem with theories of freedom is the usual tendency to pass over the
whole question of nothingness. Nothingness is not something to which
immediate experience can attest; whatever can be experienced immedi-
ately, or intuited in objective terms, belongs to being, not to nothing-
ness. To suppose therefore that freedom is capable of being grasped in an
act of comprehensive intuition is tantamount to turning it into being and
thus depriving it of its essential nature as nothingness.

Kant’s theory of freedom was marred by just such a tendency,
prompting Schelling to develop a theory of his own in critical response.
Under the influence of the Platonic dialectic of nothingness, Schelling
modified Kant’s position of immediate personal experience to produce a
doctrine of freedom that ranks as one of the most remarkable in all of
Western philosophy. Nevertheless, his idea of freedom swung so far in
the direction of the speculative that it tended to forfeit the true self-
consciousness of the subject, the authentic personal experience to which
Kant had drawn attention. As a result, it was inevitable that the dialectic
of nothingness would grow weaker in Schelling’s theory of freedom and
that an understanding of nothingness based on the ontology of being
would rise to a position of dominance.

In clarifying his own position, Schelling too often refers to mythical
allegory and poetic symbolism to the neglect of dialectical mediation,
even though this latter is necessary for any method aimed at philosoph-

METANOETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM 119

ical reflection on nothingness. Insofar as dialectical mediation ig 5 stand-
point that involves the negation of objective thinking grounded in the
principle of identity, it cannot avoid the paradox peculiar to dialectics.
‘That is to say, it is a matter of an absolute transformation (or conversion)
in which the self that has been torn asunder by contradiction and
antinomies is resurrected in new being from the depths of nothingness,
to become like “someone dead returned to life,” and in which the self is
enabled to perform the genuine activity of nothingness, even though it is
the force of absolute nothingness that does the enabling by turning the
self into a mediator of nothingness. Thus any claim to know nothingness
“objectively’” or to grasp it in an act of self-consciousness, insofar as it
involves some thing called “nothingness” or some self that is aware of it,
is misguided. From the standpoint of dialectical mediation, knowledge
or self-consciousness of nothingness is possible because there is no
object that is known nor any self that knows, no self to be self-conscious
or to become the object of self-consciousness. In this sense, even though
itis said that we are conscious of our action or aware of our will, authentic
action and true will become possible only when the so-called acting self
has been annihilated and our ordinary willing self brought to naught.

Here, true knowledge is knowing in ignorance, and authentic self-
consciousness is without self. And yet the religiously awakened consci-
ousness is said to “perceive clearly at every place and time.”” When there
is neither any object of knowing nor any act of knowing, and yet there
exists true knowledge, or when there is neither any self present in self-
consciousness as agent or as object, and yet all beings are regarded as
self-conscious realizations of their true nature, it is then that there is
“clear Witness at every time and place.” What is at stake here is not a
knowledge of being but of nothingness. We become aware of the activity
of nothingness by exerting ourselves to become nothingness and at the
same time by being made to become nothingness.

The will of nothingness is not a will 0 nothingness that wills noth-
ingness as its goal. The will zo nothingness may be a will to being, but
this is not the case with the will of nothingness, since this latter is not a
will engaged in the quest for nothingness by itself. It is a will that seeks
“no-thing” by simultaneously abandoning its own immediate will and
being made to abandon its every immediate desire. This is the VEry pProcess
that takes place in the awakening to Buddhahood. To consider the
Buddha as one who seeks “no-thing’> means that Buddhahood is inac-
cessible to those who make it the object of their search, since their efforts
drive them in the exactly opposite direction. Only those who can resign
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themselves to accepting the total annihilation of all objects of desire as
well as all desiring subjectivity—only those whose desire is free of all
desire—can face their own death with “naturalness’ and be restored to
life as one who has died to the world and to self. Only for such “living
dead” as these can nothingness be truly willed, and the self that wills
nothingness be brought to self-realization as “will without willing.”
Such is the will that arises out of true freedom; only such a willing
subject is fully free. Perfect freedom belongs not to being but to nothing-
ness, since freedom itself is the activity of nothingness. Itis also, as noted
earlier, an ‘“‘action without an acting subject” in the sense that it is
performed by a subject that has been annihilated. This is what is meant
by “naturalness’ or ‘‘action of no-action.” Such truly free activity takes

place unhindered and everywhere at once.
If freedom is the activity of nothingness, a pure activity without a

concrete subject, does not this land us in mere idealism? This is what
happens with Fichte, for instance, whose notion of the pure ego reduces
the subject of freedom to a mere abstract universal devoid of concrete
individuality. Is it possible to identify the self-consciousness that is the
subject of nothingness with such an ego? The question in fact arises only
because we are still trying to think of nothingness directly, to gain an
immediate experience or intuition of the subject of nothingness. Because
Fichte himself was stuck at such a standpoint, he failed to rid himself of
the abstract conceptualism of his pure ego and to bring the problem of
freedom to a satisfactory solution, despite the strenuous efforts he
exerted in that direction. His free self is finally nothing more than what
any of us could bring to self-awareness merely by acknowledging the
experience of intellectual intuition. Because this sort of unmediated
freedom exists only in the personal experience of a subject devoid of the
mediating negation of a particular object, it can only collapse when it
confronts the oppositions and contradictions that prevail in the world of
actuality. To the extent that we cling to the pure ego, we cannot but get
tangled up in attachments that entail nonfreedom and thus end up at the
opposite pole of unrestricted freedom. The early Fichte was unable to
extricate himself theoretically or practically from this predicament. The
only way out is through metanoetics. Practically speaking, we must first
be driven to a total negation of self by confronting the depth of the
contradiction of radical evil and then be restored to life through the
spontaneous decision to accept death in metanoesis (zange). In this
performing—or being made to perform—the conversion of death-and-

|
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resurrection, we come to realize that our true self is the self of nothing-
ness whose being consists in acting as the mediator of nothingness.
Theoretically speaking, the logic of absolute transformation accord-
ing to which nothingness is defined as absolute mediation requires
relative being as the medium of negation. That is, in this process of
transformation and mediation, nothingness manifests itself at the center
of relative being as it exists here and now, so that our being can be
constituted only as the actuality of “living, or being restored to life, as
one who is dead.” Nothingness cannot become actual except by way of
the absolute mediation of a resurrection repeatedly realized at the par-
ticular core of relative beings by means of a circular movement between
the absolute and the relative. Such a truly religious self-consciousness is
confirmed only in the paradox of nothingness-qua-being and universal-
qua-individual. It has nothing to do with any act of subsumption on the
part of a universal that permeates the individual with universal being in
accord with a principle of identity. The element of “clear witness and
perception at every time and place” is an instantaneous realization. It is
more like a differential limit than an integral whole, since the latter is not
nothingness but being. Because nothingness emerges at the point that
the conversion and transformation of the individual takes place, the
individual has to be regarded as a being that mediates nothingness.
Nothingness cannot function apart from the cooperation of being, which
is why self-consciousness of nothingness consists in nothingness-qua-
being and arises wherever the center of the relative self is established
through death-and-resurrection. The Zen saying, “Light and darkness,
side by side” (meian s0s6), seems to point to just such a reciprocal
penetration and correspondence between nothingness and being.
Further, for nothingness to perform its mediating role, the real
world must first be destroyed, sunk into the abyss of antinomies, in order
later to be restored as part of the subjective experience of death-and-
resurrection that takes place in the knowing self. Alternatively, we may
say that the acting subject and objective reality correspond to each other
gnd presuppose each other, so that, on the one hand, the death of the self
1s brought about by the antinomies that arise out of its confrontation
with reality and, on the other, the antinomies of the real world are
brpught into being with the free action of the self serving as the deter-
mining factor.
Because history is a product of the interaction between actual reality
and the human subject, reality and the subject bring destruction upon
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each other so that both sink into nothingness. At the same time, through
the circular movement of nothingness referred to above, reality is
rendered capable of restoration after its destruction, and of destruction
after its restoration. This is what is meant by speaking of history as
“reformation-qua-renovation.” It is not that either actual reality or the
subject destroys the other unilaterally. Such one-sided determination
would mean that the one that did the destroying would never come to its
own destruction. Or again, if the one were to reach self-destruction by
sinking into nothingness, it could not negate the other.

From the standpoint of nothingness, these opposite forces are used
to create an axis of reciprocal regation and transformation so that they
can achieve mutual destruction. In other words, nothingness leads to
(mediates) the complete and total destruction of both elements in such a
way that the self-destruction of the other is at the same time the self-
destruction of the first. In its radical mediation, nothingness brings into
being the death-and-resurrection of being: “being as updya’ (hdbenteki-
sonzal) or emptiness ($ianvaid). Both the self and the actual world are
realized as unrestrictedly free and empty—void of self in the sense of the
selflessness of the thing-in-itself and of one’s own self—on the basis of
nothingness. Nothingness is brought to awareness subjectively as the
free and “‘selfless”’ self and is symbolized objectively as emptiness. That
is, actual reality is transfigured into emptiness as a symbol of nothing-
ness, thus mediating freedom and revealing its divine nature.

To put this in the context of Buddhist wisdom, the emphasis is
placed on self-awareness because “mind, just as it is, is the Buddha
himself.”” In other words, the absolute mind of absolute idealism is
already the standpoint of religion, which is why Hegel defines religion in
terms of absolute idealism as the self-consciousness of absolute knowl-
edge. But to say that “‘mind, just as it is, is the Buddha himself” implies
at the same time the opposite: “neither mind nor Buddha.” Absolute
idealism symbolizes the viewpoint of the “absolute idea” in the sense
that just as self is at the same time actual reality, so too every objective
being in the present is directly identical with self or mind. Apart from
this identity, there is no mind and no consciousness. Because objective
being is transformed into emptiness as the symbol of nothingness, it is
likewise crystallized into the core of the subject, manifesting the content
of the “selfless self” and united to the self-consciousness of the absolute
idea. This self-awareness is the “mind of the Buddha that is no-mind.”
It is based on nothinguness, where what is Buddha is at the same time
“no-Buddha.”

METANOETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM 123

The free self is determined by present reality, but in accepting this
determination and submitting devoutly to it, reality itself becomes an
element of subjectivity. Objective reality thus becomes the realm of
unrestricted freedom. In this way present reality, seen as a symbol of
nothingness, is transformed into a mediator of freedom. Or put the other
way around, there can be nio free self so long as reality and the self are set
over against each other.

In dying obediently to itself in the face of reality, in voluntarily
giving itself over to the determinations of reality and accepting these
determinations, the self achieves that realization of ““having no thing”
which is the essence of the “‘selfless self.”” This voluntary abandonment
to nothingness on the part of the self signals a transformation into the
unrestricted freedom of “‘naturalness.” This is precisely what authentic
freedom is all about: the self-awareness of nothingness consisting in the
fact that reality is self and self is reality.

As long as the self is presumed to exist apart from this process of
mediation and transformation—rthat is, as long as it is regarded as the
self’s immediate and spontanecus determination and construction of
reality—its freedom must forever elude our understanding. Indeed, that
sort of freedom is not only paradoxical, it is impossible. From ancient
times, difficulties inherent in theories of freedom stem from this ap-
proach and the concomitant failure to reflect on freedom as a medium of
nothingness, which would provide foundations for appreciating its real
meaning. This is not to say that the philosophical position being pre-
sented here is altogether free of paradox, since it too requires an act of
death-and-resurrection on the part of the one who would gain self-
awareness of free existence. For it is only through an act of voluntary
submission that the self can achieve the faith-witness (shin-sho) of its
freedom; and, at the same time, it is only when the way of action-faith-
witness (gyd-shin-sho) opens up before us that freedom becomes mani-
fest to us.

But then the question arises: Is this not a freedom reserved for saints
and sages, inaccessible to ignorant people like us? As I have stressed
before, unrestricted freedom does indeed belong only to those who have
realized nothingness in themselves; and only those who are able utterly
to negate themselves by submitting to objective actuality—to arrive at
nothingness by letting go before the abyss that swallows up them and all
of reality—can be restored through this self-negation to life as “emptied
being”’ (being-qua-nothingness). But does such experience come only to
the enlightened who can bring themselves to nothingness and to the
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recognition of their essence as “having no thing”’? Is it only for those
who would become one with absolute nothingness by embodying Bud-
dhahood in themselves? Let such as these participate in unrestricted
freedom as they may. For the unenlightened, such freedom must be said
to remain no more than an ideal state that can be aimed at but not
achieved.

The lofty words and noble deeds of the Zen masters recorded in
various accounts can fill us with admiration, but lie beyond the reach of
our own learning and practice. T'o the Zen master who might rebuke me
with the claim that I hold this view because of my “‘lack of faith in my
own innate Buddhahood,” I should reply that it is precisely because this
lack of faith is so characteristic of us ignorant persons that we, in our folly
and sin, know not what to do in the way of self-power (jiriki). What we
need is rather a recognition of the limits of self-power. In saying this, [
in no way mean to deny the possibility of unrestricted freedom to those
who, “having passed through the gate set up by the Zen master Wu-mén,
have found the road to open up in all directions with no further hindrance
whatsoever.”” ! My own limitations give me no grounds for denying the
existence of saints and sages of that sort. Quite the contrary, the profound
disturbance I have felt over the stubborn tenacity of my unenlightened
state has led me all the more to long for that noble state of mind,
inaccessible as it is. Whatever personal experiences I have had of such
states of mind have lasted no more than a moment; and I can only deplore
the fact that I remain stuck in the miserable condition of attachment to
my own ego and to the world. All this I have to admit.

Thus the ultimate state of absolute nothingness and acting “‘natur-
ally, having no thing”’ by self-power are still no more than mere concepts
for me. Yet when, in the profound experience of this suffering, I am
forced to confess my own lack of enlightenment and my unworthiness to
exist for all the shame I feel, I find that in spite of it all and without any of
the grounds for my shame being removed, I am graced with a personal
experience of emancipation from the eternal darkness of mind, as if a
serene light had poured forth from eternity into my mind. Indeed, I am
able to have such moving personal experiences precisely because I am
unable to free myself from ignorance and satisfy my longing for wisdom
and freedom, because I recognize that self-assertion is denied me and
that I must voluntarily submit myself to despair. In this way I am made
to see that the gate that does not officially (by objective logic) allow even a
needle to pass through, now turns into a wide road which privately or
personally (in a state of existential awakening) horses and vehicles can
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traverse. I now see that what s opened up for me, as one whose ““lack of
faith” inhibits him from relying on self-power and even drives him to
renounce it altogether, is similar to what the saints and sages open up for
themselves through the self-power of their faith. I see that through the
roundabout path of negation I am permitted to arrive at a point com-
parable to the summit achieved directly by the saints and sages. This is
what I call metanoesis (zange).

Whether or not the occurrence of this positive event through zange
is identical with the satori of the saints and sages I cannot say, since I lack
experience of the latter to make the comparison. Be that as it may, I have
no doubt, relying on my faith-witness, that my position and the enlight-
enment of the saint are analogous. As far as I am concerned, I am
convinced that their qualitative structures are comparable, however
lacking in vitality and strength the former may look in the comparison.
Even should I be mistaken in this view, I can still perform the act of
zange, trusting in the standpoint of metanoetics and bearing witness
through faith (shin-sh0) to what is revealed through the experience. For
all the anxiety and doubt that remains, I find that from such a position I
am at last able to achieve a certain peace of mind, to interpret the lofty
state of the saints and sages, and to attempt a clearer analysis of their free
existence in nothingness.

The communication of existential thought comes down finally to the
analogy of being. The self-consciousness of the individual cannot be
known directly by means of universal reason, since it cannot avoid the
limitations of being individual through and through. Even the saint and
the sage can only communicate individual truth interpersonally, and
only to those with whom they have established an intimate spiritual
relationship. Moreover, since we must admit an affinity between the
analogy of being present in reciprocal relationships among relative
beings and that found in the relationship between the absolute and the
relative, the attempt to interpret the unrestricted freedom of the saint
and the sage in terms of nothingness seems justified. I have also sought to
explain the structure of the enlightened mind by the indirect route of the
analogy of being. While myself lacking any direct experience of enlight-
enment, I can still know something about it through negation and the
indirect way of zange—that is, through the light of my action-faith-
witness. Thus, if I am allowed to extend the analogy a bit further, 1
would argue that, structurally speaking, the coincidence between the
metanoetics I have developed in terms of action-faith-witness and the
way of the saints and sages reaches all the way to the core of sazors itself.
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The way of Zen is, of course, a way of meditation and concentration.
In contrast with the doctrine of ““gradual enlightenment” found in other
Buddhist schools—namely, that satori is sought through a logical, sys-
temnatic, and theoretically developed study of the sdtras and sastras—it
holds up zazen as a method of practical mental discipline that enables
one to achieve the “‘sudden enlightenment’ of awakening to the nature
of the true self as “having no thing.” In particular, we may mention here
the Rinzai sect, which places emphasis on wrestling with paradox through
the koan and uses this mental discipline in zazen to guard against falling
into the vanity of a meditative introspection that closes the mind in on
itself. Even the 56t6 sect, which represents this latter tendency, includes
the likes of Ddgen, who practiced the kogn no less than members of
other Zen sects that valued the practice. Indeed, it was Dogen who
transcribed and brought back to Japan the anthology of kéan known as
the Blue Cliff Records (Hekigan-shii), a work that had earlier been burned
by the great Zen master and exponent of kéan-Zen, Daie (1089-1163).

As a Zen method, the discipline of the kdan is on a par with zazen.
Unlike the physical practice of zazen, however, the kdan seems to be
indispensable as a form of mental meditation and intellectual awakening.
As its original meaning of “official document” suggests, the word kdan
implies the sense of a key to open the gate to enlightenment. Accord-
ingly, we may think of it as the antinomy of the contradiction involved in
the transformation of being into nothingness. Viewed in terms of logic,
the kdan is generally constructed on an antinomy, though there are
obviously many kdan that rather use the antinomy as a symbolic form of
expression for nothingness. Even in these latter cases, the kdan preserves
its basic role of opening up a way to nothingness by means of contradic-
tion and paradox, a role that it could not fulfill if it were no more than
mere poetic metaphor. In a word, the function of the kdan is to force the
ordinary, discriminating mind into a blind alley through paradoxical
antinomies, to leave it hanging precariously at the edge of a cliff where it
can practice the Great Death of letting go in order to be restored to new
life. Of course, the kdan also helps to clarify the inner workings of one’s
practice, as well as the various transformations that take place there, ina
way that the conceptual and propositional language cannot. Further-
more, as Dogen’s famous phrase has it, we can “‘realize reality as kéan”
(genjo-koan): the whole world of actual realities can become a kdan
because of its structural contradiction of being determined by the past
and shaped by the future. This shows us how deeply kéan-Zen is rooted
in the real world. Because everything can become a kdan, the kian is
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present always and everywhere, not only in the traditional methods of
Zen.

The ethical practice of taking one’s place in historical actuality
makes encounter with the kdan inevitable. The pangs of conscience drive
us headlong into confrontation with antinomies and, ultimately, bring us
to the metanoesis (zange) of self-abandonment. It is as Kierkegaard had
said in arguing that repentance is the result of ethical existence, in
contrast with the enjoyment that characterizes aesthetic existence: the
confrontation of ethics with radical evil cannot avoid facing antinomy
and arriving ultimately at zange. The self that has been forced to let go of
itself in metanoesis is then restored to itself; the “action in gratitude”
that had been impossible at the ethical plane of self-power becomes
possible through Other-power. In this way the antinomies are resolved
without being dissolved, and the roadless transit of the “action of no-
action”” becomes manifest as a “naturalness” ( jinen-honi)? that surpasses
all opposition between good and evil. The gate impassable for jiriki
becomes passable through rariki.

The ethical death-and-resurrection that takes place in zange belongs
to the “return to the world” (genss) of religious action-faith-witness.
I used to speak of the antinomies of ethics as a consequence of logical
necessity, and of the conversion or transformation that rescues us from
them as a religious genso consequent upon a submission of oneself to the
utter disintegration of the antinomies. At the time I had not yet come to
the metanoetical standpoint of Other-power. All I could do was try to
clarify the logical dimension of the transformation, which I conceived as
asort of resurrection, albeit a resurrection still bound to the principle of
self-identity and far removed from the complete serenity of life sub specie
mortis, of “living as one who had died.”

In any event, the contradictory structure of reality as both a
“thrownness” and a “project,” as well as the “‘destruction through
negation’” at work in the reciprocal determination of reality and the self,
transforms reality as a whole into a kdan, and thus demonstrates the deep
moorings of kdan-Zen in reality. The kdan are constructed from ele-
ments in reality that serve to point out the sharp contradictions within
reality or to disclose its marked paradoxical character. To be sure, they
take shape in the workings of the Zen master’s imagination. Moreover,
only a comparatively small number of well-known kdan have come down
to us from the past, and practitioners of Zen are always trained to
meditate on the same kdan. Nonetheless, from everything that has been
said so far, it should be clear that the ethical metanoetics I am proposing
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may also be considered a “total k6an” rooted in the essential structure of
reality. It is not restricted to saints and sages, but is one kdan in which
ethics and zange are made directly accessible to anyone possessed of
conscience. It is a gate to the religious life for ordinary, ignorant persons
s0 long as they strive sincerely to avoid all self-deception and to pick
themselves up when they trip and fall, as it is our lot to do.

Evenif our sinful nature is so deeply rooted that it is not easy for us to
practice continual zange, and if our arrogance invariably gets in the way
of our every attempt at heartfelt repentance, these very defects them-
selves give rise to the zange that helps us to penetrate them and see
through them for what they are. In this sense, zange is a storehouse of
unlimited possibilities, and there is no cause to worry over the imperfect
way in which we practice it. Simply by touching our imperfection, zange
passes through it. In other words, it is through the grace of the Great
Compassion that the gate of zange is open to all. This I have been made to
feel in a personal way, for which I cannot but be grateful. This is what
encourages me to address my explanation of conversion through zange in
terms of Great Negation—gua—Great Compassion to the ignorant and
the ordinary person, knowing full well that what I have to say cannot be
compared to the teachings of saints and sages. This is what the philos-
ophy of metanoetics is about.

If, in virtue of the structural similarities of the two ways, we may
refer to the action-faith-witness of pursuing the path of metanoetics—
believing in the Other-power of the Great Compassion, entrusting
oneself to it, and accepting the determinations of reality in obedient
submission—as the way of the wembutsu (invoking the name of Amida
Buddha), it would not seem unreasonable actually to call metanoetics,
which treats zange as a kdan, a form of Nembutsu-Zen. Historically
speaking, the term “Nembutsu-Zen” designates a degenerate stage of Zen
Buddhism. In the time of the Ming and Ch’ing dynasties, Zen Buddhists
forsook the lofty and unshakable spirit of their discipline and began to
adulterate jirik: (self-power) with tariki (Other-power), substituting
prayers and invocations of the Buddha’s name for the kéan. Be that as it
may, I am persuaded that the standpoint of metanoetics gives us good
reason for referring to Other-power nembutsu as Nembutsu-Zen, since it
possesses the structural characteristics of the kdan practiced in Zen. In
any case, I would insist that freedom constituted as the awareness of the
nothingness of the self is not necessarily limited to saints and sages, but is
open to all of us. By following the way of zange, we ordinary fools can
participate in that freedom just as we are, with all our ordinariness and
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folly. Once we have set foot on the path of zange, access to freedom
through the Great Compassion is ours.

If the understanding of the essence of freedom laid out in the
previous pages is correct, we are able to comprehend not only the future,
which is the main concern of freedom, but also the past, through which
the future must needs be mediated, and the present, where past and
future come together. As has been pointed out, in contemporary existen-
tial philosophy the past is viewed as a ““thrownness,” the future as a
“project,” and the present as a “‘thrown project” that unites the two
aspects into one. This means that the project of the future is thoroughly
mediated by the thrownness of the past, that the “potential for being”
(Setnkonnen) of the former is also determined by the latter, that the very
possibility of project arises in conformity with thrownness. In other
words, the “forerunning” (Vorlaufen) of the potential for being, which
constitutes the projection of the future and takes it beyond the thrown-
ness of the past, is already implied within that thrownness. Project is
nothing other than a self-consciousness of the fact that Dasein not only
bears on its shoulders the preexistent thrownness of the past but also
contains the freedom of spontaneous decision as its own potential. The
notion of ““thrown project” signifies that the “forerunning” of the po-
tential for being cannot come about except through that mediation.

The fusing of the two elements of thrownness and project, which
stand opposed as contradictories, is not as smooth and simple as the
above description might make it seem. Simply to speak of a geworfener
Entwurf might lead one to suppose that there is no contradiction at all
between them, that the notion of “‘thrownness’” is added to the notion of
“project’ as a species is added to a genus under the principle of identity.
If this were true, “‘thrown project” would represent no more than the
state of being bound to the fallen and inauthentic world of everydayness,
the realm of das Man. One should not speak of “project” where there is
unawareness of the determinations of the past as determinations (that is,
where the determination by the past has been forfeited together with
the freedom toward the future). As existential aspects of authentic
existence, thrownness and project cannot be united by the principle of
self-identity but must oppose one another as contradictories. “Thrown
project” must remain a dialectical notion whose elements are not to be
conjoined as distinct determinations of being after the manner of the
specification of a genus, but united in a transformation of negation
wrought through the mediation of nothingness.

Although it is just such a dialectical structure that Heidegger has in
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mind, I find his treatment of the transformation of negation unclear, at
least to the extent that his hermeneutical standpoint glosses over the
“action” of transformation and leaves the dialectical structure of the
problem to recede into the background. His conception of a Selbstsein
whose possibility is projected into the future as a result of the decision to
affirm the determination of having been “thrown” into the present from
the past, is not even worked out to the extent of Goethe’s notion of
resignation referred to earlier. Consequently, the project of being a selfis
not a symbolic content illuminated by the serene light of unrestricted
freedom, but a fixation of the self on itself, confronted with the harsh and
gloomy decision of accepting its own death. It is only natural that Angst
is singled out to disclose the structure of human existence or Dasein. For
the hermeneutical approach to self-conscious existence, which is far
removed from the approach of “‘action-faith,” there may be nothing
strange about this. But it means the eclipse of nothingness from the
ground of dialectics. Nothingness is interpreted mainly as a nihility, like
an abyss over which existence hangs suspended, and its positive element
of absolute transformation is almost entirely lost. As self-consciousness
of Dasein, nothingness is reduced to an abstraction. Moreover, since the
present in which nothingness is manifest is completely deprived of its
transcendent and bottomless quality, it is no more than the facticity of
“being according to one’s moods” (Sein ber). The deforming effects this
has on an analysis of the structure of time are serious.

Ever since Augustine, the duality of the present as an infinity made
finite, or the eternity of the present as ranging over the three worlds of
time (allowing us to speak of the present of the past, the present of the
present, and the present of the future), has been accepted as a necessary
premise for the establishment of time. The dialectical mediation of
nothingness, which is indispensable for the analysis of temporality thus
understood, resists penetration by hermeneutics and the intuitive con-
templation of phenomenology; it can be witnessed to only from a stand-
point of faith-witness. To overlook this fact is to forego understanding the
structure of time.

It is regrettable that the theory of time presented in Heidegger’s
Being and Time, a work of great acuteness and subtlety, lacks meta-
physical depth in this regard. Despite its explanation of human self-
transcendence, we are still left with the question: Without this ground of
nothingness, where can one transcend zo? The mere disclosure of
“horizon” does not suffice for the fulfillment of true transcendence.
What is disclosed from the standpoint of “potential for being’’ actually
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belongs to the realm of being; it cannot become true nothingness. The
standpoint of hermeneutics cannot embrace action and faith. Action and
faith are transcendent states that supersede the immanent scope of
hermeneutical explanations; they do not belong to being, but arise only
with nothingness. The girth of eternity that binds time together is
nothingness, and can be witnessed to only through action-faith. The
facticity of the present seen as a mood-bound existence cannot supply
the eternity of nothingness to mediate between the mutually contradic-
tory opposites of past and future. Hence the union of past and present
cannot be dialectical either, but must slip into hermeneutical self-
identity.

It is altogether unfortunate that the abstractness of the present
moment in the existential theory of time deeply scars the metaphysical
depth of this philosophy. To avoid this problem, we have no choice but
to take leave of hermeneutics and move on to a practical standpoint of
action-faith. Only through metanoetics can this transition be realized.
Only this standpoint allows us to achieve comprehensive understanding
of time, and hence also of the structure of history that is based on time.

The Zen Buddhist path of enlightenment or sazori makes us of kian
drawn from the experiences of everyday life. Because of the mediation of
the kéan, the way of satori is not ethical in nature but remains completely
at the everyday level. Its ideal of ‘“the ordinary, everyday mind is the
way”” implies that the awakening of enlightenment occurs in the every-
day activities like dressing and feeding ourselves. But history, as objec-
tive and common “‘social reality,” is not assured in this way. In Zen,
reality unfolds from the standpoint of everydayness, with the emphasis
on the “nothing” of its ““empty being.”” At the same time, it is devoid of
ethical seriousness and neglects the significance of the objective histor-
ical world whose being should be ““being as up@ya.” This tendency points
to a general flaw in Buddhism itself, but is particularly prominent in Zen.
By way of contrast, because metanoetics views ethics as the “kdan of
reality,” the affirmative standpoint to which it is restored through its
transformation-in-negation represents an ethical world in the sense of a
“return to the world” (gensd) in gratitude, and through the construction
of that world gives shape to history. Metanoetics 7s philosophy become
conscious of the foundations of history. Given that the basis of metanoe-
tics is history, this follows as a matter of course.

Thus far we have seen how the critique of reason worked out by
critical philosophy comes to term in absolute critique, and I have shown
how this latter actually characterizes the structure of history. In explain-
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ing the absolute criticism of history—that is, the absolute crisis or
disruption of its structure—I pointed to the absolutely contradictory
opposition between the past and the future in the form of “thrownness”
and “project” or necessity (contingency) and freedom; I showed how the
deepest ground of this absolute contradiction is overturned in a conver-
sion to unity, manifests absolute nothingness, and is witnessed to as
action-faith revitalized through the Great Compassion. The absolute
present or “‘eternal now’’ appears in an eternal circularity of conversion
and transformation within the unity of love wrought by the Great
Compassion. This absolute present is not something that unifies past,
present, and future in integral fashion, as the “present of the present”
does in Augustine’s theory of time; as nothingness, it is only the circular-
ity of the dynamic of transformation. If Augustine’s “eternal now’’ is a
static contemplation bound to an integral locus, the present of trans-
formation and conversion comes about momentarily and differentially;
the moment is repeated in circular fashion and eternity is established in
the infinite structure of that circularity.

Even though we speak of a circularity, it is not a circularity that goes
round and round on the same track. Its repetitiveness is rather such that
each new movement deviates from the course of the preceding move-
ment, so that even though they are analogically identical, one circle never
coincides exactly with another. It is thus not through static identity but
through dynamic analogy that unity is brought to the whole process. To
adopt the precision of a geometrical metaphor, the circularity we are
speaking of here may be likened to a series of ellipses, each of which
enjoys its own variable eccentricity, unlike the repetition of concentric
circles drawn one on top of the other. Just as it is impossible to determine
the enveloping curve that embraces the whole series of ellipses like a
universal concept, so, too, the “eternal now” is not an integral locus to be
grasped by intuition but something infinite to be realized only through
one’s action. That is, the unity of time in the present is not a static, self-
enclosed unity, but a dynamic, open unity that holds within itself a
contradiction of opposites: a return-qua-departure.

Here dialectical unity is both a unity and an opposition. It is not
the sort of unity that brings contradictions into synthesis by way of
negation and sublation, but a unity that leaves contradictions just as they
are. Insofar as dialectical synthesis contains the idea of sublation or
sublimation, it necessarily implies the removal or dismissal of the oppo-
sition between thesis and antithesis, and therefore cannot get beyond the
realm of rational identity. But suqh a synthesis is different from the unity

METANOETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM 133

of the dialectic of love or the unity of the Great Compassion. In these
latter, contradictory opposites are never abrogated. Rather, because the
subject dies in the depths of the contradiction, the opposition ceases to
be an opposition, but the contradictories are left as they are.

In the case of a love that forgives evil or a compassion that redeems
one from sin, it is not that the evil and the sin cease to be what they are,
but only that they lose their force of opposition. The negation or eradi-
cation of sin and evil is altogether different from forgiveness of sin or
salvation from evil. In love, as in compassion, there is no opposing and
no negating; things are left just as they are. The opposition remains, but
evil and sin lose their power to oppose. As long as love and compassion
stand opposed to sin and evil, the opposition itself is not truly extin-
guished. But the annihilation of opposition in the former becomes a
mediator for the annihilation of opposition in the latter. Synthesis or
the negation of negation does not mean extinguishing negation and
embracing it in a unity; that would be a unity of being, a sort of “all-
encompassing.”” The unity of nothingness, in the proper sense of the
term, does not dismiss the opposition of an other but only detaches itself
from it.

It is not as if there were some “locus” capable of comprehending
contradictories in a greater synthesis. The only locus is nothingness,
transformation itself. Since all things are transformed there, what ap-
pears there is not the being of individuals completely opposed to one
another, but a manifestation of the empriness of nothingness. Emptiness
does not signify the mere negation of being, but the mediation and
nullification of being through realizing nothingness in one’s own
existence. Being that is transformed by the absolute into a mediator of
nothingness loses the ““being” that requires opposition and is nullified.
Itis “empty being.” The synthetic unity of dialectics is a neither/nor that
rejects the synthesis of a both/and. It is a unity of nothingness that
renounces the unity of being.

Thus love or compassion that annihilates the self provides the uni-
tive aspect of the dialectic. T'o submit oneself to one’s own death without
reserve is, dialectically, to live. In dialectical synthesis, opposition is by
no means directly abrogated, but is retained to the end. The renunci-
ation or submission to extreme opposites that leads to death is turned
about into an affirmation of new life, surpassing the opposition. This is
what is meant by absolute transformation or absolute conversion. This
transformation could never be intuited as a self-identity. For what would
be intuited would not be nothingness but being, not a transformation but
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a tranquillizing, not action but contemplation, not a dying but an im-
mediate affirmation of life, not a symbol but a direct expression. But the
witness and self-awareness of dialectical unity through action-faith in
the Great Compassion belongs to nothingness. The self-consciousness
of nothingness is not the intuition of the existence of a self aware of itself,
but action-faith in the Great Compassion wherein the self dies in the
abyss of contradiction and makes nothingness manifest. It is not a self-
consciousness of the fact that “my”” self exists, but an action-witness of
the fact that ““my”’ self does not exist.

From this standpoint, the very notion of “self-consciousness’ itself
may seem inappropriate, but since there is no other more suitable notion,
we are forced to remain with it. Dialectically, it means nothing more than
the action-witness of the fact that the self is not being but nothingness.
There is no doubt that such notions as love and renunciation are always
accompanied by a clear self-consciousness of the self as selfless. Self-
consciousness of nothingness is not a consciousness of the being of the
self in some state of existence called “nothingness,” but rather a con-
sciousness of the nullification of the self that dies in the abyss of contra-
diction. The word “‘self-consciousness” simply indicates the action-
witness of a transformation of the self in which it becomes nothingness
even as existence itself comes to no-thing.

The transformative mediation of the present where freedom is made
concrete is a dynamic, transforming unity of absolute contradictories—
the thrownness of the past and the project of the future—that refuse
analogical identification; and as the faith-witness of action, it maintains
this immanent duality within itself at all times. This is of great im-
portance for understanding the notion of freedom. A few paragraphs
earlier, I attempted to illustrate the structure of this dynamic unity based
on nothingness by likening it to a series of ellipses drawn about two foci.
Unlike concentric circles, ellipses run on quasi-circular courses that
deviate one from another, each according to its own particular eccentric-
ity. This is precisely what Schelling had in mind when he spoke of the
inner duality of human freedom.

For Schelling, an essential distinction is to be drawn between
Wille des Grundes, which has to do with the ground of existence, and
Wille der Liebe, which relates to actual Existenz. He characterizes the
opposition as a contrast between light and darkness. Just as light be-
comes visible only through the mediation of darkness, and love through
the mediation of hatred, the will of love is actualized only through the
mediation of the will of the ground. Thus only a dual principle, or dual
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center, can make possible a concrete freedom that includes the freedom
for evil. God, as spirit, is the eternal unity of love that surpasses the
relative opposition of light and darkness. Nevertheless, the principle of
darkness is required as the ground of Existenz disclosed in divine revela-
tion. This is what he terms Natur in Goti, since it is in God but is not
itself God. Here is where Schelling lays the foundations for the freedom
for evil: because there lies hidden within God a principle which, as the
ground of Existenz, stands opposed to God and negates God, it is
possible to rebel against (God and set oneself up in place of God by
exercising this principle or Wille des Grundes. The origin of evil can thus
be traced back to a principle of darkness: Narur in Gort. There is no way
to cast out this principle by the light of reason for the simple reason that
this principle is what grounds the continued reality of that light itself.

The principles of light and darkness may be compared to the two foci
of an ellipse which are separated from each other and can never converge
as the centers of circles can. Provided they have identical diameters,
concentric circles will coincide; but this is not possible in the case of
ellipses, even if the lengths of the long and short diameters are equal,
because of the deviation between the positioning of the foci expressed in
their eccentricity. Still, we can speak of a series of ellipses forming an
analogically similar group. In like manner, the synthesis of the present in
history cannot take the form of concentric circles drawn about a single
focus because the congruence berween the past and the future is one of
analogical similarity and can only yield a whole of partially similar
circularities: the two centers, or twofold essence, are unified without
weakening the opposition between them. This is also the internal, dual
structure of freedom, whose unity is a personal unity of love, not a
synthesis of identity based on reason. This sets Schelling’s thought apart
from rational philosophies built on the principle of identity.

T'o understand the development of this approach, we should recall
that Schelling’s idea of freedom was worked out after the publication of
Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind, which had attacked the abstract unity of
Schelling’s philosophy of identity and leveled the famous critique
against its absolute as “‘a night in which all cows are black.”” In reply to
this charge, Schelling abandoned the philosophy of identity which Hegel
was criticizing, and threw himself more deeply into the problem, adopt-
ing an approach that would neutralize the criticism.

While it is no secret that Schelling’s theory of freedom was greatly
influenced by Jakob Boehme both directly and indirectly, there is no
denying the fact that his contribution to this core problem of Western
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philosophy was of epoch-making proportions. For my part, I have found
his thought illuminating on not a few points. In particular, I find him
preferable to Hegel in terms of the concreteness with which he treats the
mediation of negation.

For Schelling, the “will of love” does not negate the “will of the
ground” (which would entail negating the Existenz of its own revelation),
but gives it leave to operate independently of itself and upholds it in this
state. This is the essential characteristic that distinguishes the unity of
love as nothingness from the unity of being based on reason. Instead of
opposing and negating the will of the ground, the will of love negates
itself, and through this self-negating mediation annihilates the power of
opposition inherent in the will of the ground. It surpasses the ground,
becoming a groundless, bottomless Ungrund. To the extent that eternity
in the present does not negate the opposition of the past to the future but
preserves it, it must be something like this bottomless unity of love.

But in order for the will of the ground to be permitted and upheld
throughout the unity of love, it is not enough merely to acknowledge an
independent “nature in God.” The will of the ground must be let go to
function positively on its own, to assert its egoity, to set itself up like a
living replica of God in place of God. This rebellious attempt to assert
egoity against God is radical human evil. While “nature in God™ can be
considered the potential ground of evil-—the principle that belongs in
essence to God, yet stands opposed to God as something independent
and not God—this radical evil is its actual ground. The former belongs to
nature, the latter to the standpoint of spirit. The inner duality of love
versus will does not remain a mere static polar opposition, but develops
into a dynamic opposition in order that the power of love may transform
its opposite into a mediator of love’s own power. Such is the unity in
a love based on personal freedom, a love of spirit that surpasses the
immediate identity of nature. It is here that history truly becomes
history, not merely as something that belongs to nature but as something
constituted by a twofold movement: the Fall that followed from freedom
and the Redemption and reconciliation with God that comes through
zange and atonement.

The centrifugal movement of humanity away from God and the
centripetal movement back to God make up the two aspects of history
that Schelling likened to the Iliad and the Odyssey. The former, obvi-
ously, belongs to the past and the latter to the future, or more precisely to
the period that extends from the present into the future. In dividing
history into stages, Schelling took as his principle the eschatological
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doctrine of Judeo-Christian religious tradition—a principle, inciden-
tally, whose absence represents the main deficiency of the philosophy of
history found in Greek thought. Pointing to the inner duality that such a
view sets up at the core of history, and laying the ground for a distinction
between the actuality and potentiality of evil, Schelling deepened the
notion of radical evil on which Kant’s theory of religion had hinged. For
Schelling, radical evil can be seen as a positive, active principle of
negation surpassing nature. It is the ground for the very existence of
love, and as such mediates spiritual reality. The self-negation of love
leaves room for radical evil only in order to transform it into a ground of
divine love, thus making it the cause of an actuality that exceeds its own
potential.

The idea is a profound one. It sees hidden in the ground of reality
an intelligible act that conforms to the intelligible essence of the self.
Through this act selfhood is realized as the functioning of an ego allowed
by God to work independently of God. Thus, like the karma of a former
life essentially prior to this life, the intelligible act of selfhood is stimu-
lated by the inclination to evil. The self-positing of the ego results in the
arrogant self-assertion of the ego, and this self-centeredness of the ego is
deeply rooted, in turn, in the creation of nature. Already in its creation,
the powers of nature are discriminated one from another and yet bound
together in the form of various distinct species. The appearance of the
individual self breaks this bond between nature’s powers by forming a
discrete point at which the powers of nature are rejoined. The emergence
of the individual self therefore represents a displacement of the primor-
dial center of unity in nature, and in its place a position of the self-
centeredness of the ego. In one sense, the character of each human being
may be said to be predestined, but this predestination is the result of the
intelligible act of the self, not of a direct decision on the part of God.
One’s character is the outcome of what the self freely chooses to be as an
individual. That is, in its intelligible act a human life belongs not to time
but to eternity; in its own free choice it finds itself at the beginning of
eternal creation. In the “eternal now” the human subject enters perpetu-
ally into eternity. The groundless abyss of love is nothing other than
eternity.

In this manner Schelling thought it possible to solve the perennial
problem of reconciling human freedom with the predetermination of all
things in God. The overcoming of Spinoza’s rational realism seemed to
provide him with a solution to the incomprehensibility of the relative
independence that individual modalities enjoy from substance. Fur-
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thermore, Schelling’s interpretation sought to explain without contra.
diction the origin of the evil and untruth of relative being, as well as the
mystery inherent in intellectual emancipation (that is, how it comes
about that the self-consciousness of a relative being of its dependency
upon the absolute unity of substance actually turns into a realization of g
freedom able to determine itself spontaneously within substance), both
of them problems that represent aporias in Spinoza’s system.

In all these ideas, Schelling bases himself on a principle of absolute
mediation, a radical pursuit of mediation that he is no doubt right to
stress. If his theory is flawed by a certain abstractness, it is because he has
failed to carry the principle of mediation far enough. It is worth noting
here that Hegel had failed in his philosophy to see his principle of self-
negating mediation to term as absolute mediation because of his adher-
ence to the principle of reason. Midway in the development of his system,
the dialectical principle degenerated into a principle of identity, a point
on which he was criticized by Schelling and openly attacked by Kier-
kegaard. Where Schelling’s own theory of freedom fails on similar
grounds, it is no less open to attack.

Hegel’s philosophy of history was toppled by the materialistic phi-
losophy that succeeded it for reasons of its inherent tendency to rely
exclusively on a rationalistic principle of identity. In this regard, if it is to
be revived for our age, it needs the corrective of a standpoint of trans-
rational mediation of practical action. Given this historical situation, we
see an increasing tendency ar present to give importance to Schelling’s
philosophy of history and to reevaluate him as a precursor of the philos-
ophy of the future. His Philosophical Inquiries into the Nature of Human
Freedom, a work that contains the core of his philosophy of history,
stands out here as a masterpiece.

With his theory of freedom, Schelling developed Kant’s relationship
between ethics and religion in a new direction. Where Kant had argued
for the primacy of ethics over religion, Schelling turned the tables to set
religion before ethics. Such a reversal was already implied in Kant’s
notion of radical evil, but he failed to pursue it radically enough in his
theory of religion because of his commitment to reason. According to
Schelling, the good as such cannot be established merely in terms of the
autonomy of reason but is the victorious outcome of a conversion
wherein the freedom of the will, even though disposed toward evil,
submits obediently to the unity of love and thus becomes one with a
higher necessity. The arrogance of evil is transformed into the spiritual
unity of pious belief.
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In taking this position, Schelling does not lose sight of the truth of
the autonomy of ethics by falling into a position of the heteronomy of
will, which would be the undoing of freedom; but neither does he
disregard the limitation of radical evil by insisting on a wholly autono-
mous freedom. Accordingly, the idea of transformation or conversion
that marks his philosophy is one that preserves the independence of
ethics within the transcendent unity of religion. At the same time, the
limitation of ethics is brought to awareness through an absolute critique
in which the autonomy of reason is followed through to its radical
consequences. In this awareness, “‘conscience’ ceases to be merely a
matter of inspiration and becomes a solemn fact, terminating at last in a
conversion of submission to a divine love that transcends the self. It is
therefore through the Other-power of love, not through the self-power
of reason, that ethics achieves fulfillment as an ethics of genso. In this
sense, Schelling’s logic of conversion and transformation accords with
what I have described above as metanoetics, and I can agree with it
completely.

This leads us to the question of whether Schelling’s theory of free-
dom can be identified with metanoetics. I cannot but reply: not so. The
mere fact that the two are characterized respectively as a “theory of
freedom™ and a “metanoetics’ suggests that each has its own defining
traits that make complete agreement difficult, A further comparison
should help shed some light on the structure of the two standpoints.

What 1s the fundamental difference between the theory of freedom
and metanoetics? How can the two notions be distinguished from each
other as standpoints? To begin with, they are diametrically opposed in
principle insofar as the former speaks of self-assertion or self-
affirmation, whereas the latter speaks of self-abandonment or self-
negation. Freedom consists in a decision made by the willing and acting
self without outside restrictions, which is why the theory of freedom is
discussed in terms of self-assertion or self-affirmation. In contrast, meta-
noetics as I have described it so far signals the self-abandonment or self-
negation of one’s very capacity for existence.

The action of zange, while belonging to the self, is at the same time an
action through which the self is forced to admit that it lacks the qualifi-
cations to exist. Even though it stems from the self, it is action in which
the self is moved by Other-power to submit voluntarily to Other-power.
Thus, if we may draw a distinction between “‘act” (k67) and “‘action’
(gv0), the former pertaining to self-power as the solitary assertion of
autonomy and the latter issuing from Other-power, we should have to
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speak of zange as an ‘“‘action” rather than an “act.” As far as metanoetics
is concerned, it is not that the self determines the content of its self-
consciousness but that the self entrusts its decision to Other-power and
becomes a mediator for Other-power. Hence, metanoetics is the content
of the witness (s#6) born to the action-faith (gyd-shin) through which the
self is prompted by Other-power to submit voluntarily to it. As ex-
plained above, it is nothing less than a transformation of death into life,
of abandonment into restoration, of negation into affirmation. This is the
action-faith-witness of zange. Clearly all of this points to a standpoint of
mediation.

In contrast, there can be no doubt that freedom
immediate sense of the term—conveys the unmediated affirmation of the
self, according to the definition we have just seen in Schelling’s theory.
But the fact is, the self confronts its surrounding world and through the
mediation of the world confronts other selves. Hence to assert the self
directly and affirm it immediately is to set up a conflict with the self’s
environment and to enter into competition with other selves. The result
is nothing less than the downfall and destruction of the self, in other
words, the extinction of the unmediated self in general. This means that
one can attain authentic freedom only insofar as one negates oneself in
one’s own depths for the sake of the world, so that through this self-
abandonment all selves—one’s own self as well as every other self—
return from their particularity to a universality where they acknowledge
one another and are reconciled to one another in social solidarity. Con-
cretely, it is in the nation that the individual acquires true freedom,
which is but another way of describing the fact that freedom establishes
itself only through self-negating mediation. In this way, freedom comes
about only through a conversion of self-negating mediation.

Actually it was Schelling’s intention in his theory of freedom to
develop just such a dialectical structure of freedom. In a sense it is a more
concrete elaboration of the self-negating mediation present in the dialec-
tic of the Phenomenology of Mind, where Hegel demonstrated that only
when consciousness evolves to religion is it able to bring concreteness
to the self-negating mediation of mind. Similarly, in Schelling’s theory,
freedom can adequately realize its essence only to the extent that con-
sciousness has performed zange for its own radical evil and has reached
a stage of mutual recognition and reconciliation with other selves. Only
through such a more radical self-negating mediation can his theory of
freedom unfold the fullness of its notion of transformation.

In a word, it is through zange that self-negating transformation is

at least in the
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actualized as an und fiir sich. To the extent that freedom is mediated self-
consciously through its self-negation, it can be transformed into authen-
tic affirmation. Here a genuine dialectic predominates: freedom becomes
true freedom only insofar as it is not the freedom of immediate self-
assertion. In other words, the truth of freedom resides in zange. This is
the relationship between freedom and zange. The latter is undeniably
more concrete than the former, which is one of the reasons that
Schelling’s theory of freedom cannot replace metanoetics, however
similar the two may be. Metanoetics has thus 1o be acknowledged as a
unique standpoint, a philosophy far more concrete than theories of
freedom. As long as theories of freedom remain theories of freedom, they
are incapable of exercising their proper function. A theory of freedom
fulfills its function only when it assumes the standpoint of metanoetics
and is itself transformed into the stuff of metanoetics.

As a conceptual foundation for a philosophical standpoint, there-
fore, the notion of freedom is inadequate of itself. It requires the notion
of zange. Just as Schelling’s theory of freedom developed Hegel’s ra-
tional standpoint of self-identity further by means of self-negating medi-
ation, so metanoetics represents a further refinement of Schelling’s
standpoint. That is to say, Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind, the product
of logical and historical thought aimed at absolute critique, was carried
closer to self-negating transformation through Schelling’s theory of
freedom; and in the same way, metanoetics simply carries this process to
completion.

Following this line of thought, it is possible to point out how
Schelling’s theory of freedom gets stuck in an abstract mode of thought,
in spite of certain structural similarities to metanoetics. First
of all, the “bottomless abyss of love” that Schelling sets up as the
universal ground of freedom shows clear parallels to the Great
Compassion—qua—Nothingness of metanoetics. But a closer look reveals
a fundamental difference. Metanoetics is concerned with the voluntary
self-abandonment and self-negation of the self in zange. Since this zange
is wrought by a Great Compassion operating in the same self that is the
subject of zanmge, the self practices zamge as an action of voluntary
submission that makes its standpoint one of action-faith. Thus even as
the self entrusts itself absolutely to Great Compassion, it is cooperating
with the Great Compassion in a mediatory role. The self bears witness
within itself to an absolute conversion: the self that has been abandoned
Is now rescued; what has died once again lives. Because the self bears
witness to this resurrection, the absolute can be spoken of as Great




142 METANOETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

Compassion, which is surely more than a mere construct based on the
abstract notion of self-negating love.

I do not mean to call into doubt Schelling’s religious experience,
Indeed, without such personal experience one could not assert, as Schel-
ling did, that the good is not a mere rational concept of ethics but belongs
to religious devotion and humility. Furthermore, the depth of
Schelling’s ethical and religious experience shows up in his deliberate
determinaticn of freedom as the freedom of evil and his distinction
between the potentiality and actuality of freedom. I have no doubt that
the love of which he speaks originated in the evangelical belief that “*God
is love.”” But that having been said, it must also be admitted that when he
brings love to the fore, he is not referring to his own experience of and
gratefulness for divine grace, but restricts himself to an objective expla-
nation of the content of faith. In this sense, we may say that Schelling’s
thought stops at a metaphysics of love without arriving at a religious
witness to love.

The contrast to metanoetics, with its emphasis on concrete witness
through action-faith, is striking. Although the Great Compassion to
which metanoetics bears witness might be replaced with the notion of
divine love, it is not a metaphysical conception of love that is meant, but
the self-consciousness of an existential reality within the center of one’s
subjectivity. Obviously the existential self-consciousness of those who
affirm a religious experience of God as love is no different from what [
have called the religious witness to Great Compassion. And this is
equally true of Schelling’s notion of love to the extent that he assumes a
standpoint of faith. But a philosophical theory of freedom can never
become a genuine existential philosophy as long as it is restricted to the
mere understanding of the contents of self-conscious existence.

In the attempt to construct a metaphysics of being, Schelling specu-
lated on the idea of “‘nondifferentiation,”” which he derived from his
earlier principle of identity. In forsaking his philosophy of identity for
the notion of nondifferentiation, he was not only acting in response to
Hegel’s disparaging remarks but also pursuing a logical demand gen-
erated from within his own thought. In so doing, he overcame the
identity of reason to arrive at a new standpoint based on personality
originating from transrational will. His idea of nondifferentiation points
to the absoluteness of love that supplies a unity in the depths of the
bottomless abyss (Ungrund) where all differentiation and distinction
disappears, where the opposition between good and evil is transcended.

Apparently still dissatisfied with this notion of nondifferentiation, he
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went further to claim that the bottomless abyss transcends not only
identity but nondifferentiation as well. It may be that he felt the notion of
nondifferentiation to be too abstract. The idea is in fact far removed from
witness to love through action-faith, a mere product of speculation
negating differences and not at all suited to express the concreteness of
love. It differs from identity only on the conceptual level and, like it, has
no alternative but to resort to the principle of the identity of reason
insofar as it is a conceptual representation. In this sense, even the
concept of the bottomless abyss, which Schelling regarded as absolute,
would not be immune from the same criticism of abstractness. With this
concept, he posited within God a principle of opposition that is not God,
a ground of existence which he called simply Grund. Moreover, he spoke
of a primordial ground or Urgrund, a “ground of the ground” that
transcends the Grund as a groundlessness or Ungrund, a bottomlessness
that is the absolute negation of the notion of ground itself.

This Ungrund is not, however, to be confused with nothingness.
Nothingness can never be conceived of directly and without mediation,
and anything so conceived cannot be nothingness. Nothingness neces-
sarily entails the mediation of being and cannot imply the negation or
annihilation of mediation. Nothingness plays its mediatory role only
when it is preserved and restored to life in negation. For this reason, it is
always accompanied by mediating being and becomes manifest through
this mediating being. This is what is called “empty being.” Further-
more, our limited self exists as empty being to the extent that it is
mediated by nothingness. To the extent that it entails a positive return to
the world (genso) that is at the same time its “being returned to the
world” as a true bodhisattva cooperating with the Great Compassion of
nothingness, the self performs the action of gratitude toward the Great
Compassion of nothingness. In this way, nothingness is practiced and
witnessed to in gratitude for Great Compassmn and reaches self-
consciousness in the core of the self,

All of this must be distinguished clearly from Schelling’s notion of
the bottomless abyss of ““love as nondifferentiation.” The abyss can only
signify a negation or transcendence of the ground, and as such points to the
path of d56 aspiring to the universal. Whereas Great Compassion consists
of a subjectivity witnessed through action-faith, the love of which Schel-
ling speaks cannot get beyond an abstract universal devoid of the self-
consciousness of authentic subjectivity. The abyss that characterizes
such love can only denote a negation or transcendence of the ground. It
lacks the positive and deliberate quality of nothingness and does not
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attain the same free mediation of being. One may object that Schelling’s
Ungrund in fact means more than a mere state of privation—the lack of
Grund—and points instead to a positive transformation and reversal of
the ground as nothingness does. But the abyss remains an abstract
universal concept lacking the self-consciousness of subjectivity, since
the notion of Grund from which Ungrund is derived is not an existential
concept but an ontological one without subjectivity. Conversely, despite
the fact that the notion of nothingness stems originally from general
ontology, where it is opposed to being (and is still often used in such a
sense), I take nothingness as an existential concept to indicate the ground
of the action of self-negation, that is, of subjective self-consciousness.
Put in these terms, it seems legitimate to conclude that Schelling’s
bottomless abyss belongs to the path of ds¢ moving through mere ne-
gation toward the universal, while nothingness carries the positive con-
notation of belonging to gensé. In other words, the gap between the two
concepts is that between speculative ontology on the one hand and
existential philosophy on the other.

The same distinction may be drawn between love and Great Com-
passion. Needless to say, the original meaning of love allows for subjec-
tive and existential connotations that are the same as those for Great
Compassion. The same could be said of the history of a great many other
concepts, but we are not concerned here with clarifying the meaning of
terms by tracing them back to their origins. The general connotations
that these terms carry today suffice to permit us to differentiate between
those that express metanoetical content, such as nothingness and Great
Compassion, and those that belong to theories of freedom, such as love
and Ungrund. The former are subjective-existential concepts pointing to
action-witness; the latter, speculative constructs. This is why I am led in
the final analysis to separate myself from Schelling’s theory of freedom,
despite its initial apparent similarities to my own position.

Based on this distinction, further questions arise with regard to such
concepts as “ground,” “will of the ground,” and “essence of ground”
that characterize Schelling’s thought. All of these concepts, together
with that of “bottomless abyss,”” can be traced back to Jakob Boehme.?
No doubt they are effective in distinguishing the practical philosophy of
will from formal rational philosophy and in illuminating a ground of
existence that is quite different from the mere potentiality of formal
essence.

Schelling’s idea that the ground of existence consists of a negativity,
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and that a being does not exist in immediate affirmation but only reali
itself through a self-negating mediation, allows his dialectic to becomZ:S
logic of existence in the form of a logic of negation. Starting from th:
conc.reteness of mechanical physics in contrast with mathematiés and
passing on to the concreteness of the will in contrast with reason, the
truth of his dialectical method is contained in its use of opposités as
mediatory moments which it actualizes by converting negation into
aﬁi.rmation. Through this mediation, the limitations of self-identical
logic based on reason, which is unable to distinguish actuality from mere
potentiality, are disclosed. For the same reason, will and personality
W}’.liCh go beyond reason, are seen to supply the requisite concreteness o%
egstence. "The principle of freedom also constitutes actuality; through it
history comes into being. The principle of self-negating freedom is what
Schelling terms “ground,” the indispensable mediation without which
there could be no freedom. On his view, freedom stands in need of
“bottomless love” as its ground. And this ground that negates itself and
transcends itself as Ungrund is further seen as “‘nature in God,” that is
something in God that is not itself God. This notion of “nature ir;
God,” which also comes from Boehme, forms the core of Schelling’s
theory of freedom and is considered, along with his notion of the Un-
grund, to be his most important contribution.

. “Nature in God,”” like “bottomless love,” is clearly part of a specula-
t{vg construct that runs counter to my own subjective-existential po-
sition. 'The very notion of “ground’ as used here demonstrates clearly
that, unlike the notion of love, it belongs to abstract speculation. Strictly
§peaking, since ground indicates that by which a being can be what it is,
it must by nature precede such being, even though for us it is recognized
only subsequently. The fact that such a ground is required and posited as
a ground of what actually exists, despite its nonexistence for us before-
he;lnd3 proves that it is an intellectual construct and not something
Wltnessed through action-faith. Here we have being of an order diamet-
rically opposed to that resulting from subjective action-faith-witness.
This is n.ot surprising, considering the fact that Boehme’s theosophy,
fmm which the idea is derived, is a speculative attempt to transfer
r&;hgious experience from the human standpoint to a divine one, where
divine wisdom can be brought to bear on explaining its foundations in
eternal being. Such affirmations extrapolate what is inaccessible to our
human existence, what we cannot possibly bring to self-consciousness.
It is remarkable how speculation not only constructs something that
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transcends existential self-consciousness but does so in reverse order.
They are no more than the assertions of a dogmatism built into the
speculative standpoint.

It is difficult to gloss over the fact that whereas metanoetics seeks to
carry criticism through to its final consequences, the philosophy of
freedom abandons the critique halfway and sets up dogmatism in itg
place. The point is of great importance for philosophy, and it explains
why I am reluctant to adopt the notion of ground. Actually, to speak of
ground is to speak of something prior to being—not prior for us but
prior in its own nature. But have we sufficient reason to posit such a
thing? If not, to adopt the notion is to allow our thought to descend to the
dogmatism of an ontological speculation that transmutes concepts into
being. The dogmatism that puts intellectual necessity in place of being is
based on the presupposition that, in terms of Aristotle’s distinction
between the npdtepov npog fudg (prior for us) and the npdrepov 14 pboer
(prior by nature), the latter could be recognized apart from the former
and that the two would not need to mediate each other in the sense of
each preserving itself by opposing the other. The existentialist position
of authentic subjectivity, in contrast, consists in opening up a way to bear
witness through action-faith to the fact that because of our mediating
action, what is ““prior by nature” becomes identical with what is “prior
for us,”” even though the two remain opposed to each other. To allow the
opposition between the two to remain needs to be seen as an example of
evil and sinful existence, deprived of mediation with the absolute but
asserting itself as something apart from it. It is what existential philos-
ophy calls inauthentic existence or the ““fall” from being. In authentic
existence—existence in the good-—what is prior by nature must at the
same time be brought to self-consciousness as that which is prior for
us. Such is the case, for example, with the Great Compassion of the
absolute.

Accordingly, even though the notion of ground developed in the
theory of freedom is determined as the ground of evil, seen as inauthentic
existence and a fall from being, evil is subsequent to God; and it is in
opposition to authentic existence that the ground of evil is termed a
“nature in God.”” Moreover, just as evil is never prior to God but always
subsequent, so it is with us insofar as we are subsumed within the
absolute to serve as its mediator. Thus it cannot be claimed that as our
ground, “nature in God” is prior for authentic human existence. That
is, it must not be regarded as the ground of existence in the authentic
ontological sense but must be limited to the ground of our inauthentic
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being, our evil. This is what is called “radical evil.” It is not to be
asserted positively as the ground of being but is to be accepted in its
negative implication as inducing mediatory activity resulting in the
negation of being. This may be what Schelling had in mind fundamen-
tally. But because the concept of ground came to be asserted positively as
the ground of reality and affirmed as something independent of God and
without mediation, the ground of existence that is explained in terms of
something existing with God and yet not itself God led him unavoidably
to a positive interpretation of ground that is incompatible with some-
thing whose rightful determination can come only through mediation.

The temptation is to elude the problem by claiming that it belongs to
the mystery of Existenz. But from a standpoint of action-faith, this
mystery cannot be dismissed as a mere speculative construct; it needs to
become accessible to the subject, to be witnessed to in action-faith, and
to be shifted from the realm of being to that of act. Then the mystery no
longer exists in being but enters into the self. The mystery then consists
in the fact that the self participates in the core of being by transforming
being into the center of nothingness. This is why the self achieves an
intimacy with the mystery without its ceasing to be a mystery, why
through action-faith the self draws the mystery down from the heavens
above to the earth below. There should be no cause for doubt about the
mystery because it is brought to self-consciousness in action-faith-
witness.

Here again we see what it is that sets metanoetics off from the theory
of freedom. The latter is marked by its concept of ground; the former is
not. In truth, concepts like the “‘essence of ground” or the “will of
ground” are really the negation of essence and will since they come to no
more than the mediatory functioning of inauthentic existence. That is,
they signify only the negating mediarion characteristic of the dialectic of
being and could never exist in an authentically independent and un-
mediated state. Such a claim is altogether inappropriate, yet there is no
denying the fact that it predominates in the theory of freedom. In
comparison with Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind, which begins with a
critique of sense perception in the here and now and sees the absolute
critique of consciousness to its end, Schelling’s theory of freedom in-
clines more in the direction of pure speculation and hence to the very
dogmatism that the critical spirit opposes.

I cannot register these few negative impressions of Schelling’s
theory of freedom without reiterating that in other respects I admire his
work as a major philosophical achievement. By comparing it with meta-
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noetics, I mean only to bring to fulfillment the dialectical mediation
that constitutes the genuine essence of his theory, and am therefore con.-
vinced that metanoetics supersedes the theory of freedom.

I should like to conclude this chapter by comparing Heidegger’s
hermeneutical existentialism with Schelling’s theory of freedom, and
then by contrasting both with metanoetics. I hope in this way to illuminate
the relationship between the three. In Sein und Zeit Heidegger notes, in
connection with his attempt to analyze the ontological essence of nihiliry
(Nichtigkeit), that evil is brought positively to self-awareness through an
awakening of conscience as being “‘answerable to guilt.””* Given his
hermeneutical standpoint, it is clear that he is incapable of unearthing
the snarled roots of evil that lie deep within the self as undisclosed being,
Radical evil is impossible to comprehend from the standpoint of her-
meneutics because as radical it is something from which the self cannot
be released by the self’s own power. It is a transcendent moment of
negativity for which the self will always be guilty as long as it exists. It is
the dark of an abyss that cannot be annihilated by the immanent tran-
scendence of self-consciousness.

It was for this reason that Kant had to acknowledge the need for
divine grace to overcome radical evil. Precisely because it is a transcen-
dent obstacle that an ethic of practical reason cannot surmount, Kant held
that the possibility for its removal lay only in reliance on the will of God
as a principle of absolute good. Even though this belief in God be termed
a rational belief in contrast with belief in a revealed religion, it arises in
fact in the mediation of absolute conversion wherein reason negates itself
since no religion is possible “within the limits of reason alone.” Religion
is based solely on the absolute negation of reason.

In the hermeneutics on which Heidegger’s existentialism is based,
existential interpretation takes as its starting point the problem of death
as the terminus of human existence. Thus death does not become a pivot
ont which a conversion of human existence can take place in the form of a
negation-qua-affirmation. His standpoint of hermeneutics does not
allow for an adequate treatment of religious faith in that the self is
considered only as surviving on this side of death. To the extent that it
seeks to illuminate the structure of being, it cannot concern itself with a
radical evil based on the principle of darkness. The principle of evil does
not belong to a transcendence required from within the self. To this
extent radical evil cannot be explained in merely “ontological” terms.

Of everything Kant has written, his theory of religion represents his
most important thinking, and yet it finds no place within the framework
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of his critical philosophy. Religion simply does not fit within the bounds
of reason. It comes about only in a transformation or conversion of the
self that is based on an absolute critique of reason itself. This is why
Schelling’s theory of freedom needs to be seen as a further development
of Kant’s theory of religion. At the same time, there is no doubt that in
distancing itself from Kant’s critical spirit, Schelling’s position tends to
sink back to the level of conceptual constructs that reintroduce meta-
physical speculation. In Heidegger’s terms, it is not ontologisch but
ontisch. The contrast here between existentialism and Schelling’s theory
of human freedom is striking. The one stands fixed in immanence, the
other in transcendence. As mentioned above, this is why we must with-
hold unconditional assent to Schelling’s theory, despite its profound
merits in other respects. The absolute mediation that distinguishes the
approach of metanoetics cannot approve of his disregard for the critique
of reason and his deviation into conceptual constructs.

As far as Heidegger is concerned, the renunciation of the ontic
standpoint in favor of an ontological one is in keeping with the spirit of
the critique of reason. At the same time, the fact thar this impedes his
deeper understanding of the problem of evil and keeps it bound within
the limits of an existential analysis concerned with the awakening of
conscience and the awareness of responsibility—thereby overlooking
the fact that self-consciousness is the basis of religious faith—flaws his
existential ontology. As noted before, this imperfection means that in
maintaining the standpoint of hermeneutics, Heidegger keeps the self
intact and fails to perform the Great Action—genuine religious action
based on Other-power—through which the self, cast into the abyss of
death, is immediately restored once again to life. This is why he does not
pursue the critique of reason to the point of absolute critique. In other
words, adherence to the being of the self results in his failure to venture
into nothingness. This leaves him no recourse for handling the problem
of evil adequately. In a word, the standpoint he clings to is a standpoint
of bondage to evil.

In contrast, metanoetics, which is grounded in absolute nothing-
ness, does not fall into an Onzdk: insofar as it takes its stand on the
transforming mediation of nothingness, it is a self-consciousness of
transcendent nothingness. It never departs from ontological self-
consciousness. Yet far from resting on an immanent standpoint that
closes off the significance of radical evil as a transcendent negating
principle, metanoetics permits a mediatory self-consciousness of evil
through the action-faith-witness of nothingness. Therefore metanoetics
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is able to elevate the theory of freedom from the level of speculative
construct to that of authentic ontology or self-consciousness.

While metanoetics must finally part company with both existential-
ism and the theory of freedom, it does so by taking a middle way between
the two that effects a synthesis of the truth that each expresses. It is my
conviction that the standpoint of action-faith-witness based on absolute
critique enables us to touch the core of religion that is closed off t.o
mere theory or interpretation. For what is inaccessible to self—power is
illuminated and revealed through Other-power. Neither immanent
nor transcendent, it takes its stand on the absolute mediation of
transcendence-qua-immanence.
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Chapter 5

Absolute Mediation in
Metanoetics

The demand of absolute mediation that self-consciousness of evil must belong
to the subject of the good - The mediation of the transcendent nondiscrinmina-
tion of religion and the discrimination of history and ethics - The negation
of evil from the standpoint of faith - The necessity of evil as mediator - The
dialectics of “Gust asitis” - The ethics of Buddhism as escape from samsara

- Themediatory nature of discrimination contrasted with nondiscriminating
equality - The meaning of life after death - The meaning of “living as one
who has died” - Absolute nothingness, absolute transformation, absolute
mediation The mediatory relationships between good and evil - The
structure of religious deliverance The meaning of realizing Buddha-
nature - “Above all else, the Great Death” - Self-consciousness of death -
Livving in death - Submission to contradiction - “For me, there is neither life
nor death” - Intuition and action-faith-witness - Zen enlightenment - The
path of sages - Metanoetics: a path between Zen and the nembutsy - The
differences between the demands of the absolute and action-witness to the
absolute - The characteristics of mysticism - Mysticism and metanoesis -
An interpretation and critique of Eckhart’s thought - A comparison of
Eckhart’s mysticism and metanoetics - A comparison and critique of Otto’s
and Oltmanns’s readings of Eckhart - Eckhart’s letting go of God and
Dégen’s letting go of Buddha - The affinaties of Eckhart with Zen - Eckhart
and Zen on freedom and deliverance contrasted with metanoetics - The
circularity of the self-power deliverance of the sage - The “continuous state
of true mind”’ and fundamental evil - The differential “light and darkness™
of continuous metanoesis - The concreteness of faith-witness in metanoetics
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The notion of “ground” as radical evil treated in the previous chapter
presupposes the authentic being of goodness, without which we could
not appreciate its negative mediation. In other words, self-consciousness
of the ground of inauthentic existence cannot belong to that inauthentic
existence itself but only to authentic existence. It is utterly important to
realize that it 1s not the subject of evil but the subject of goodness that
comes to awareness of the structure of evil. This is equally true of the
critique of religion in general apart from a critique of theories of
freedom. We must take deliberate precautions against the frequent
temptation to corrupt religion by neglecting the fullness of mediation.
This was the point on which the critique of the theory of freedom worked
out in the previous chapter hinged. Religion requires an absolute, and as
a result it is prone to introduce ideas of an unmediated equality that do
not discriminate between the absolute and the relative, between good
and evil, or of an absolute nondifferentiation accessible to self~-power and
devoid of any negation of the self. From the viewpoint of the advance of
the self (650), such religious thinking may represent the profound con-
ceptualizations of speculative reason. But when considered in terms of
the self’s return to the world (gensé), it is found to lack the ethical
practicality and historical reality that mediate our Existenz.

While this is bad enough when confined to a narrow sphere, the
more radical and diffuse religious thought becomes, the worse the situ-
ation becomes. The idea of unmediated, nondifferentiating transcen-
dence can then spread its poison and corruption more widely and deeply
in society. The shameless deeds of priests and monks of the Zen and
Nembutsu traditions, both of which represent the very highest attain-
ments of Buddhist thought, provide us with examples in this regard.
Behind the corruption of such forms of religion frequently lies the error
of presuming the truth of nondifferentiation or equality to be valid in
areas where in fact it has forfeited its validity by becoming inauthentic.

For the redeemed who have been delivered from worldly passions,
all is permitted. Everything is good just as it is. As the Zen phrase has it,
“Nothing lowly, nothing unpleasing.” The illusion of life-and-death
stems from the discrimination between the lovable and the despicable.
This is expressed splendidly in the opening of the Treatise on Faith:
““The way of the absclute is not difficult to pursue. One should simply
abandon discrimination. If one can cast off the mind of love and hate, one
can see the way of truth.”? Even if one aspires to enlightenment, re-
nounces the life of illusion, and seeks to acquire a new state of mind
through religious discipline, so long as one bases oneself on discrimina-

ABSOLUTE MEDIATION IN METANOETICS 153

tive thinking, there is no way to attain to true satori. It is quite as the
famous poem says:

Returning to the world after satori
I see no difference.
Mount Rozan is dim in the rain
and the River Sekkd flows as the rain falls.

It is a familiar Zen pattern: Mountain is mountain and water is water.
“When one is hungry, one eats and drinks; when tired, one sleeps.” Or
again, it is said: ““The mind of everyday life is the way of truth.” Apart
from the way things are, there is no other way to be sought for or
achieved. All things are good just as they naturally are. In the Shin sect,
great emphasis is placed on “naturalness” (jinen-honi). The core of faith
consists in leaving everything to Other-power; there is no other path to
salvation than the way of “entrusting” (o-makase). Anything else added
by the contrivances of self-power becomes a hindrance to salvation.

Seen from this point of view, radical evil is nothing more than a
product of human arrogance. For those who are redeemed or have
attained sators, there is no radical evil that cannot be overcome. Surely
this is true, but only for the saved and enlightened ones. Those who have
yet to be saved or attain enlightenment have no right to usurp this truth
as their own. Indeed, even for those who are already redeemed, who have
experienced the limit of their self-power and abandoned their own selves
completely, radical evil has to be seen as an ineluctable mediating ele-
ment for salvation and transformation. Those who have no self-
consciousness of their own evil and no experience of repentance have no
prospect of salvation.

Only for sages and saints, who are able to deliver themselves and
attain satori by their self-power, is such an assertion true without quali-
fication. To be strictly logical, even in the case of the wise and the saintly,
the claim to have the same original nature as the Gods and Buddhas
means that there is no distinction between their state of satori and their
illusory life before attaining sazori.

Meantime, for ordinary, finite people, the distinction between good
and evil remains in full force. Anyone who tries to deny this fact or
convert it into the indifference of nature is in effect refusing the existen-
tial truth of what it is to be human. The differentiation of nondifferenti-
ation is already an affirmation of differentiation. It is not a matter of a
pure and simple negation of nondifferentiation but of an affirmation
mediated by its negation. It is not affirmation without mediation, but
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affirmation mediated by negation in the sense that everything is trans-
formed and restored into a new form of differentiation through absolute
negation.

Thus, the standpoint of naturalness wherein everything is allowed to
be just as it is does not mean “naturalness” or “‘as such” in the ordinary
sense. For us, it means the sweat and blood of religious discipline. Only
one who has really attempted to “‘be just as one is” truly knows how
difficult a task that is. Many of a mind so shameless and indolent as never
to have exerted themselves to seek the good and avoid evil, many who
have not wrestled with moral torment employ the terms “absolute
nondifferentiation” or “naturalness” in order to justify themselves in
staying just as they are and attributing their state to the grace of Other-
power. They misuse the terms to defend an indolent, tranquil life by
displacing the notion of “paturalness’” from its rightful locus in the
realm of absolute nothingness, where it is understood as being bevond
ethics, to a new location beneath ethics. And that is surely the most
frightful damage that can be inflicted on religion. “Naturalness” or the
state of things “just as they are” is not a simple fact but a goal toward
which one must strive through the mediation of self-negation.

The real dialectic here functions in virtue of the fact that being “just
as one is”’ does not imply resting content with one’s present state but
rather exerting oneself to become “‘natural.” A being that is affirmed
directly falls into a pit of contradictions because of its finitude and
relativity, where it is made empty as a manifestation of a nothingness
emerging from the chaos and confusion. By becoming conscious of its
nature as nothingness, it is restored to the unity of solidarity with others.
In this, its true meaning, it is merely negated as a directly differentiated
being. Moreover, the nondifferentiation attained through this negation
should not be considered an achievement of ds6. If that were the case,
relative beings would vanish into nondifferentiation, and their signifi-

cance as mediators for the manifestation of nothingness would also be
negated. Relative beings can maintain their independence only insofar as
they mediate absolute nothingness, but this independence does not free
them from the inclination to evil, the permanent disposition to isolate
oneself from the totality of the absolute. This is radical evil. It permeates
the ground of being as the principle of differentiation. To annihilate it
would amount to forfeiting the manifestation of nothingness and further
to abandoning existence.

One may argue that religion in its essence lies beyond ethics, and
therefore that religion is free from the discrimination that characterizes
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ethics. One may argue further that Buddhism is a good example of this

and that the mediation of religion by ethics in Western religions is due tc;
a tradition peculiar to Judaism and Christianity but incidental to the
essence of religion, namely the inextricable bond between the “love of
God” and the “wrath of God.” And vet even when it comes to de-
liverance from the source of samsara (the cycle of life and death), which is
generally regarded as the chief impulse of Buddhism, there is a dif-
ference between life after attaining the truth in enﬁghtenment and
simply continuing an illusory life without enlightenment. The differ-
egce between awakening to truth and staying caught in illusions con-
stitutes the opposition between good and evil. Insofar as the former is
taken as a goal to be sought after and the latter as an obstacle to be
avoi@ed, far from lacking a distinction between good and evil, Buddhism
requires ethics as a mediating element. Indeed, it takes rational discrimi-
nation as its medium.

f[jhe practice of Zen shows extremely rigorous self-discipline and
training, and a system of rigid regulations that present a striking model
for the ethical life of the ordinary laity. If reason were not truly employed
by them to the full, the limits of reason could not be expected to make
Fhemselves apparent. To explain nature without a sense for discriminat-
ing illusion cannot really amount to anything more than proof of a lack
of ardent desire to quest for the truth.

As for the Shin concept of jinen-honi, it is something that can be
realized as truth only by those who, having exerted themselves to the
utmost, experience despair over the powerlessness of their own being
and submit themselves to it obediently. It is therefore clear that such
“nfaturalness”_ should never be confused with mere “equality” in the
objective sense, or with the nondifferentiation of nature, since such lack
of discrimination does away with ethics, which is based on the discrimi-
natipn of good and evil. Shinran uses the word zange (metanoesis) in
cgn]unction with zang: (humility and remorse) in the sixth part of
his Kyagyoshinsho, ““The Transformed Buddha and the Transformed
Land.” One’s feeling of zange is always accompanied by a feeling of
'zar'tgi over the ineffectiveness of self-power. But those who shamelessly
insist on the ineffectiveness of self-power and, rather than put forth their
own efforts, are content to boast of the strength of Other-power are far
removed from the salvific Great Compassion of Other-power. The ab-
so.lute, which consists solely in absclute mediation, cannot function
without their mediative cooperation: it requires the self-negation of their
self~-power. The former is realized only correlatively with the latter. The
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transforming mediation turns on the axis of metanoesis. From this
viewpoint, we can assert that the concept of metanoetics is characterized
by its rejection of abstract nondifferentiation and the concrete realization
of transforming mediation. As a philosophical standpoint, the mediation
of reason constitutes an essential moment without which metanoetics
could not be what it is.
Now if it is true that the element of differentiation is necessary to
establish the fact that the equality of nothingness is mediated by dif-
ferentiation and that one’s action-faith in religion is mediated through
the inner duality of ethics, are we not driven to conclude that the ultimate
state of unity is unattainable even after one has reached the unitive state
of enlightened deliverance? In fact, the main reason that Schelling
came to his view of nondifferentiation seems to be in order to avoid
that very difficulty. In his theory of freedom he consistently held to a
standpoint of human freedom, but the “will of ground” became the
ground of an inner duality that, given his clear distinction of human
freedom from divine freedom where the “will of ground” is identical
with the “will of love,”” actually shed light on the limitations of his own
theory. In the same way, if it is true that in authentic faith one must go
through life regarding radical evil as mediating faith for the sake of
salvation, does this mean that it is impossible to attain absolute unity
through faith? According to Schelling, as long as a human being exists in
this life as a relative being, the absolute is unattainable: divine freedom
lies forever beyond the reach of human achievement. That is, misery and
grief are the ineluctable lot of finite beings, and the pleasures of human
life must always be purified by the sufferings of life that accompany
them. Schelling concludes that a human being can attain perfection of
being only in the next world, that is, after death in the immortal state of a
disembodied soul. Only through death can one be freed of bondage to the
body and to matter. Only then can one transcend the selfishness of
adhering stubbornly to “being-within-the-self”” and be converted to
“being-without-the-self.”” Kierkegaard also argues for the view that
eternity can never be attained in this world but belongs to the hope of the
future.

On the question of belief in life after death, religions East and West
have something in common. It is remarkable, for example, that the Pure
Land Shin sect ( ¥odoshinshii), which is generally regarded as a consum-
mate form of Buddhism, teaches the existence of the Pure Land in the
West over which Amida Buddha holds sway and for which he prepares
everyone to be reborn. This Buddhist belief must, in my view, be taken
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as a myth of particular, local origins. It does not contain the prof,

truth of the story of the bodhisattva Dharmakara (Hﬁzo“mbosfzr Ohm?d
accou‘nt of whose disciplinary effort before his attainment of Bfé’d;m
hood is pregnant with intelligible symbolic content. Of course the i ; af
that as long as one lives in this world, nirvdnag cannot be fuily att;iﬁe;iléea
only promised in a form predetermined by Amida Buddha is based 01;15

deep 1nsight into the interim quality of human existenice. As Shinr
states, "

That we in this life atrain

the Right Established State [shéjdiu)
And later Nirvana Great
Unfailingly we obtain.?

Moreo;ver, itis highly symbolic that the Pure Land, to which the believer
goes after death in order to attain nirvana, is located in the West where it
is .ﬂluminated brightly by the setting sun. Given my high r;gard for
sqencej I can find no basis for belief in either the Pure Land or the
Klngdom of Heaven, nor can I believe in the continuation of a di;em_
bodled soul after death. Further symbolic significance of this religious
notion appears in the idea that the solidarity of humankind is realized in
accord with one’s return (gensd) to actual history. In fact, the notion of
the return carries great significance for one’s witness o saivation It says
that ;beli.evers who are saved and are approaching the state of com plete
mrwm.a i the Pure Land must return to this world as boddhisattva; after
death in order to help their followers, teaching and enlightening them by
serV{n,g as a model of faith. In this way, believers in turn become
mediators of the Great Compassion for the sake of the salvation of their
followers. But with regard to what may be termed a negative aspéct of
human bodily existence—the positive aspect of which was discussed
above-—doubt remains as to whether one can set oneself free from the
bonds of egoism that stem from radical evil or from an innate principle of
darkness, as long as one lives upon earth. Further doubts remain af;r to
Yvhether one is capable of moving away from a limited human free&ofn
into the absolute and unlimited freedom that belongs to God. T hﬁs even
when one attains the unity of nondiscrimination, one may not be aiole to
free oneself from the particularity of being (Schelling’s Grund ) because
the unity of nondiscrimination is also a unity of nothingness.
Tf.xese doubts must be taken seriously into account since they serve
tovclarxfy the meaning of history and to solve the problem of whether the
Kingdom of God can be realized on this earth. Here we touch the core of
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faith, as given in such expressions as ““to act as one who has died while
one is still alive,” ““to be restored to life again once and for all immedi.
ately after dying the Great Death,” or ““to come to life by dying with
Christ on the cross.” All of this points to the same idea referred tn
frequently in earlier chapters as “‘death-and-resurrection.” To be sure,
terms like “living as one who has died”—not unlike Goethe’s “Szirp,
und werde!”’—are often used carelessly. At the same time, there are
hardly any who will claim that what such terms really mean, how such g
paradoxical state is possible, or what truth it can express, is easy to
comprehend. What is at stake here is nothing less than the central issue
that concerns religion and philosophy. Itis a problem of vital importance
that cannot simply be dismissed by the manipulation of words or ideas,
It should rather be the touchstone for determining how far religicus
belief or philosophical thinking has developed. And metanoetics can be
no exception.

Let us attempt now to state the question at hand briefly and clearly:
All beings that are affirmed directly must, because of their relativity, fall
into reciprocal negation, lose their being, and ultimately end up in
nothingness. Nothingness is an absolute and as such can in no way itself
be negated. At the same time, nothingness does not exist directly.
Anything that affirms itself directly is not nothingness but being. It
cannot, as we just noted, escape the relativity of mutual negation. Only
nothingness, which manifests itself mediatively in this negation of being
and affirms itself indirectly, is an absolute free of further negation. Still,
absolute nothingness is realized in actuality only by affirming relative
beings, negating the immediacy of its own absolute power vis-3-vis
relative beings in order to give them life. This means, moreover, that
absolute nothingness can actualize its function as nothingness only
through a self-negation of relative beings in the form of a reciprocal
negation between beings. Thus the self-negation and transformation
wrought by relative beings among themselves is made possible because
they are affirmed by nothingness, whereas this self-negating act of noth-
ingness becomes its own affirmation and its realization in the world.
This absolute transformation is truly absolute nothingness and at the
same time absolute mediation. This, and none other, is the only absolute
that can really be considered absolute.

Since the true absolute always entails an absolute mediation, it can
never dispense with relative beings but brings about their cooperation in
this mediation in order to make its own nothingness real. Even though
relative beings are negated in order that they may be mediators of
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nothingness, they are upheld in a state of “being-in-nothingness,” that
is, a state of “‘emptiness” ($ényazd). And insofar as this “emptied being”
;s a mediator of nothingness, it is allowed to be independent of nothing-~
ness. For this reason such beings contain within themselves a radical evil
that urges them to proclaim their own being——that is, their independence
from nothingness—and to remove themselves from the mediation of
nothingness which is a necessary condition for any independence they
have. Unless relative beings were possessed of such a disposition to evil,
they would lack the very thing that characterizes their being and hence
would fail to qualify as mediators of nothingness. Therefore we cannot
speak of such beings as absolutely autonomous, but only as endowed with
a certain mediated quality of ““empty being’” as mediators of nothingness.
In other words, they exist as long as they participate in absolute nothing~
ness, which is the subject of good by means of which this self-
consciousness of emptied being is witnessed through their action-faith.

Here we see a contradiction in the sense that what is allowed to
participate in the subject of good is nonetheless burdened with an
unavoidable propensity for doing evil; or conversely, the self that appro-
priates this evil as its own “‘intelligible act” is allowed to exist only so
long as it frees itself from its evildoing and is converted to the good. The
contradiction comes down to this: being is nothingness and nothingness
is being insofar as being becomes nothingness and nothingness becomes
being. One may try to elude the contradiction by distinguishing between
the essential and the actual: evil is that which ought not to be in essence
but is unavoidable in actuality, while the good is that which ought to be
in essence but cannot exist in actuality. But even here there is no escaping
the contradiction that essence can never be separated from actuality,
because the former is the essence of the latter and the latter is the
actualization of the former. Hence the contradiction that what ought to
be is not, and what ought not to be is, is everywhere in evidence.

This contradiction is more than a straitjacket that binds relative,
finite beings. It is also a web from which even the absolute cannot
disentangle itself. Even the infinitely absclute is absolute only when it is
related to the relative; it comes to self-consciousness as absolute only
through the mediation of the relative. The absolute realizes its own
absoluteness only through such contradiction, which is why we attempt
to witness to the absoluteness of the absolute by abandoning every form
of self-identical thinking and practicing the transforming mediation of
nothingness. Since absoluteness is realized in our action-witness only to
the extent that the absolute is provided with the mediation of the relative
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and conforms to it, it must follow that absoluteness cannot be realized
apart from this contradiction. Nothingness is the absolute, and dialectics
is the principle of its self-consciousness. The contradiction involved in
living by dying, in acting in life as one who has died, is nothing more than
an expression of this state of affairs.

Here a series of questions arise. So long as the contradiction survives
as contradiction, is it really possible for it to be taken up into the
absolute? If this is the form of religious deliverance and salvation, how
are deliverance and salvation possible at all? And if they are impossible,
is it not fitting to speak of religion and the spiritual history it has given
rise to up to the present as no more than mere illusion? Is the fact that the
blood of so many individuals and even of entire nations has been shed in
the defense of faith no more than the result of a gigantic delusion? In a
word, how is religious faith possible at all? Or again, how can any
religious structure bring unity to this contradiction and yet allow it to be
the contradiction that it is?

It seems to me that these are among the most important points to be
kept in mind in attempting to shed light on central problems of faith like
rebirth in the Pure Land, resurrection, and the realization of one’s
Buddha-nature. In order to make this treatment clear and concrete, 1
should like first to consider certain of these religious concepts, beginning
with the notion of the realization of one’s Buddha-nature.

Realizing one’s Buddha-nature, or attaining to Buddhahood, is of
course the goal sought by the self-power discipline of Zen. Even satori is
desired only for the sake of that goal, or perhaps better, is itself the
realizing of one’s Buddha-narure. The spiritual life of one who has
attained Buddhahood consists simply of “living as one who has died.”
The question at issue here is whether such a contradictory existence is
really possible at all, and if so what it would mean.

It should be obvious that the problem can hardly be resolved from
the ordinary standpoint of analytical logic with its basic principle of self-
identity. It rather presumes that we allow contradictions to remain as
they are. It is meaningless to discuss the ontological possibility of a
contradiction from the standpoint of analytical logic. We have no choice
but to begin by simply accepting this contradictory mode of being-—that
is, to take a standpoint of faith with regard to it—in order to reflect on it
and bring it to self-consciousness. Where faith is concerned, logical
analysis “from the outside” is altogether impossible. It has to do neces-
sarily with the transcendent and hence involves self-contradiction. In
seeking to clarify questions of faith, faith itself must first be present; the
solutions are to be found only within faith itself.
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Faced with the contradiction of “living as one who is dead” and
before any understanding can take place, one must therefore first become
a person who has died such a death. This is why Zen masters enjoin on
their disciples, “Die to yourself once and for alll”” and why they stress,
“above all else, the Great Death!”” But what does such a death mean? Is
it the death of the body? Or is it perhaps some sort of self-negation, a
letting go of the world that has nothing to do with physical death? In
a sense this sort of analysis looks like an outright abandonment of the
original contradiction. A more concrete, mediated approach is called for.

What does it mean to deal with death philosophically in the first
place? If death is observed as an event taking place outside of the self,
then it is no more than a natural or social phenomenon. To become a
philosophical problem, the question must concern the death of the self.
But since death means the extinction of the self, it is self-contradictory to
speak of a “*self-consciousness of death.”” Hence, at first glance, talk of
the “death of the self” would appear to be simply a manner of speaking
about preparing oneself for death in the future. If this is so, does that
mean that death is no more than the anticipation of something that is to
happen in the future? Or again, can regard for death as a future matter be
reduced to a mere anticipation of death? Surely this is not what is meant
by preparedness for death, let alone the self-consciousness of death.

Self-consciousness of death cannot stop at a mere anticipation of a
future event; it requires that death become present. For death to be made
present and to determine the mode of being of the present, it must not
only enter the present from the future but also determine what the
present imports from the past. Accordingly, self-conscicusness of death
requires the “‘presence of the past” of death. Seen from another angle,
however, the sélf that is in the process of dying from the past to the
present cannot be self-conscious. For the self to be conscious of itself, it
must be conscious as something that exists. Hence, our first consider-
ation of the self-consciousness of death must be that of the preparedness
for death in the future referred to at the start. At the same time, the self-
consciousness of death is concerned not only with the future but also
with the past and present, since death has already existed from the past
to the present.

Self-consciousness is constituted in the moment of eternity inter-
secting with the present. The same structure holds true for the self-
consciousness of death. Since the self exists in the present, self-
consciousness of death first takes the exclusive form of a preparedness
for the future and mediates that preparedness. The Zen injunctions “Die
to yourself once and for alll”” and “‘Above all else, the Great Death!” are
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both clearly concerned with the future in that they are expressed in the
form of imperatives. In his existential analysis, Heidegger speaks of the
self-consciousness of the “being-toward-death’ of human existence ag
a potential for wholeness. Insofar as this total self-consciousness of
“being-toward-death” imposes on the self the responsibility of transform-
ing itself from its everyday, inauthentic mode of being into an authentic
existential one, Heidegger’s position is somewhat similar to the Zen
imperatives.

To prepare oneself for death does not therefore mean indulging
oneself in imagining death or merely anticipating it. In true prepared-
ness, death is not brought into imagination or anticipated as an objective
phenomenon that is bound to happen to the self at some future date. One
who seriously prepares for death not only does not seek to avoid or
obstruct the arrival of the limit-situation of one’s own extinction, but
positively exerts every effort to mediate the course of this event in such a
way as to cooperate with it. This is what gives meaning to the injunction
to die once and for all. It is really not so much the submission to death
and acceptance of the need to prepare for one’s coming death that is
implied in the injunction, but a personal choice to become in a positive
sense the efficient cause of one’s own death. Obviously, it is not a
question of suicide here; suicide is not death in the sense that it repre-
sents a partial affirmation of life. At the same time, the efficient cause
of death must refer to one’s actual death. This is why it is termed the
“Great Death,” in contrast with the partial death of suicide, which is a
“small death.” In other words, what we are speaking of here is not a direct
death but a mediated death, a total affirmation and voluntary acceptance
of one’s death. This is also why it is similar to existential preparedness
for death. Furthermore, preparedness for death, as I am using the
term, does not remain a mere passive submission to death but implies
the initiation or promotion of authentic death according to one’s
circumstances.

Briefly put, the terms “activity”” and “passivity,” or “‘initiation and
promotion” and ““voluntary submission,” are complementary despite
the dichotomy they suggest, because all of them refer to a state of trans-
forming mediation. It is not unlike the transformation that takes place
when the possibility of evil becomes the actuality of evil. But in this
transformation, which is one of reciprocal penetration, self-consciousness
of death as a ““living as one dead”” or a ““dying as one alive” is possible. It
is the self living in the present that prepares itself for death in the future,
but such a self-consciousness of death is possible only when the self is
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already dying to itself. Without a self-consciousness in which one com-
pletely negates oneself and dies to oneself, one cannot achieve prepared-
ness for death.

Inasense, we begin to die from the moment we are born. To live is to
walk toward one’s death step by step, or rather to enter deeper and
deeper into death. In this sense, death comes from the past to reach self-
consciousness in the present. This is not, however, a self-consciousness
of nondifferentiation (in fact there can be no self-consciousness without
differentiation), but is an affirmation in the sense of daring to affirm
what one has been trying to deny. Hence it is possible not only to pre-
pare for the death that awaits one in the future but even to bring it about
by freely accepting it. It is here that talk of preparedness for death or
dying one’s own death becomes meaningful. Indeed, we may say that life
is truly authentic only when one prepares oneself for one’s death and
accomplishes it willingly. No one can live a genuine life except through
death. Living in death, acting as one who has died, becomes the way to
true life.

The problem remains, however, that when one prepares for one’s
death, the self so prepared exists the same as before; and further, that
when we speak of ““acting as one who has died,” the self so acting is in fact
not dead. We seem to be thrown back into the same contradiction as
before. Has our attempt to come to terms with the problem of death been
allin vain? Not necessarily, for we have become conscious of the fact that
the contradiction should not—indeed, cannot—Dbe evaded, but that our
positive affirmation of it and our voluntary submission to it enable us to
transform it and thereby to live without obstructing it, through its
mediation.

What does it mean to submit to the contradiction voluntarily and
affirm it in this way? If it amounts to no more than falling into the
contradiction aware of what is happening to us, we can hardly speak of
truly affirming it or submitting to it, since the selfis set up in opposition
to the contradiction. It becomes something for the self to negate or,
failing that, something by which the self is negated. In either case, the
self can neither affirm it nor submit to it. It can only confront it in
conflict. In other words, the self and the contradiction contradict one
another, with the result that the contradiction remains unresolvable
while at the same time the self is prevented from transcending it.

The strategy of either/or in which either the contradiction or the self
is to be affirmed is unsuitable because it involves a one-sided affirmation
or a one-sided negation, the former ending up in negation, the latter in
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affirmation. Nor is it any help to appeal to a relationship of both/and
wherein both are simultaneously affirmed. The only relation left is that
of neither|nor, in which the self does not stand opposed to the contradic-
tion nor the contradiction to the self, but negates the self by means of the
contradiction, so that at the same time as the self is extinguished in the
negation, the contradiction is also extinguished as that which opposes
the self. Converted into the neither/nor relationship, both self and con-
tradiction cease to be contradictory opposites. “Death-in-life”” and
“living as one who has died” cannot survive in a self-consciousness
based on a universal principle of self-identity that unites life and death
into one. It is not something that can be reduced to a simple bot//and.
There is no other standpoint from which authentic action is possible
than that of neither/nor, of neither death nor life.

The nothingness on which this neither/nor is grounded can never be
intuited as a self-identity. Through action based on faith and performed
in obedience to Other-power, one’s resurrection and return to the world
(gensd) is witnessed to, and in this the self-consciousness of nothing-
ness is realized. This is the true meaning of such expressions as “living
in death” and ‘‘acting as one who has died yet lives.”” Here, self-
consciousness of nothingness consists entirely of action-faith-witness. It
is a self-consciousness based not on the continued existence of the self
but on the passing away of the self. It is a self-consciousness established
in the witness of a self that lives as it dies. Even though the self has been
restored to life, this does not mean that life reappears after death to
replace it, as it is the wont of analytical thinking based on the principle of
identity to suppose. The dialectic of death and life consists rather in this,
that just as death does not follow life but is already within life itself, so is
life restored within death and mediated by it. The point at which the
mutual transformation of life and death takes place is not a universal
locus where death and life together are subsumed into a relationship of
bothjand. It is rather in the dynamic of the neither/nor itself, in the very
transformation itself.

If we may compare the standpoint of both/and to a mathematical
integral, that of neither/nor is like a differential. In general, the differen-
tial is what determines the direction of a tangent in relation to any curve
(with the exception of special cases such as the Weierstrassian curve).
That is, it is common for functions in general to possess derivative
functions. The presence of the integral, however, is limited only to
special kinds of functions. The possession of an integral is not regarded as
a quality of a function in general. Only in special cases is there a solution
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to differential equations. Integral sections, too, can be realized only in
special cases; in general, time cannot be embraced in spatial areas.
Philosophically speaking, the Dedekind cut, which constitutes the con-
ripuity of an irrational number, signifies a dynamic function of trans-
formation combining the two parts of a complete series of numbers by
dividing that series into two parts in a contradictory way. This in turn
suggests that the Dedekind cut cannot be grasped through the image of
space as a self-identical locus. That the continuity of an irrational num-
ber cannot be produced by a transfinite aggregate is comparable to the
fact that in physics, fictional displacement cannot be reduced to a ge0-
metrical figure. Philosophically this can be interpreted as demonstrating
that transformation in these two cases is based on self-consciousness in
action and not on the intuition of a comprehensive locus. 50, too, self-
consciousness based on practice does not emerge by sormething past and
previously existing being intuited all at once like a spatial configuration.
It is rather a restoration to nothingness of a self emerging from the
transformation of death into a present full of the hope of future resurrec-
tion. In other words, it is the self-consciousness of death.

The unity of nothingness here is the transformation of a neither/nor
in which there is no both/and at all. It is witnessed to only as the
resurrection of a believer who has truly carried out the action of death
and submitted obediently to Other-power. The resurrection takes place
and practice is carried out without any locus-intuition of nothingness as
the self-identity of contradictories. Instead, nothingness is manifest in
the self-consciousness of a self that dies to itself and passes away in
becoming a medium for Other-power, yet through that very mediation is
preserved in being and returned to the world as “empty being.”” For
those who do not exert themselves in the act of dying their own death,
nothingness is no more than a hollow word. In fact, it becomes being for
them. This is why such as these insist on their own action-intuition as the
self-identical ground of their practice. But in their case no transfor-
mation of practice takes place because the action of death is absent. Only
one who carries out one’s own death can witness to and become self-
conscious of nothingness.

Death-and-resurrection witnesses to nothingness and is brought to
self-consciousness only for persons of action-faith. Witness to nothing-
ness is not the sort of thing that can be intuited as a ground, or locus, of
practice. Such a view is pure illusion in that it interprets practice not as
the action of Other-power through which the self dies and comes to
nothingness, but as a function of the life of self-power that gives form to
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existence as an expression of oneness with existence. In such a viewpoint
there is neither authentic action (gyd) nor nothingness. Even though it
may use the words “nothingness’ and “practice,” this viewpoint is con-
cerned with “‘making” being, fashioning it into an expression of life, and
as such it remains diametrically opposed to the nothingness that prac-
tices the action of death.

If terms like “living in death” and “becoming as one who has died
yet still lives” are given the meaning just described, it is obvious that
more is involved than the direct negation of life through its contradic-
tory, death; or of death through its contradictory, life. The either/or
position that looks on life and death as opposites in order to affirm one
and deny the other is not the standpoint of neither/nor 1 have been
arguing for here. Whichever side one takes, there is no avoiding death.
Nor is the standpoint of both/and, which brings life and death together
in coexistence in order to effect an affirmation of life, what is called for.
Only the absolute negation of “‘neither life nor death” will do. It is not
only that life is negated by death and thereby extinguished but also that
death is transformed into life through death-and-resurrection and thus
ceases to be a death opposed to life.

The true meaning of absolute nothingness is contained in the famous
saying of Kanzan (Egen, 1277-1360), “‘For me, there is neither life nor
death.” Living in death and dying while alive means renouncing the
either [or opposition. Moreover, it means renouncing the transcendence
of the opposition through an bothjand in which life and death are
embraced as one. This is not what is meant here. It simply means
performing the neither{nor action of transformation in which life and
death cease to oppose one another. It means being able to say with Egen,
“For me, there is neither life nor death.” Such an experience is not a
locus that can be intuited as the performance of action. Even the locus of
nothingness, insofar as it exists outside of and previous to action, is not
nothingness but being. The nerther/nor is brought to faith-witness (shin-
sho) only in accord with action (gvd). Belief accords with action in the
sense that the performance of action presupposes it. But to be brought to
faith means that the self becomes a mediator of nothingness and as such
ceases to be. It would be impossible for us to have genuine faith in Other-

power by maintaining the self through direct affirmation. In faith, the
believer must submit to what is believed, and therefore dies in faith and
is resurrected in faith. In intuition, the intuiter and the intuited are
brought to unity, a unity consisting in the self-identity of both/and.

Even in the case of a mysticism like that of Plotinus where we see
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the twofold orientation of self-transcendence (Ekstasis)—the ascent of
the soul and the descent of the One—fuse together, we remain within
the standpoint of being, of “‘making” and “‘expressing,” insofar as such
mysticism is based on intuition and not action performed through the
mediation of negation. In other words, in place of the neither/nor of
nothingness, we are still at the level of the both/and of being. It may be
called nothingness, but it is no more than a nothingness for reason,
signaling no more than a transcendence of all predication.

An example of this is to be seen in what Christian mystics, after
Plotinus and under his influence, spoke of as “godhead.” What they
meant was not absolute nothingness but the very opposite: absolute
being. From this viewpoint all beings in the world could be considered
emanations of being itself. Instead of seeing reality as “empty” (sin-
yatd), as being that mediates nothingness yet is itself neither being nor
nothingness, reality is mistaken as something relative and incomplete,
part being and part nonbeing.

Even if the concept of emanation found in Plotinus is taken not as a
one-directional emanation—as it usually is taken—but as a mutual
mediation of two opposing orientations, it still does not bring us to the
manifestation of nothingness through death-and-resurrection. For such
mysticism, mediation can only indicate the fact that self-power and
Other-power flow together and cooperate: jiriki-qua-tariki and tariki-
qua-jirtki. This sort of mediation may be considered as belonging to a
more concrete and advanced stage in comparison with the one-
directional doctrine of emanation or the doctrine of creation, where
individuals, which are manifold and relative, are dissolved in an absolute
One, resulting in the loss of the mediative function of One-qua-many
and absolute-qua-relative, so that the absolute One becomes impossible.
Even so, this does not yield mediation through self-negation or death,
and relative, manifold beings are not yet regarded as the subject of
an egoity grounded in evil. Evil is therefore reduced to a mere privation,
and the good is thought to be achieved through a restoration to self-
identity rather than through a transforming negation.

As a result of this way of thinking, the death on the cross and
resurrection lose their significance, and yield the ascendancy to the
aesthetic standpoint of pantheism. It seems to me that the current
emphasis on faith, as represented in the dialectical theology of Ccrisis,
maintains its special character through registering strong disapproval of
such a tendency. Its standpoint is similar to that of metanoetics in that it
pursues the neither/nor to its consummation and needs to be firmly
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distinguished from the intuitional standpoint of both/and with its prin-
ciple of self-identity. This is the very distinction that Kierkegaard was at
such pains to draw between the religious and the aesthetic. In religious
faith, the defining feature rests in the Great Nay—gua—Great Com-
passion, where absolute nothingness is realized through absolute contra-
diction and disruption, that is, in the absolute crisis out of which relative
beings are resurrected. In intuition, there is no such experience of Great
Compassion. The self does not perform its own death in and through
metanoesis (zange) but continues to live through its own ““making,” so
that there is no cause to feel gratitude for having been resurrected. The
self dwells in a state of aesthetic enjoyment. On the one hand, therefore,
we have a standpoint of death and nothingness; on the other, a stand-
point of life and being. Metanoetics sides with the former and against the
latter.

On the basis of what has been said so far, let us return to consider the
special traits of the self-power school of Zen Buddhism with its injunc-
tion, ““Above all else, the Great Death!” Is it truly capable of bringing
the negating transformation of faith to fulfillment? Or does its achieve-
ment of sator? by self-power merely degrade the transformation of Great
Nay—qgua—Great Compassion into something like the intuitive union of
mysticism?

There is no doubt that, among the sects that base themselves on
salvation through self-power, Zen differs from other schools of ““gradual
enlightenment’ (zenkyd) in that it renounces speculative ontology as a
way of deliverance, whereas the zenkvd schools in general are inclined to
pursue such a course. Convinced that the existence of the self provides
the sole key to deliverance, Zen concentrates its entire effort on attaining
Buddhahood in enlightenment. Its concrete approach to the problem of
deliverance reminds us of the similar position taken by existential phi-
losophy against general ontologies. Moreover, Zen is unigue in its use of
the kdan as the means to enlightenment. From a philosophical stand-
point, we must make every effort to come to grips with this approach,.

As noted above, the consideration of kéan in Zen Buddhism repre-
sents a way to absolute negation corresponding to absolute critique in the
field of philosophy. Anyone who has ever come in touch with the core of
faith along any philosophical or religious path can appreciate at once how
the seeker for absolute truth, driven to the extremity of the dilemma of
absolute critique, runs into the wall of absolute contradiction where the
conversion to resurrection is experienced after the manner of the Zen
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saying: “‘Hanging from the edge of a precipice, one lets go and is im-
mediately brought back to life.”

The heart of Zen discipline lies in realizing one’s own Buddha-
nature. This is what is known as “‘seeing into one’s nature” (kenshé). All
sentient beings are in their original nature Buddha. At the moment of
awakening, one becomes the Buddha that one is, while a mere sentient
being is a Buddha that has gone astray, Buddha and sentient beings relate
to one another as water to ice. At first glance, sentient beings seem to
stand in diametrical opposition to the Buddha, but in fact both share the
same nature. Death as a sentient being is none other than life as Buddha,
There is nothing like resurrection here, and hence no sense of gratitude
to the Great Compassion. Since the Buddha is seen to be “the self’s own
original countenance,” there can be no question of the sort of personal
relationship we find in the Shin Buddhist notion of Amida Nyorai
Buddha. It does not confront the self because it already is the self.

If we may employ the notions of “in-itself” (an sich) and ““for-
itself” (fiir sich) in this context, the relationship of the Buddha to
sentient beings remains at the stage of in-itself, that is, of self-identity. It
is not yet at the stage of for-itself with its self-negating rransformation.
Where the elements of opposition and conversion are clearly present, as
in faith in Other-power based on the Great Compassion, we may more
properly speak of a for-itself mode of the absolute. But in Zen, which is
based on kensho through self-power, it seemns more fitting to speak of an
in-itself mode of being. Of course, Zen also demonstrates a for-itself
mode in the sense that it stresses the “discrimination of nondiscrimi-
nation.” Still, at the conceptual level, Zen shifts to the in-itself mode by
preferring a “nondiscrimination of discrimination,” leaning inevitably
in the direction of the principle of self-identity.

Seen from the stance of the for-itself mode, the in-itself mode must
appear debased and abstract, but this is altogether natural and inevitable,
like a scale leaning toward its heavier side or water seeking its own level.
Even though sentient beings are originally Buddha, Buddhahood con-
tains within itself the inevitable tendency to degrade itself to the level of
sentient being. This is precisely what radical evil means. But Zen puts
the emphasis not so much on this inevitable degeneration as on the in-
itself mode of the original Buddhahood of sentient beings. T'o be sure,
enlightened deliverance is never in-itself but always for-itself. That is,
satori belongs to the “discrimination of nondiscrimination.” Zen’s ex-
hortation to others to the attainment of sazors and its advice on progress
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along the path to enlightenment dispose it to see the path as open and
accessible to all, and hence to lay the stress on self-identity and the in-
itself.

Moreover, this tendency follows naturally from Zen’s preferential
concern for saints and sages rather than the ordinary and ignerant, for
saints and sages belong to an in-itself mode of being that recognizes the
original Buddhahood of the self and thus have no need of the love and
compassion of Other-power. They are able to penetrate the self’s true
nature by self-power and the self’s own freedom, to dwell in the tran-
quillity of unrestricted freedom of the authentic self. This is why the Zen
Buddhist locates the most important aspect of human religious existence
in the elemental fact of resting at home, eating when hungry, and
sleeping when weary, which are also the essential marks of the wise and
the holy.

Tt is not the place of ordinary, ignorant persons like me to disapprove
of these higher spiritual states. I can do no more than admire them ‘a‘nd
long for them. The saint or sage may of course accuse me of a lack of falt‘h
in my own Buddhahood, but I am at a loss as to what to do about this
unbelief of mine, since it is the very thing that makes me the ordinary,
ignorant person that I am. Even though I can understand intellectually
that the self’s true countenance is none other than the Buddha himself, I
cannot witness to this out of my own experience. However many tears 1
shed over my unenlightened state, and however overwhelmed with
shame I become for my own powerlessness, I remain utterly incapable of
penetrating my self’s true nature. It is only in acknowledging my state
without arrogance and submitting myself to it in shame that the miracle
of belief in and ‘witness to my powerlessness and ignorance are overcome
by the absolute, even though I remain just as before. This is what I rpean
by metanoesis (zange), through which I feel myself allowed to participate
to some extent in the spiritual state of the saints and sages.

The way of zange does not—as is the case with the way of sator:
of saints and sages—enable the self to be absorbed into the absolute
through exaltation into an in-itself mode. But it does enable the self to be
transformed into a new being within the absolute in a for-itself mode, so
that one is allowed to exist by the grace of Other-power and to cooperate
as the mediator of the absolute. Metanoesis is action performed by the
self, but at the same time it is the practice of abandoning the self. Hert.lcc‘e,
it originates in the Great Compassion of Other-power. Nevertheless, it is
actually the self that submits itself voluntarily to Other-power and
performs this action. Paradoxically, metanoesis both is and is not the

ABSOLUTE MEDIATION IN METANOETICS 171

action of the self. As mediated by absolute nothingness, it is action
without an acting self. In this we see the for-itself mode of the absolute
unfold. It is a self-consciousness of the absolute through action in which
the action-faith-witness of the relative is revealed.

While Zen Buddhism is based on the “discrimination of nondis-
crimination,” and thus belongs to the for-itself mode, its tendency to the
in-itself mode is inevitable, given the limitations of the relative beings
that engage in it. Still, it cannot be overlooked that the sage or the saint
is apt to stay at the level of an in-itself and to adhere to the principle of
self-identity without facing its original for-itself mode. Zen Buddhism,
which discloses its true countenance in the fact that “Mind, just as it is,
is identical with the Buddha,” can immediately be converted to “Neither
mind nor Buddha.” Its basic characteristic, therefore, lies neither in
idealism nor in pantheism, but in self-consciousness of nothingness
realized in action. For this reason not only the religion of Other-power
and “‘returning to the world” (gensa), with its view of the enlightenment
of all sentient beings through a process of reciprocal help (this is what is
referred to as the “‘solidarity” or ““communion’’ of Existenz), butalso the
philosophy of gensé must acknowledge the distance of metanoesis from
Zen. There is no question but that the in-itself tendency of Zen Bud-
dhism runs the risk of falling prey to unmediated self-identity. For the
fact is, the principle of “Above all else, the Great Death!”’ often degen-
erates into a mere notional slogan, and religious action fails to be mediated
by the rational seriousness of ethics, lacking the mediation either of the
powerlessness of the self that is awakened in the confrontation with
ethics, or of the radical evil that is hidden in the depths of the self. When
this happens, Zen has recourse to its affirmation of daily existence
through such things as “dressing, drinking, and eating,” but only rarely
concerns itself with ethical questions related to society or the nation.
Such expressions as ““The mind in everyday life is the way of truth” and
“No-occurrence (bug?) is the noble mind” tend to become abstractions
whereby religious truth is seen merely from the 656 approach aimed at
nondiscrimination, with the result that the gensd approach aimed at
discrimination is easily overshadowed. The sage who stops short at this
point advances no further than the aesthetic enjoyment of the Taoist
hermit. Both the sage and the hermit, despite their best efforts to
transcend the ethical, can only end up in a state of nature that is in fact
sub-ethical.

It seems to me that what is original about kéan is not that they treat
trivial matters of daily life or flights of imagination, but that they bring
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their practitioners to the limits of reason and ethics by means of abso?ute
critique, and in this way are able to accomplish a “‘realization of reality”
(genjo-kéan) and inspire a more concrete attitude toward the rﬁftum
(gensd) to historical and social reality. If the purpose of Zen discipline is
the realization of practical subjectivity in actual reality, I would argue
that there is good reason to regard metanoesis as one method of practic-
ing Zen. At least this is the case for those like me to whom the path of
sages and saints is closed and who must walk the way of metapoems. B}l’t
in spite of this similarity to Zen, metanoetics differs in virtue of its
being a for-itself mode.

When we examine the Other-power sect of Nembutsu Buddhism,
we find that its strong emphasis on the personal relationship between
Amida Buddha and sentient beings, which is a relationship of “for-
others,” is a belief largely supported by myth where self-consciousness
based on for-itself mediation is no longer possible. Metanoetics wards
off this orientation, thus positioning itself midway between the in-itself
of Zen and the for-others of Nembutsu Buddhism. It is neither one nor
the other, and yet participates in both of them in virtue of its for-itself
stance.

This stance of metanoetics is of special significance in that it makes
possible self-consciousness of the absoluteness of the absolutc? on WI}iCh
religious belief is grounded. As mentioned above, the doctrine of .Z‘en
with its exhortations of “Above all else, the Great Death!” often slides
into the in-itself mode of ‘“Mind, just as it is, is identical with the
Buddha.” Within itself Zen harbors the constant danger of falling into a
mere play of ideas and “mere talk about Zen” (%010 zen). This results
from a tendency to unite the absolute with the relative on the basis of the
principle of self-identity. Where this is the case, there is room ‘left for
entering into death, the function of which is to separate the relative and
the absolute from each other, but no room left for talk of opposition and
transformation. . ‘

1t is difficult to deny this propensity of Zen for self-identity in an in-
itself mode. To do so, on the one hand, is to misunderstand Zen by
forgetting that only when one practices Zen in its authentic form can onle
come to and speak of the supreme realizarion of its truth as we find it

expressed in the poem:

How splendid it is:

Even as one lives, to become as one dead,
Completely dead,

And to work as the heart desires!®
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Yet how many pitiable and shameless deeds have been performed by
people blindly imagining themselves free to do as they please, turning
from the supreme truth to a secular and relative one! This results from
the mistaken view that the absolute and the relative penetrate each other so
fully in self-identity that there is no room left for death-and-resurrection
to enter in and unite them on a level deeper than the level of their
separation and mutual opposition. The relative is thought to participate
in and penetrate the absolute, or even to become identified with it, sothat
the sense of the true absolute that is brought to faith-witness through the
act of self-negating transformation, where the relative functions as the
mediator of the absolute and according to which the true absolute can
never be manifest in this world, falls from view. The true absolute is lost
altogether not only with respect to genuine action but also with respect
to the faith that arises only at the limits reached by the absolute critique
of reason.

Impelled by logical necessity arising from the antinomy of human
reason—that is, by the inevitable twofold need for union and repulsion
between the universal and the individual—1I have often maintained that
the sole way to overcome this antinomy is to elevate oneself to a position
that is entirely beyond all discursive thinking and consideration, and
then to submit oneself obediently within historical reality to what is
given and determined. I now recognize that even this standpoint, like
Zen’s emphasis on the Great Death above all else, still carries the defect
of reliance on the principle of self-identity and thus falls into mere
idealism, unable to overcome the demands of relative subjectivity, For
even when relative beings are exhorted to abandon their relativity and to
resign themselves to the absolute, this absolute remains only something
conceived of as absolute by relative beings, a simple subjective postulate
that we have no evidence for regarding as a manifestation of the absolute
itself. In general, any absolute that is postulated on the part of relative
beings cannot escape this limitation.,

At the same time, to the extent that the relative and the absolute are
merely opposed to each other in a “for-others” mode, the relative cannot
sustain its existence as a relative, nor can the absolute manifest itself in its
absoluteness. This urges on us the need for the third mode of the “for-
itself,”” which is neither ““in-itself” nor “for-others.”’ Yet even with this
third standpoint, there is no way to prove that it is the standpoint of the
absolute, since human being is relative being and not absclute being.
From time immemorial, mystics have sought to attain entry into and
union with the absolute. The fact that Eckhart conceived of the re-
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lationship between the godhead and the soul not in terms of unitas but
as a unus is simply the consequence of his longing for a concrete union
that would admit of no separation between the two. This is the reason
that the concept of “ecstasy”’—in the sense of an ek-stasis or standing
apart from oneself—came to signify the state of rapture. No matter how
fervently one longs for union with God, of itself longing can never
provide assurance of such union. (Here we may leave aside cases of
pathological subjectivity such as we find in certain female mystics seized
by hallucinations in a fit of abnormal physical excitement.)

The mark of genuine mysticism consists rather in this: that the
demand for divine transcendence as something infinitely high and per-
fect, without the slightest taint of relativity whatsoever, becomes more
conspicuous as the demand for union with God, which is the counterpart
of the demand for transcendence, becomes stronger. The demand for the
“in-itself’” mode of self-identity and the demand for the “for-others”
mode—where absolute and relative are separated from each other—
combine warp and woof to produce the essential pattern of mysticism.
Mysticism is further characterized by the fact that its demand for divine
absoluteness and the demand for divine infinity and transcendence
combine with yet another demand: that God embrace within himself and
unify all relative beings so that all opposition between the relative and
the absolute disappears. Because it involves the experience of bringing to
unity these contradictory and opposing demands, mysticism abounds in
mystery.

In the case of the mysticism of Plotinus, we find a successful unifi-
cation of aesthetic intuition and rational speculation wrought through a
dialectical logic. As a whole, his thought represents a consistent and
admirably harmonious system. After its introduction into Christianity,
however, Plotinus’s thought underwent a change. The principle of
matter, which he had taken simply as the principle of multiplicity before
the One, as the being of nonbeing, was transformed into something
personal and rebellious, the principle of the flesh rebelling against God.
Accordingly, the existence of human beings as finite and relative beings
came to be set at a greater distance from and in stronger opposition to the
absoluteness of God, at the same time as their demand for union with
God grew more intense.

Christian mysticism is thus marked by the same tension between
negation and affirmation that we find in metanoetics. Indeed, to one
degree or another, metanoesis became one of the dynamic factors in
religious mysticism. It is present, for example, in the system of Eckhart,
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the most profound and coherent system of mysticism constructed in the
Middle Ages. In his remarkable interpretation of Eckhart, Rudolph
Otto has argued that the key to understanding his thought lies in grasp-
ing the idea of “possessing God.” It is the possession of God and
intimate communion with God that gives meaning to authentic human
existence. The starting point for this cooperation and union with God
lies in concentrating the mind firmly on God, to which God adds the
transforming power—that is, the power of metanoesis—but only for
the truly sincere. Purified and intensified, this transforming power of
metanoesis becomes a power of the will, which is why the soul can be
spoken of as a ““second God.””* Otto’s interpretation makes it clear that
the first step of metanoesis lies in conscientious self-reflection on the part
of the sincere and serious soul, and that for those who lack such sincerity,
metanoesis fails to provide a turning point for conversion and salvation.

At the same time, metanoesis does not come about merely as a result
of self-reflection carried out under self-power. It suffices to ensure
conversion and salvation only when the Other-power of the absolute is
performing the work of transformation. Metanoesis is not simply a
process of human consciousness, not merely an intellectual dynamic
within consciousness brought about through the self-power agency of
the soul. It is not through a mere idea but through a real power that the
soul is converted and turned in a new direction. Accordingly, metanoesis
may be termed an inner action determined by Other-power. But the real
power of this Other-power does not simply function from without as a
“for-others.” In that case, metanoesis would degenerate from an inner
activity into an outer dynamic. In order to be true inner action, what is
determined by Other-power must at the same time be brought to self-
consciousness through an act of self-determination: the real power from
outside must simultaneously constitute the spontaneous ideal element of
self-consciousness. This is why metanoesis must be a “‘real-ideal.”” This
is what we have called its “for-itself” quality. Hence the concentration
of the self-conscious soul is at the same time a mediating factor in the
absolute transformation of the absolute which converts relative beings,
through the mediation of their self-power, into a mediating element in
the absolute’s own self-negation, that is, its compassionate activity. In
this way, the real existence of Other-power is transmitted to the ideal
activity of self-consciousness.

All of this shows why metanoetics must needs arise as something
on the one hand belonging to the self-consciousness of a relative being, and
on the other resulting from the transforming power of the absolute
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(tariki-ekd). In metanoetics, this relationship of opposition and medi-
ation between the relative and the absolute in which the two are neither
identical nor different, neither one nor two, comes about through trans-
formative action. This quality of neither/nor is something metanoetics
has in common with Eckhart’s practical mysticism, in contrast with
Plotinus’s contemplative mysticism which shows rather the quality of
bothjand. Nevertheless, to the extent that Hckhart’s standpoint is a
mysticism, and hence distinguished from metanoetics, it cannot free
itself completely of the contemplative tendency. In addition to lacking a
sense of sin, as Otto clearly points out,” Eckhart is unable to pursue a
radical metanoesis, and in this he shows a greater similarity to the Zen
way of jirtki (self-power) than to the Nembutsu way of reliance on tarik:
(Other-power). Distinguishing between the sacramental mysticism of
traditional Catholicism and the dialectical approach of the German
school of mysticism, Rosenberg and others have pointed out Eckhart’s
conformity to the latter in his inclination toward the free and noble
human person. Clearly this suggests Eckhart’s approach is closer to self-
power than to salvation based on Other-power, and more sympathetic
to the self-enlightenment of saints and sages than to the metanoetics
performed by the ordinary and ignorant.

Eckhart’s idea of soul and godhead united in a relationship of “‘one-
ness”’ does not amount to a mere identity of the two, even though it does
set up a tension between them so that they are neither one nor two. The
simplicity of ““oneness’ he stresses contrasts with a notion of unity that
presupposes more or less separate terms. Hence his notion of “oneness”
does not signify a union in identity but a oneness existing within dy-
narmic tension, a crisis of separation and isolation.

This becomes easier to understand if seen in the light of Otto’s subtle
and perceptive reading of Eckhart in terms of a parallel passage from
Paul’s epistle to the Philippians. With the aim of clarifying the ““for-
itself” structure of the reciprocal mediation of metanoesis and salvation,
we may cite the passage in question: “work out your own salvation with
fear and trembling; for God is at work in you, both to will and to work for
his good pleasure” (Phil. 2:12-13). According to Otto, the words are
altogether contradictory if judged in terms of ordinary logic. For if God
always acts in such a way as to redeem some and condemn others to
damnation voluntarily——namely, according to a willfully predestined
plan which, as Paul believes, has been established before all worldly
ages—and remains immutable, unmoved, and unaffected by anything
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whatsoever, then what is the point of the admonition to “work out your
own salvation with fear and trembling”’? This admonition demands that
one exert all of one’s willpower and courage to the utmost. But if
salvation is predestined by the voluntary will of God, then why should
such an exertion of self-power be necessary?

According to Otto, what Paul really means by these words is that
we ourselves should become what it is our eternal destiny in God ro
be, so that the fact that, in advance of our choice, we are eternally
predestined, selected, called out, and justified by God alone becomes
precisely what we choose for ourselves.® For Paul, what is eternally
predestined and justified is not a matter of some purely abstract idea
conceived within God, but an actual reality hidden from the world. In
this enigmatic logic, we see that what is fact from all eternity in God, the
eternal determination of a divine decision (no doubt Paul himself be-
lieves this fact to belong to the eternal, unchangeable essence of God), is
precisely what we of ourselves accomplish through our own decision and
action. Hence we are admonished to act with fear and trembling since if
we did not, we would have to assume full responsibility for our failure.
Those who are eternally redeemed and whom even Satan is unable to
snatch from the arms of God are the truly helpless sinners who are in
need of the grace of salvation.” By restoring compatibility to this appar-
ent contradiction in Paul, Otto tried to explain Eckhart’s idea of freedom
in the “soul of the noble person® and its complete unity with God in
terms of a dialectical logic wherein the two contradictory factofs are
charged with tension and crisis. On this point Otto’s interpretation of
Eckhart gives us a clue to explain the mediatory relationship of mutual
self-negation that obtains between metanoesis and salvation.

The really enlightening part of Otto’s interpretation consists in his
location of the core of Eckhart’s mysticism in the transformative power
of the godhead through which human subjects can come to metanoesis.
Under Otto’s influence, 1 am persuaded that there is a coincidence
between Eckhart’s mysticism and metanoetics with respect to the for-
itself structure of self-consciousness. This is not to say that there is
anything like a complete identity or absolute parallel between them. As |
stated earlier, insofar as the former is mysticism, its immediacy or in-
itself character of intuition and contemplation necessarily implies a
tendency toward the unity of identity, with the result that the spiritual
aristocracy of Eckhart’s ““noble person” takes on the sense of the self-
power freedom of saints and sages. In this, he stands diametrically
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opposed to Other-power metanoetics. It is within these limits that we
may interpret his thought metanoetically, and even then not without
reservations.

It is also possible to approach Eckhart’s thought from the opposite
angle and see it as a “philosophy of freedom” that has nothing at all to do
with metanoetics. In this regard we may mention K. Oltmanns’s Meiszer
FEckhart,® which was published after Otto’s study and is a no less valuable
piece of work in its own right. In contrast with Otto, Oltmanns sets out to
interpret Eckhart from the standpoint of Heideggerian existentialism,
and ends up finding nothing in Eckhart’s thought that inclines it toward
metanoetics. Indeed, her book gives the impression of interpreting
Eckhart mainly in order to confirm Heidegger’s philosophy. Thus it is
only natural that Eckhart’s thought should be expounded as a theory of
human existence based on a self-power freedom whose absolute actual-
ization is God. The self-power existentialism she develops is the very
opposite of Other-power metanoetics, and as such orients her in an
altogether different direction from Otto. This shows how Eckhart’s phi-
losophy is actually susceptible to conflicting interpretations. T'o repeat,
it is only within certain limits that Eckhart’s thought coincides with
metanoetics, beyond which elements at odds with metanoetics have to be
acknowledged. In terms of both similarities and contrasts, however, the
comparison gives shape to problems of great moment.

So far I have attempted to explain absolute mediation by Other-
power chiefly in terms of similarities between metanoetics and Eckhart’s
thought. We may now take the equally important step of turning to
another aspect of his mysticism which is completely opposed to meta-
noetics. This should enable us to recognize those features that distin-
guish metanoetics from the action-intuition of mysticism. On the one
hand, we have an intuition of the union of the divine and the human
wrought through self-power; it is based on the freedom and self-reliance
of the sage and the saint. On the other, we see a circular movement

charged with the tension and crisis of zange; it is based on conversion and
salvation of the ordinary and the ignorant through Other-power. The
philosophical character of the former resides in an in-itself action-
intuition that experiences absolute truth in everyday life, while the latter
insists on the necessity of a for-itself mediative action that realizes truth
through revolutionary praxis. It is no exaggeration to say that the prob-
lem this presents is so important as to affect the very life and death of
philosophy: in the final analysis, metanoetics is a mode of being that is for
itself and in crisis, revolutionary and circular.
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As noted above, Eckhart’s thought agrees with the philosophy of
metanoetics to the extent that it recognizes the divine power of meta-
noesis as mediating salvation and transformation, but directly opposes
metanoetics to the extent that it asserts freedom through self-power and
regards self-reliant nobility as deliverance, which it proclaims as a com-
munion and union of the divine and the human in the form of the birth of
the Son of God in the depths of the soul. In order to distinguish the two,
[ have outlined the scope of their similarity and opposition by drawing
a clear dividing line between them. As far as Eckhart’s thought is con-
cerned, these two contradictory aspects actually function as comple-
mentaries. They are not bound and coordinated to each other as if repre-
senting distinct realms, but rather interpenetrate each other so as to
form a dialectical unity in dynamic tension. This means that in his
thought the factor of metanoesis and transformation and the factor of
self-reliant freedom oppose and penetrate each other as transcendent
and immanent. For metanoetic conversion to take place, the element of
spontaneity and freedom should be present. It is through this spontane-
ity that metanoesis can direct its mediation toward transformation and
salvation. Without it, there would be no transforming mediation. If
metanoesis is actuated entirely from the standpoint of self-power, or
self-reliant freedom, it cannot establish communion between the divine
and the human, that is, the power of mutual transformation between the
self-renunciation of the soul and the self-generation of God.

If we grant that Eckhart’s theory of deliverance is not a mere self-
consciousness of idealism but represents a mediated synthesis of on-
tological realism and self-conscious idealism expressed in terms of the
birth of the Son of God, there can be no doubt that the freedom of self-
power and the transformation by Other-power must “co-respond” to
each other and penetrate each other. This is why, despite the fact that
Eckhart is generally regarded as the main source of German idealism, his
thought is thoroughly dialectical and cannot simply be identified with
idealism. The element of realism is clearly present as a negative mediat-
ing factor of idealism. In other words, his thought consists not only of an
ethics and a doctrine of salvation but also of an ontology that mediates
between the two.

Inacomparison of Eckhart’s thought with Kant’s doctrine of radical
evil, these traits stand out more clearly. In his theory of religion, Kant
maintains that it is not through human self-power but through the
transforming aid of divine grace—through a “revolution of sentiment
(Gesinnung)” —that radical evil can be transformed into the good, and
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the sentiment toward the good be recovered in the rebirth into a new life.
Thus, in Kant’s view, by means of a “higher grace unfath‘omabiﬁ to
human beings” and working as Other-power, it is possible after g revo-
lution of sentiment for self-power to renew its ability to actualize the
“ought” and make gradual improvement toward the good. .

Despite the dualistic unity this sets up between salvat‘lon by sglf—
power and salvation by Other-power, or between revolgtlon and 1.m-«
provement, it is clear that the Kantian revolution of sentiment rema'ms
idealistic, a matter of “‘sentiment,” because it lacks a selfunega.tmg
dialectic within this unity and lacks ontological reality. At the same time,
the Kantian concept of Other-power is not sufficiently mediated by self-
reliant freedom and spontaneous self-consciousness. In short, Kant’s
theory of religion stops short at a synthesis of a critical philosophy that
adheres to idealism and a realistic ontology required by transcendent
religion—a synthesis that does not yet fully attain the level of dialectical
mediation. In my view, the revolution of sentiment should not be on.]y a
matter of disposition and feeling, but should be based upon bf:mg.
Moreover, the basis of this being must, at the same time, be medlatgd
and subjectified by the freedom of spontaneous self-consciousness. It is
for this reason that the transformation of the subject, consisting of a
reciprocal mediation between being and self-consciousness, may nbe
called ““inner action” (smnere Handlung). I would argue that the Kantian
revolution of sentiment should be such an “inner action” wrought by the
mediation of being—qua—self-consciousness. In Kant’s theory of re-
ligion, however, this dialectical mediation is prone to drive a Wedge
between idealism and realism, and it is difficult for the revolution of
sentiment to reach self-consciousness as a negative mediation brought
about from the standpoint of inner action—a defect which it inherits by
virtue of belonging to the line of critical philosophy and which has
passed down to modern philosophies of religion of Kantian stamp. '

1 am firmly convinced that the key to solving this problem rests with
the dialectic of twofold mediation. It was Schelling’s theory of freedom
that perfected this tool. This is why it is regarded as a further develop«
ment of Kant’s philosophy of religion. The only difficulty is that in
Schelling’s thought a speculative construction reminiscent of Greek
ontology is so predominant that the aspect of his philosophy we Warft to
consider as a development of “inner action’ in faith-witness recedes 11‘1t0
the background. Its speculative character sets it in direct confrontation
with the self-conscious characteristic of existential philosophy.

As we have already seen, Eckhart’s standpoint places him in the
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latter camp, whence it is natural to expect a dialectic centered on a
mutually mediated transformation of being and self-consciousness. In
Eckhart, the work of ontological transformation performed by Other-
power and the self-consciousness based on the freedom of self-power
interpenetrate while maintaining their opposition. If we may identify the
former element with metanoetic transformation and the latter with the
self-consciousness of self-reliant freedom, Eckhart’s thought arises at
the very point at which the two elements mediate each other negatively.
If either is missing, the dialectical structure cannot stand. In this sense
Otto’s interpretation—which puts metanoetic transformation at the
center—and Oltmanns’s existential reading—which regards self-
conscious freedom as the main axis—need to mediate each other dialec-
tically. Neither interpretation is of itself sufficient to grasp FEckhart’s
spirit, and yet neither seems to have realized this dialectic.

There is no question that Otto was correct in Iocating the core of
Eckhart’s mysticism in an act of mediation based on metanoetic conver-
sion. But he has failed to work out the implications of this act of
mediation, and thus does not bring Eckhart’s thought completely into
line with Paul’s “twofold faith’ discussed above, wherein the dynamic of
faith overcomes crisis in a radically dialectical manner. Instead, Otto
simplifies the dualistic elements in Eckhart’s thought into a “twofold
intuition” of mysticism, and reduces the tension in polarity to the level of
a subjectivity of irrarional introspection, finally ascribing it to a “feeling
of numinosity” which he sees as the essence of religion. In following this
procedure, Otto inevitably overlooks the ontological features in
Eckhart’s thought, internalizing the dialectic to the point that the real
Other-power mediation of metanoetic conversion gets lost. For all of its
superb insight, therefore, Otto’s interpretation moves in the wrong
direction and dissolves Eckhart’s thought into mere idealistic intro-
spection.

Oltmanns’s existential interpretation does a remarkable job of pre-
serving the element of dialectics and succeeds in bringing systematic
unity to Eckhart’s thought in a coherent treatment grounded in existen-
tial ontology. Nevertheless, her standpoint of self-power and absolute
human freedom leads her to identify God with actual reality and to lose
sight of the metanoetic element in Eckhart’s thought as it is awakened
within the existential self-consciousness by a transcendent transforming
power in order to become a mediator of Other-power. This flaw in her
Interpretation also blinds her to the authentic ontological nature of
existential self-consciousness in Fckhart’s thought, which she treats
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from start to finish in terms of idealistic self-consciousness. In this way,
the dialectic in her interpretation is diluted into a form of idealism. No
doubt it is due to the strong influence of the atheistic existentialism of
Nietzsche and Heidegger that Oltmanns swings her interpretation to-
ward an anti-Christian position based on self-power similar to what we
find in Zen Buddhism. This gives it an element of what Hegel called
“unhappy consciousness,” devoid of hope in transformation or salva-
tion.’? In this regard, Oltmanns’s effort to interpret the relationship of
God and the soul in terms of the “‘analogy of being” is far from dialec-
tical. For all the attention this gives to the independence of relative
being, does it not in fact pursue the idealistic goal of identifying the
transcendent One and relative Existenz analogically?

The negative mediation of dialectics, or the relation of interpene-
tration in mutual transformation, is in essence the exact opposite of the
analogy of being. The absolute transformation of dialectical nothingness
does not simply set nothingness over against relative, finite understand-
ing as a transcendent being that snrpasses the predicative “‘thusness”
(Sosein) of being. It is a nothingness of absolute negation and absolute
transformation for which relative being always serves as a negative
mediation. Both absolute nothingness and relative being belong to a
mutual mediation as opposites that negate each other, as correlatives that
diametrically oppose one another. Even in the case of Plotinus’s further
development of the Aristotelian idea of God as being into the idea of God
as the One that completely transcends being, we still come up short of the
concreteness of Eckhart’s idea of God. For him, God does not surpass
being but reveals it as absolute, as a self-consciousness—gua—generation
that always and everywhere mediates relative being. The eye of self-
consciousness with which God sees God is the same eye that holds all
things in creation by seeing them. Apart from this generative act of
seeing creation, therc is no self-generating life in God. This is what
Eckhart means by revelation. In revelation, God consummates the
divine for-itself. Here “‘egressus est regressus” and motion is stillness. In
a word, time and eternity become one.

In contrast with ancient Greek ontology, which considers time to be
a shadow of eternity and places emphasis not so much upon what is
movable as upon what is immovable, we have here a Christian type of
mediatory thinking based on revelation. Eckhart’s thought must not be
turned into a mere ontology in neglect of this fact. Without strictly
preserving the relation of transforming mediation, a mediation of nega-
tion in which God and humanity suffer together, there can be no gospel
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of salvation. This negation is the mutually self-negating transformation
of absolute nothingness and relative being, the exact opposite of the
analogy of being in the sense that the terms in relationship continually
repel each other as well,

Absolute nothingness cannot simply be identified with a transcen-
dent being that rises above the totality of being and becomes accessible
to self-transcendence after it has reached its limit on the way of spiritual
ascent. Since absolute nothingness is nothingness, it contains within
itself the negation of being. Nothingness cannot become manifest as
nothingness without a self-consciousness of the determination of being
as the self-negation of nothingness itself. The self-revelation and self-
consciousness of God is also dependent on a self-negation within the
finitude of being, in particular the finitude of human being. But at the
same time, the soul within which the revelation of God takes place must
consider God as its own ground. The eye of God that sees the human
soul must be the eye of the soul that sees God. Each of them, God and the
soul, sees its opposite in the other in the act of becoming conscious of
itself. Furthermore, through this reciprocal transformation of self-
consciousness, the eye of God and the eye of the soul merge into one,
This is why we may speak of the eye of God as dual. It is impossible for
nothingness as the negation of being to be conceived of in terms of the
being of beings. The analogy of being simply does not apply in this case.
It was because Oltmanns’s dialectic lacked the transformative dynamic
of Other-power vis-a-vis Existenz that her interpretation of Eckhart was
forced to turn itself into a theory of the analogy of being. As we shall see,
this points to a limitation within existentialism as such.

Speaking first more broadly, we may say that the ontology of Western
philosophy in general has inhibited the full development of dialectical
thought by conceiving of the absolute in terms of being (even when it was
a question of the loftiest transcendent being). Only in the Mahayana
doctrine of emptiness (Sinyatd) is the absolute so thoroughly dialectical
that the negative mediation of absolute nothingness can be brought to
term. Relative beings, which function as mediators of the emptiness of
absolute nothingness, are not allowed to rest in the immediate tranquil-
lity of being but are to negate themselves as “phenomenal beings” (ke).
Only when they have been restored through the negation of negation to
become mediators of the absolute can they find the self on the middle
path of ““true emptiness, wonderful being” (shinkii-mydu). Even though
this relationship of mediation through emptiness orients absolute noth-
ingness on the one hand, and relative beings and being on the other, in
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opposite directions, by being transformed into one another they inter-
penetrate and establish a relation of dialectical unity in dynamic tension.
This relationship is much closer to an ‘“‘analogy of nothingness” than it is
to an analogy of being. It is precisely because of this analogy of nothing-
ness that the Buddhist doctrine of emptiness is able to carry the dialectic
successfully to term. To the extent that the analogy of being is a direct
contradiction of the analogy of nothingness, it can lead only to the sort
of negation of dialectics that we find in Oltmanns’s interpretation of
Eckhart.

If we now turn our attention from ontology in general to the stand-
point of existentialism as an ontology of self-consciousness, we are able
to see how Oltmanns’s interpretation exposes the limitations inherent in
existentialism. It will also help us to see the weakness of atheistic doc-
trines of deliverance based on self-power. As we saw earlier in touching
on Kant’s theory of religion, which rends the system of idealism asunder
by pointing out its limitations, Kant held that the radical evil of human
nature can never be overcome by the self’s own power, since the very
proof of its radicalness consists in the fact that it has already eradicated
one’s disposition toward good. Only a higher power unfathomable to us
can evoke the revolution of sentiment needed to convert us away from
this evil. Without the aid of this Other-power, the human freedom of
self-power is closed off to us. But it is precisely this that logic cannot
grasp with its principle of identity. Only the dialectic of reciprocal
mediation can bring about self-consciousness of the fact that the real
grace of Other-power is activated through the spontaneous freedom of
self-power, and conversely, that the realization of human freedom in
self-power becomes possible only through the assistance of Other-
power. By means of this dialectic we are able to understand jiriki-qua-
tariki and tariki-qua-jiriki.

Kant was confronted in his theory of religion with this problem of
the dialectic of mediation and came close to acknowledging its validity.
In the end, he lacked the means to develop it in a positive form and was
compelled to content himself with the negative admission of the limita-
tions of human reason in the face of radical evil. To break through this
problem dialectically, one must perform for oneself the action of trans-
forming mediation and bear witness to “the aid of Other-power” —qua—
“the realization of self-power.” Existentialism would appear to be headed
in this direction, and to that extent its standpoint is possessed of a
dialectical structure. At the same time, to the extent that it remains at its
present level of awareness and obstructs its own path by ignoring the
transforming mediation on which its'own standpoint is based, existen-
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tialism cannot succeed in bringing self-consciousness of this dialectical
structure to term. By persisting in its adherence to the principle of self-
power, it forsakes, for-itself self-consciousness of the transformative
mediation of Other-power for a self-consciousness of the autonomous
spontaneity of self~-power.

Itis unfortunate that, despite the laudable consistency of her method
and the meticulousness with which she carried it out, Oltmanns got
caught in such a one-sided existential interpretation of Eckhart. The
fault lies in the fact that her existentialistic standpoint was too abstract.
Still, it is worth nothing that both Oltmanns’s and Otto’s interpretations
not only represent noteworthy contributions to scholarship on Eckhart
but have each suggested close parallels in Eckhart’s thought to metanoe-
tics and the theory of freedom. This may have led me to venture too
deeply into details regarding Eckhart, but my point was only to clarify
structural similarities to metanoetics.

As Otto’s interpretation has shown, Eckhart’s doctrine of salvation
argues for a mystic notion of essential simplicity based on a twofold
intuition—that is, the oneness of God’s eye that sees God, and the
oneness of God’s eye that sees all the things of the world—in terms of
which God and all things unite in the birth of the Son of God in the soul.
This leads him to the conclusion that divine salvation is not a matter of
grace but of natural necessity based on an identity between God and
nature. This prevents the metanoetics contained in Eckhart’s thought
from unfolding to the full, so that salvation through the Great Com-
passion of Other-power gets displaced by the freedom and deliverance of
self-power. This makes it easy to see how Oltmanns’s existential inter-
pretation should have grasped only half the truth of Eckhart.

Delacroix’s well-known Essai sur le mysticisme spécutatif en Alle-
magne au quatorziéme siécle'® presents a balanced, clear, and reliable read-
ing of Eckhart. The work’s success seems to stem from the fact that
while Delacroix clearly recognized the two opposing tendencies ir;
Eckhart, he was able to see how they came together in Eckhart’s mysti-

cism. He depicts the noble human soul as a mountain standing tall and
firm under a gentle wind, and details the process of self-consciousness in
which the soul shakes off its various attachments to transient things in
self-abandonment and self-detachment on its way into the deepest re-
cesses of the soul, until at last it breaks through the essence of eternity at
the very foundations of self-awareness and there kindles the spark of the
go%heai. In reading it, I could not help feeling the closeness of Eckhart
to Zen.

Because of my difficulties with Middle High German, I have not
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read Eckhart in the original. But a reading of Biittner’s two-volume
translation into modern German has filled me with admiration for the
depth of thought to be found in such pieces as ““Vom Schauen Gottes
und von Seligkeit” and “Vom Gottesreich: Ein Sermon,” *# the lattelf in
particular for its treatment of the role of Other-power in transformation
and conversion. There Eckhart argues that for the soul to break through
to the eternal essence of God, an experience that he refers to as a “‘second
death,” the same inner action of self-power is required as with its “first
death” in which the self dies to itself and to the world by renouncing all
attachment to temporal things. But for the soul to receive the light of the
godhead in the second death, another power is required in addition to
self-power: the transcendent Other.’® As Delacroix has pointed out,'* we
have to do here with a unity of action and intuition: the transforming
element of action and the unitive element of contemplative intuition fuse
into one. The similarity to the convergence of practical mediation and
contemplative union in Zen Buddhism is obvious. The “death in the
Lord” that takes place in the soul of the noble person is itself freedom
and deliverance. But this second death must always be preceded by the
first death of self-abandonment. Once the barriers that the creature
erects to separate the soul from God have been removed through the first
death, the soul can die the second death in God of breaking through its
selfhood and returning naturally to the godhead. Conversely God, who
opposes the soul, breaks through God, returns to the godhead, and
renders the soul capable of restoring itself to life. The first death is the
death of the soul before created things; the second, the death of the soul
before God. By overcoming its opposition to the godhead in the second
death, the soul is resurrected in the spark of the godhead and sponta-
neously displays its own divinity. This is its deliverance. It is rather
similar to the Zen idea that by putting the Great Death above all else and
dying to oneself, one lets go both of oneself and of the Buddha whom one
has been seeking, thereby reaching the state of “no-Buddha.”

This profound insight of Eckhart’s recalls Dogen’s concept of noth-
ingness. Ddgen prefers the doctrine that all sentient beings are without
the Buddha-nature to the doctrine that all sentients Aave the Buddha-
nature, arguing that neither sentient beings nor Buddha-nature ought to
exist:

It is not that sentient beings are from the first endowed with the Buddha-nature.
Here the essential point is: even though you seek the Buddha-nature hoping to
endue yourself with it, Buddha-nature is not something to appear now for the
first time.*®
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Dogen clarifies the wondrous nature of the mutual transformation
through which a sentient being realizes its Buddha-nature and the
Buddha-nature realizes itself in the sentient being’s performing the
action of its own nothingness in and through the realization of the
nothingness of the Buddha-nature.

It is through the realization of nothingness, then, that soul and
godhead are restored to unity. Eckhart says that God extinguishes God
in the soul,*® that the soul returns to God in empty being, and that God
demands that the soul let go of everything, including the soul’s own God.
Here again the insight is close to Ddgen’s thought. Both of them regard
the state of mind of forgetting God or the Buddha as deliverance or
salvation. For Eckhart, this locates godhead beyond any kind of being in
which God preserves the opposition of being between God and human-
ity, bringing it close to absolute nothingness. At the same time, the
freedom of the soul becomes a ““doing of nondoing” in which the soul,
abandoning God and all concern with God, practices its own truth
unreservedly. ;

Eckhart’s mysticism displays exact parallels with Zen Buddhism
here on two important points. First, in spite of being a mystic, he
maintains a strict and sober doctrine that brings to self-consciousness
the freedom of the noble person’s soul, which is altogether different from
fanciful and sentimental types of mysticism. And second, both are based
on an action of self-power that is the exclusive property of brave and
noble persons of profound wisdom. The one notable point of contrast is
that while Eckhart harks back to the tradition of Western philosophy
and elaborates a uniquely consistent form of philosophy, Zen offers a
unique method and discipline for bringing satori into the everyday
realities of life. In terms of fundamental spirit, however, the strong
similarity remains, We see this in the fact that although mysticism in the
West represents a continuous tradition of wide-ranging intellectual
variety that continues right up to the present, Eckhart’s mysticism
differs from all other forms in virtue of its proximity to Zen as a unity of
action and intuition. We may say that both share the same fundamental
feature of being doctrines of deliverance and freedom. But for this very
reason it should not escape our attention that Eckhart’s thought remains
bound to the same limitations of self-power as Zen. This has been the
main focus of my attention here.

Zen’s insistence on self-salvation is guilty of a certain circularity in
the sense that while its doctrine of putting the Great Death before all else
is a method for the wise and saintly to reach enlightenment, these latter
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are able to practice the doctrine precisely because they are already wise
and saintly. Or in other words, they are able to awaken to the nothingness
of the self precisely because in attaining genuine self-consciousness they
are already the Buddha. This circularity is ongoing, self-identical, and
in-itself, in contrast with the disjunctive and discontinuous for-itself
mode of self-consciousness which is brought about through faith in
Other-power as a transformation wrought through the merit-
transference (ekd) of the Great Compassion. This is why I have argued
that Zen is always in danger of getting stuck in the merely subjective and
immanent.

Let the wise and the courageous be as subjectively confident as they
may that the freedom they exercise through self-power is at one with the
autonomous being of the absolute—there is no way this conviction can
be confirmed objectively. Let the ordinary and commonplace believe as
they may that they are participating in objective truth when, having
driven their rational capacities to the limit, they cast the self aside and
submit to the facts of reality just as they are—there is no way for them to
escape the bounds of a subjective belief that gainsays objective proof.

The same holds true of practical reason. Try as we may to free
ourselves from the bondage of our particularity by dying to ourselves, we
cannot dispel the doubt that the death we die falls short of confirming our
intention—indeed, that it may only demonstrate how much we still cling
to our particularity. Even should we die sacrificing our life for an ideal,
the doubt lingers: are we not merely defending a particular self enslaved
to anideal? I's the mere fact of having died a martyr’s death any proof that
in clinging to its convictions the self does not remain as deeply rooted as
ever? Even a death in the name of God or Buddha does not ensure that
one has truly died to God and let go of the Buddha. The tenacity of egoity
can never be avoided in any act brought about directly by will. This is
our radical evil. We may speak of overcoming it through satori or self-
awakening, but precisely because it is radical evil we are powerless to do
so. If this evil is to be uprooted through self-power, it can only be
because this self-power originates in the liberated freedom of divine
reason.

"T'o focus more closely on the problem of death, consider the state
of mind of the brave warrior who joins a death squad and goes off to
die in battle, serenely composed. This seems not unlike the state of
mind of one wise and saintly who has attained the liberation of self-
abandonment and is able to say, “For me, there is neither life nor death.”
This disposition is commonly spoken of as one in which ““life and death
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are one’”’ (shdji~ichinyo). It is not, of course, that life and death have been
compared and found to share the undifferentiated identity of a common
genus. Quite to the contrary, it means that they penetrate each other at
alevel where there is neither life nor death, in the absolute detached state
of “having no-thing by nature.” It is the state of mind of those who have
themselves become God or Buddha. For myself, { can only stand before
these wise and brave persons in admiration and awe. T'o my shame, I
must confess that theirs is a way closed off to me. This does not mean that
it is altogether impossible for me even to brepare myself for death. At
times I, too, have risked the sort of actions that can be performed only by
one who is ready to die; but it has never occurred to me that in so doing
I have experienced a state of mind that | could describe in terms like
“For me, there is neither life nor death.” This sort of ethical position
arrived at through the efforts of self-power has nothing to do with what
is called “the continuous state of true mind (shonen-sozoku).” It is no
more than a special situation arising intermittently at times of Crisis.

Neither before nor after—and indeed not even during—such critical
situations is radical evil ever eradicated. Only when the darkness has
been vanquished by metanoesis and transformed into the light of Great
Compassion like a sort of differential point, only when the darkness itself
has become a medium for sparking that light, is the Great Compassion of
Other-power witnessed to in a standpoint of action-faith corresponding
to the self-power of ethics. In Zen the situation of differentiation-qgua-
nondifferentiation is described as “Light and darkness, side by side.”
The light of Great Compassion is rather a “shining darkness” and the
instant of ethical action a “spark in the darkness.” In that sense it is fike
“Light and darkness, side by side’” preceded by aminus sign. The point
of speaking in symbolic terms is to show that while the one is related to
the freedom of the sage, the latter belongs to the metanoetics of the
ordinary and commonplace individual. Those who rely on an ethics of
self-power and vet, because they are unable to maintain 2 “continuous
state of true mind,” find themselves within the darkness of radical evil ar
every moment of their action, must, as Kierkegaard has shown, keepina
state of perpetual repentance. This ongoing metanoesis gives rise neither
to integral continuity nor to simple discontinuity, but to a differential
transformation where light and darkness stand side by side. This is why I
have insisted that metanoetics is the basis upon which an ethic devoted
10 genso through action-witness of the Great Compassion becomes
possible.

Here the impossibility of death through self-power is mediated
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by Great Compassion through the boundlessness of metanoesis and
stimulated to the point of conversion into a spontancous possibility,
What self-power cannot accomplish by itself is made possible when the
grace of Great Compassion manifests itself in response to one’s self-
abandonment through metanoesis, which in turn manifests itself in
response to the grace of Other-power. In this way, the reciprocal medi-
ation between the absolute and the relative is brought to fulfillment in a
circular movement that involves a “‘returning’ for both. I use the term
“fulfillment,” but this should not be understood in the sense of a static
state of perfection. It rather points to an unending process in which each
completion represents a new beginning and each development a return
to the source. Metanoesis is simply the axis on which this reciprocally
transforming mediation turns. It is not a mere psychological pheno-
menon only incidentally related to ethics and religion. As Kierkegaard
has made clear, repentance is the fundamental and defining quality of
ethics for the human person who, as a finite creature, is incapable of
breaking away from bondage to original sin and radical evil. It is itself
symbolic of the finiteness of ethics.

Through its fundamentally metanoetical character, ethics is led to
confess in shame and rernorse to its own powerlessness to stand steadfast
in autonomy. At the same time, absolute dialectics requires that the finite
should serve the infinite in a mediatory role. In mediating the absolute
through metanoetic confession of its own finitude and powerlessness, the
relative ethical subject cooperates to make manifest the absolute noth-
ingness of religion. Religion mediates itself to ethics through metanoesis
in order to actualize an absolute mediation of absolute-qua-relative.
Metanoesis is both the gate through which ethics passes over into religion
and the axis around which religion converts to ethics.

Thus, metanoesis is really a kéan mediating a dialectical transfor-
mation between ethics and religion. It is only through metanoesis that
ordinary sentient beings, the finite and relative subjects of ethics, are
received into the grace of God or the Buddha and thereby restored to life
as coworkers of God or the Buddha, without ceasing to be the ordinary,
ignorant persons they are. In metanoesis relative, finite beings forsake
the vanity of aspiring to identity with the infinite and the absolute.
Conscious of their own finitude and relativity, they abandon their claim
to existence through self-power. This enables them to participate in
nirvana without being released from bondage to worldly passions (bon-
n6). They no longer need trouble themselves over the limitations of self-
power and bondage to finite subjectivity. Metanoetics turns all of these
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limitations into mediators for manifesting the infinite. Metanoesis can
rransmute even its own impurities and imperfections into a medium for
the manifestation of the absolute. Through zange the ordinary and
ignorant are allowed to cooperate with God to the same extent as the wise
and heroic. Metanoetics is conscious of shame and preserves a sense of
humility, and yet knows peace of heart.

Even though by myself I am unable to come to the point of being able
to say, “‘For me, there is neither life nor death,” metanoesis enables me
to participate in the absolute even as I am overwhelmed with shame and
repentance for my own powerlessness. Through it I come to absolute
submission—the submission of living life to the full and dying death to
the full. The state of mind in which one realizes this truth is never free of
suffering, and yet even suffering itself becomes a state of spiritual peace
full of joy and gratitude. The poison of radical evil and the thorns of
anguish are withdrawn, while evil and anguish themselves are trans-
formed into incentives for a life of compassion through the operation of
the Great Compassion of Other-power which converts them without
taking them away. Terms like “the lotus in the fire” (kachiiren) and ““the
lotus blooming in the mud” (odeige) are fitting descriptions of this
process.

But because this transforming mediation is always transforming and
always mediative, it is always brought about in action, not in intuition.
Metanoesis is not an in-itself mode of being with an inner tendency
toward self-identity, but a for-itself mode of being that mediates be-
tween the opposites by generating them from within itself and restoring
them to unity in the absolute through their mutual transformation. The
conscicusness that grounds this in-itself mode of action-transformation
is faith and witness: a coming together of the way of ascent and the way of
descent. Unlike the in-itself immediacy of intuition, faith-witness sets
up a dynamic circularity in which a leap ahead is also a step back to the
immovable source. This is what is meant by action-faith-witness.

When Zen emphasizes the importance of faith and witness, it is in
order to distinguish its standpoint of the identity of action and con-
templation from one of merely static contemplation. Faith, of course,
bespeaks an attitude of trust in which one entrusts oneself to what is
transcendent; and witness, a consciousness of the immanence of what is
transcendent. But from its standpoint of immediacy and identity, Zen
naturally equates faith with witness as the two faces of practice and
discipline. In Zen, action, faith, and witness become one. But what this
gives us is not the transforming mediation of a for-itself mode but the
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unity of an in-itself mode. For this reason, to speak of practice and
discipline, of faith and belief, or of witness and sator: is all the same. Each
of them subsumes the others into itself. In the for-itself mode of meta-
noetics, however, the three elements are mediated by one another so asto
form a sort of trinitarian wholeness. Here we cannot speak of any one of
thern necessarily subsuming any other into a unity. By beipg di§tin~
guished from one another, they are able to determine a relationship of
mutuality.

These, then, are the differences between the in-itself and the for-
itself modes of being, between the unity of identity and transforming
mediation. Although the two converge in their concern with action and
transformation based on absclute nothingness, Zen cannot escape its
tendency to mysticism by reason of its insistence on in-itself unity. And
in any event, Zen differs from the transformation by Other-power of
metanoetics insofar as it agrees with self-power doctrines based on a
theory of freedom. We must not overlook the difference between the
standpoint of the wise and heroic and that of the ordinary and ignorant.

Before embarking on an explanation of Shinran’s doctrine of the
three stages of transformation, which represents a consummate tr'eatm-
ment of the latter standpoint, I should like first, by way of introduction,
to take up the idea of salvation expressed in Pascal’s Pensées.

Chapter 6

From Pascal to Shinran:
Metanoetics as
Absolute Genso

Pascal’s Pensées and metanoetics contrasted - The mediating role of
thought in salvation - The essentials of Shinran’s theory of the three vows -

The relationship between 656 and gensé merit-transference - The absolute
genso of absolute mediation - The relationship of the Tathdgata to the
community of Buddhas and sentient beings + “From truth to upaya,” “from
upaya to truth” - The philosophical significance of the gensé ideal

Like Kierkegaard, Blaise Pascal has had a profound influence on modern
philosophy of religion. Few thinkers can rival his penetrating insight
into the suprarational nature of faith and the experience of conversion
through love and grace that passes beyond the limits of human ratio-
nality in order to lead to faith in God. Itisa simple matter to find traces
of zangedo in his Pensées. It is clear that the metanoetic impulse played a
major role in leading him to conversion and that he was fully conscious
of this. Even in his final years as he drew nearer to death, and despite the
loftier heights and more profound depths of saintly purity toward which
his life ever moved, one theme remained constant in his prayer and
repentance: his ties to the world. Even though these ties had been
reduced to the slender thread of an attachment to mathematics, Pascal’s
passionate love of truth brought him time and again into vigorous
discussion with others, which in turn was an endless source of pangs of
conscience.

From the biography written by his sister, we know that after Pascal’s
coversion, prayer and repentance were the main elements of his religious
life. For instance, we read in his Pensdes:
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Instead of saying: “If God were not merciful, we should have to make every
effort towards virtue,”” we should on the contrary say that it is because God iy
merciful that we must make every effort.!

This is precisely what I have been speaking of in this book. But if one
were to ask further whether the core of his thought in the Pensées is
strictly identical with metanoetics, the answer would have to be in the
negative. This is in no way to cast doubt on the authenticity of his faith or
to accuse his thought of being shallow. Nothing could be further from
the spirit of metanoetics. Quite to the contrary, it seems to me that Pascal
was such a pure and noble spirit by nature that he would never have felt
the inner impulse to metanoetics. Metanoetics is the way of the ordinary
and the foolish, not that of the holy sage of pure and noble spirit.
Metanoetics is the way of Other-power; the latter belongs to the path
of self-power.

Like Pascal, Spinoza took his start from Cartesian philosophy, pass-
ing beyond it to attain purity of heart and nobility of mind. There is, to
be sure, a striking contrast between Spinoza’s pantheism and Pascal’s
theism, as also between Spinoza’s adaptation of geometrical methods
and Pascal’s depreciation of Pesprit de géomérrie. 1t is clear that when
Spinoza, unlike Pascal, rejects repentance as reduplicated powerless-
ness,? he is doing so in sympathy with Descartes’s conviction that human
emancipation is to be wrought by the perfection of intellect. Here we see
an attitude to wisdom and intellect that is fitting for the sage but is the
exact opposite of metanoetics. Pascal’s famous “wager’”? retains the
quality of decision by self-power, and therefore shares in this standpoint
of the sage and the saint, despite its similarity to the core of conversionin
faith as a transformation by Other-power. One may also take his original
doctrine of probability* as further evidence of self-power.

In addition to passages like that cited above, however, there are clear
traces of the dominance of Other-power in Pascal’s religious thought.
We see this for instance in his emphasis on faith as something bestowed
by God,® and in his remarks that “we are satisfied the moment we give
will up,”® and that “God makes simple people love him and hate
themselves.””” For all that, the fact that he repeatedly speaks of the
significance of learned ignorance as the ultimate knowledge of human
existence, and of self-consciousness as that which accounts for the
grandeur of being human,® betrays an unmistakable tendency to self-
power. This is also decisively manifest in the fact that his Pensées were
drawn from material prepared for a massive unfinished work on apolo-
getics, intended as a verification and vindication of religious truth in the
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way of positive (self-)affirmation, which runs counter to the obedience
and submission through self-negation of metanoetics. It is only natural
that in his apologetic writing, as in the Pensées, certain metanoetic
elements should be included. But on the whole, it is hard to see how
apologetics can be carried out properly in a spirit of metanoesis. The
reason is this: apologetics consists in the positive attitude of a direct
affirmation of one’s religion, while the religious attitude of metanoetics
inclines toward the passive negativity of humility and obedience.

Besides this formal distinction between metanoetics and the thrust
of the Pensées, there is a difference in content that stands out no matter
how closely the two approach one another. This difference becomes
more apparent and concrete the closer we look at the Pensdes. It is
commonly acknowledged that Pascal’s chief concern there is to establish
an anthropology based entirely on the contrast between “the misery of
humanity without God” and ‘‘happiness of humanity with God,” an
anthropology whose apologetic function is to vindicate the truth of the
Christian religion. In classifying the stages of human existence from an
anthropological viewpoint and characterizing each stage in terms of the
ascending rungs of a ladder, Pascal does not view God as Other-power
that descends from above to the human stage. This would break the
continuity of the hierarchy of the ascent from misery to felicity and
reverse the direction of the stages in such a way that the human indi-
vidual would be made to respond through action in faith-evidence (shin-
shd) to the mediative activity of the absolute. Even though Pascal’s stages
of human ascent can be given religious significance by its association
with the divine, his anthropology remains contemplative in the sense
that God is considered only from the immanent standpoint of human
existence and is not confirmed through an action-faith (gyd-shin)
prompted by a transforming transcendent power. Pascal’s standpoint is
that of the sage and the saint who aims at unity with God. His anthro-
pology is designed to make intelligible the contrast between the misery of
humanity without God and the happiness of humanity with God in order
to effect a conversion from the one to the other through an intellectual
awakening. As a result, his anthropology lacks the concreteness necessary
for a doctrine of salvation. In this it differs altogether from metanoetics,
which deals with self-consciousness in concrete subjectivity.

A brief word about the essence of Pascal’s anthropology. In his early
period of concern with epistemological problems, Pascal distinguished
between esprit de géomérrie and Pesprit de finesse, the object of the
former being universal truth demonstrable by reason, and that of the
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latter, individual value apprehended in the form of an immanent under-
standing of heart and feeling. In his later period, he divided human
existence into three stages: (1) a material, corporeal existence that be-
longs to the order of the intellect and is the object of [esprit de géométrie;
(2) an order of the heart, a realm of individual value and teleology
apprehended by lesprit de finesse (and which is in turn divided into three
stages); and (3) an order of grace situated above the order of the heart and
corresponding to divine providence.® Given his religious viewpoint, it
stands to reason that he should set the order of grace higher than the
teleological realm in such a way as to stress the overall transcendence and
independence of religion. Teleology belongs to the natural order since it
is the object of Pesprit de finesse, of le coeur, or in Kantian terminology, of
“the reflective judgment” of feeling. In this way, Pascal established
providence as the foundation of all teleclogy.

The faculty of believing in divine providence is what Pascal calls
pensée de derriére, by which he understands the power of insight to grasp
raison des effets. This latter lies behind the teleological order of nature
and hence cannot be reasoned out from the teleological standpoint as
such. With good reason Chevalier stresses this point, which he refers to
as “Pascalian dialectics.” Raison des effets cannot supply a given fact with
sufficient reason in a direct and affirmative way; yet to negate the fact
would run counter to teleological order as such. Hence we have no choice
but to describe the rationality of the fact indirectly, from the viewpoint
of its effects. In this sense pensée de derriére is “hind-thought.” This
corresponds to providence, to an order of grace higher than the order of
teleology with its head-on approach. Its pensée de derriére is believed
indirectly, through negation. The dialectic is clear here, particularly in
Pascal’s insistence that one’s learned ignorance (the self-consciousness
of ignorance and misery) is at the same time one’s greatness.’® This
reversal belongs to divine providence® as it is ascribed through raison des
effets,’® and is also evident, we may suppose, in his assertion that the
recognition of one’s misery through pensée de derriére™ brings one great-
ness.** This means, however, that one who believes in God and thus
contemplates the world in terms of the order of grace is able to effect the
transformation of the misery of “being without God” into the happiness
of “being with God” within the realms of thought. This is also implied in
Pascal’s celebrated image of the “‘thinking reed” in which the human
being is transformed from weakness into greatness like a reed.*®

But is it really possible for thought to transform a human being?
Anyone possessed of such power would have to be a holy sage, not an
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ordinary, ignorant person. As one who clearly belongs to the latter class
of human beings, whose thought is able to reach no further than the gejf;
consciousness of my own miserable state, I stay put and do not ez;g e~
rience the transformation into greatness. This is testimony 1o };n/

ignorance, in the face of which I have been forced to relinquish my
qualifications as a philosopher. However much shame this brings mey
however painful the confession, it is my destiny from which I Canno;
escape and for which I have no excuse. For me, the very idea that
“thought” should have the power to transform one’s being is no more
than the ideal of the wise and the holy, an “ought” that cannot become
real for me. It is forever an “ought” of self-power, not the manifestation
of Other-power. Ignorant and ordinary man that I am, I cannot share
with Pascal in the glory of the “thinking reed.” For one of such rare
genius, such saintly purity of heart, and such a noble mind, it is hardly to
be wondered at that thought could reach such heights of lurninosity, |
regard this as evidence of his wisdom as a holy sage. In contrast, I lack
the wisdom of his thought and his freedom from suspicion and doubt.
This I regard as evidence of my own folly.

Hence Pascal’s understanding of thought as the agent for human
existence to transform itself and my advocacy of metanoetics as the
mediation of absolute transformation rest on different standpoints.
Zange is not to be seen as “thought” but as action, and not as the mere
action of self-power but as the action of Other-power, one moment in the
trinity of action-faith-witness (gyd-shin-shé). It is not a matter of self-
power, but points to the activity of absolute mediation which can coordi-
nate both self-power and Other-power mutually by converting the
former to the latter and thus make transcendent, absolute nothingness
manifest, It is for this very reason that we speak of metanoesis in terms of
action-faith-witness to a real transformation brought about by the
natural spontaneity of Other-power.

In contrast with the self-consciousness wrought in thought of
Pascal’s learned ignorance, which experiences a continuity of ego before
and after conversion, metanoetics is a consciousness of death and resur~
rection: the ego is given up once and for all, but this initial negation is
then transformed into new life as a manifestation of Other-power. As a
medium of Other-power, metanoesis is also an activity of self-power
needed to solicit the activity of Other-power. In this mutual mediation
the absolute shares in the suffering of relative beings who are subjects of
metanoesis and brings them the grace of salvation through its unfailing
compassion and support. Seen in terms of this salvific mediation, a
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confessed sin is no longer merely sin, but becomes a medium of grace.
This is why we may speak of a felix culpa or *“‘the grace of sin.” Referring
to the tragic event at Rajagrisa, Shinran notes that

Devadatta succeeded in persuading King Ajatasatru to commit a deadly crime,
Thereupon, Sikyamuni came out into the world to make the mind of Vaidehi
turn towards the Land of Peace and Happiness.*®

And elsewhere Shinran observes that we are destined to enter into
membership in the realm of mrodna without extinguishing our evil
passions.t”

Here we can see how Pascal’s notion of transformation or conversion
entails a relationship of ““in spite of”” that contrasts sharply with the
metanoetic emphasis on ““because of.”” That is to say, for Pascal it is in
spite of our misery without God that we achieve happiness and greatness
when we are with God. In metanocetics, however, it is because of our
misery that we are accounted great in God. Even though for Pascal the
raison des effets can be grasped as providence through pensée de derriére,
this does not amount to a recognition of the significance of sin as g
negative mediatory element. The dialectic of the pensée de derriére does
not therefore develop beyond the state of the an sich, and indeed it is only
through reflection that has reached the state of fiir sich that we are able to
understand its failure as a dialectic.

QOur dialectic of “because of,” in contrast, is based on the negative
mediation of metanoesis which qualifies it as authentic dialectics: ab-
solute negativity functioning through negative mediation as the medi-
ation of absolute nothingness. This is the difference between Pascal’s
conversion of thought and what we have been speaking of as conversion
through the action of metanoesis. Pascal’s determination of the true God
as a Deus absconditus*® who is known as unknown and unknown as
known, as well as his designations of the dualism of human nature,*® the
bond between misery and misericordia,?® the parallel between true re-
ligion and pseudoreligion,?* the blessedness of human being as lying
within itself and without itself at the same time,?* and so forth, may at
first glance appear to belong to an authentic dialectic. But there is a
qualitative difference between his self-consciousness based on thought
and the self-consciousness of metanoetics based on the transformation
by Other-power. We must be careful not to confuse the two.

Seen in this light, the “Order of Grace,” which, according to Pascal,
belongs to the highest stage of human being, remains a determination of
thought regarding the idea of providence and should not be identified
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with the manifestation of transcendent Other-power through the medi-
ation of metanoesis. His notion of grace contradicts itself no less than the
practice of the nembutsu (praise and recitation of the name of Amida
Buddha) by self-power does, as we shall see presently. The concept of
grace, like that of the nembutsu, points to a negation of the self and hence
to a negation of self-power. But if the negation of self-power is carried
out according to the principle of thought which is based on self-identiry,
and not, as it should be, according to the principle of no-self or empty
self awakened by the transforming activity of Other-power, it can only
proceed from the same, as yet unconquered self-power. The contradic-
tion is patent. In general, the unmediated contradiction of objective
being is not the contradiction of mediating action performed by the self-
consciousness of authentic subjectivity, and accordingly it forfeits its
unity as a concept. The concept so entangled in contradiction moves of
necessity toward self-negation to become the negative element of the
concrete which is dialectical in the authentic sense. Thar is to say, the
idea of self-power can only be seen as the mediating element of the
authentic membursu of transcendent Other-power, of nembutsu as a
manifestation of metanoetic action corresponding to this Other-power.
From the Pure Land Buddhist viewpoint of Other-power with its unity
of action, faith, and witness (gyo-shin-shd), the “thought” of the holy
sage, based on self-power, has to be seen as such a negative element here.,
That s, the holy sage represents the abstract conceptualization of Other-
power and serves as its negative element.

Furthermore, the true standpoint of Other-power itself is always in
danger of losing that authenticity by failing in its mediatory action (gyd)
and removing itself from the suffering of zange to the level of mere
thought. Self-power is always behind Other-power like a negative lining.
The ignorant are always exposed to the risk of regarding themselves as
wise and good and to the temptation to self-conceit. The reason is that
we are easy prey to the radical sin of selfishness. Here we see the
alienation involved in religious “thought” and concepts. When the
highly esteemed ideals of truth, goodness, and beauty lose the signifi-
cance of serving to mediate salvation and become absolutely indepen-
dent ideals, they tend in the opposite direction of hypocrisy, sin, and
ugliness. In truth they are only relatively independent and function as
mediators of absolute nothingness. Although Pascal is clearly conscious
of this in the Penseés and comes very close to the position of metanoetics,
he never quite shakes completely free from a contradiction similar to that
of the “nembutsu of self-power” in the praise he accords “thought.” As
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aresult, his dialectic ends up as a unity of thought that does not reach the
point of transforming action based on absolute nothingness.?®

Shinran’s idea of the sangantennyii (the three stages of transfor-
mation corresponding to the three original vows of Amida Buddha) as
developed in the Kydgydoshinshd seems to touch the very core of this
problem. Looking back from the vantage point of the faith in Other-
power that he had gained after wrestling with his own religious expe-
rience, Shinran leveled criticisms against the dominant mood of his
times, which was one of attachment to self-power. The final book of the
Kyogydshinshd entitled ““Hobenkeshindo’ was intended to develop this
critique, centered on an explanation of the sangantennyii.

“Hobenkeshindo” refers to Amida Buddha’s skill-in-means of using
the phenomenal world to promote his aim of saving sentient beings. In
the preceding five books of the Kyagydshinsho, Shinran explains in detail
the Pure Land of the absolute where salvation by Other-power is accom-
plished. In order to become the means for all sorts of people to be led into
the Pure ILand, Buddha manifests himself in a phenomenal, relative
world, establishing there an “‘adjacent land of updya’?* in order to take
advantage of the opportunities it affords for bringing about salvation. In
the “Hobenkeshindo™ book, the stages of religious existence preceding
the achievement of true faith are classified and ordered in terms of a
process of successive transformations. Woven into this reflection on the
respective stages leading to the world of true faith is Shinran’s critique of
the spirit of his times.

Itis worth noting here that Shinran presupposes a scheme of reckon-
ing periods in Buddhist eschatology known as the three periods of shd-
zo-matsu. The Age of Right Dharma or shd-bd is reckoned to cover the
first five hundred years after the death of Gotama Buddha. It is the
period of saints and sages of pure and noble character. The next
thousand vears are called the Age of Semblance Dharma or 26-56, and
mark the period after the loss of the Right Dharma when only its
imitation remains. The following age of ten thousand years is known as
the Age of Decadent Dharma or mappd, a great stretch of time during
which the Right Dharma has become entirely extinct and the world sinks
into sin and defilement. In this age there cannot be any saints at all. The
practice of self-power, which is the way of the holy sage, is incapable of
meeting the demands of the age and can only produce disorder. Only the
Other-power way of nembuisu has concrete relevance to the condition of
this epoch. The abstractions of thought can only serve the mediating role
of skillful means or updya for promoting this way.
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In the Sukhdvativyiha Siitra (or Larger Sutra), mention is made of
the forty-eight vows made by Amida Buddha in order to save all sentient
beings. Among these, three vows—the nineteenth, twentieth, and eigh-
teenth—are intended, according to Shinran, to show the process of
conversion to authentic faith in Other-power. The nineteenth and twen-
tieth vows correspond to the abstract stages whose respective roles are to
mediate the highest and most concrete stage of the eighteenth vow,
which corresponds to the Way of Other-power in the Pure Land. To the
extent that they assume an independent significance apart from their
mediatory role, they become a cause of sin and defilement for all sentient
beings and produce the disorder of this age. This is especially clear in the
case of the nineteenth vow, which is called the “Vow of Recommending
Purity of Heart and Establishing Bodhi-citia’ (stable religious mind
or decision), or the “Vow of Performing Virtuous Deeds.” In this vOow
Amida Buddha makes the following oath:

After 1 have attained Buddhahood, there will be sentient beings in the ten
quarters who raise the Bodhi-Mind, practice various meritorious acts, and
desire to be born in my land with sincere aspiration; if, on the eve of their death,
I'should not appear before them surrounded by a host of (sacred) beings, may I
not attain the Perfect Bodhi.?s

This suggests the ethical stage of religion in which persons try to attain
the pure absolute good by their own self-power efforts and by ac-
cumulating merit.

If they be saints, free from radical evil by nature, then all the moral
merit accompanied by their own religious vow could be the cause of their
rebirth in the Pure Land, and their pure mind, in which desire naturally
accords with moral precepts (to borrow the terms of Confucius), would
give evidence of their religious freedom. That is, their ethical ideal
would at the same time mean the realization of that ideal by their self-
power, which is identical with the achievement of religious emancipa-
tion. To this extent one may say that saints in the age of Right Dharma
correspond to this vow without qualification. One may even say, to goa
step farther, that in the naturalness of their minds there should be no
need for thought and reflection, since they would be able simply to
follow their natural desires without any pressure to do so out of moral
obligation.

But even in the purity of such saints, there might still be a tendency
to bondage insofar as they live in this world in bodily form. It is therefore
necessary for them to make their vow and to await moral perfection at the
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end of their life. Although they can be called saints, as long as they are
human it is surely more proper to speak of them in the concrete as
“sages.” The virtues and merits of the sage cannot of themselves give
cause for rebirth in the Pure Land. There is still a need for a self-
consciousness before the absolute as the principle of all their virtue and
the ground of all their merit. We see this expressed in the content of the
twentieth vow:

If, after T have attained Buddhahood, beings in the ten quarters who, having
heard my Name, direct their thoughts towards my land, plant various roots of
virtue, and desire to be born in my land by sincerely turning their merits
(towards it), should not ultimately attain Birth, may I not attain the Perfect
Bodhi.?®

Shinran refers to the twentieth vow as the “Vow Assuring the Aspirant
of the Unfailing Birth,” the “Vow of Sincere Mind and Mind to Trans-
fer,” and the “Vow of Planting the Roots of Virtue.” The reference to
the ““roots of virtue” is to the recitation of the nembutsu, which is an
expression of one’s self-consciousness of the relationship between the
absolute and the relative as the ground of all good deeds. But even
reciting the name of Amida, if performed by self-power, is no more than
conceptual thinking about planting the roots of virtue. It is of course
possible for a sage to do this satisfactorily, but in the present age, in this
defiled world of sinfulness, there is no such sage. Those who, unaware of
this fact, presume to be sages in this age are attached to self-power and
incapable of discriminating the true way from the false.

The Love of Amida is concentrated on saving sentient beings in this
sinful age, and the eighteenth vow transforms them into persons able to
perform the authentic religious action of reciting his name through faith
in Other-power. Shinran cites the vow as it is recorded in the Larger
Sutra:

If, after | have attained Buddhahood, the sentient beings in the ten quarters who
have Sincere Mind, Serene Faith, and Desire to be Born in my country, should
not be Born, even with ten utterances (of the Nembutsu), may [ not attain
Perfect Enlightenment—excepted are those who have committed the five dead-
Iy sins and abused the Right Dharma.?”

Shinran calls this eighteenth vow the “Vow of Sincere Mind and Serene
Faith” or the “Vow of Attaining Birth through the Nembutsu.” Just as
the nineteenth vow is transformed into the twentieth, so does the twen-
tieth become the eighteenth. This is the transformation referred to above
as sangantennyi. Before proceeding to a treatment of these stages of
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religious existence, let us take a brief look at the overall structure of
Shinran’s Kyagyoshinsho.

According to Shinran’s interpretation, the nineteenth vow is ex-
plained in detail by the Kamsmuryoju-kys or Meditation Sutra, the
twentieth by the 4mida-ky6 or Smaller Sutra, and the eighteenth by the
Larger Sutra. Together these three texts form the canon of Japanese
Jodoshin-shi, the Shin sect of Pure Land Buddhism. In the first five
books of the Kydgydshinshd, Shinran develops the elements that make up
the eighteenth vow. Its doctrine (kyé) is that of the Greater Sutra; its
religious action (gy6) is the nembutsu or the recitation of the name of
Amida Buddha; its faith (shin) is sincere mind and authentic faith; its
witness (sh0) is the accomplishment of two movements of the transform-
ing love of Other-power, the dsg-eké or “going to the Pure Land” and
genso-eko or “‘returning from the Pure Land to this world”; and in the
fifth book entitled “True Buddha and Land” Amida Buddha and his
Pure Land are revealed as “Infinite Life and Light.” In contrast with
these first five books of the Kydgyashinshs, the concluding book, “Hj-
benkeshindo” (““Transformed Buddha and Land of Expediency™), con-
sists of Shinran’s explanation of the nineteenth and twentieth vows. Init
he clarifies the process by which these vows are transformed successively
into the eighteenth vow.

The first stage of religious existence, according to Shinran, corre-
sponds to the nineteenth vow. As one of its alternate names, the “Vow of
Being Born into the Pure Land at the End of Life,” suggests, those in
this first stage, as persons who devote themselves to the accomplishment
of ethical ideals, must wait until the end of life for this vow to be fulfilled.
Those who wish to be born in the Pure Land mevrely by transference of
their own accumulated merits must hold fast to beliefin “resurrection by
self-power alone.” But this involves a contradiction similar to that of the
Kantian antinomy of perfect good (bonum consummarum). By doing good
a.nd accumulating merit, one cannot conform to the principle of nega-
tively mediated being—that is, of “empty being”—which brings about
birth into the Pure Land. For in so doing, one places one’s reliance on
self-power and affirms the self immediately, thus failing to function as
the negative mediating element for absolute nothingness. Only when
such persons let go of their self-affirmation at the moment of death’
and recognize the futility of self-power can they achieve the self-
abandonment that qualifies them for the hope of rebirth. It is for this
reason that Shinran also speaks of the nineteenth vow as the “Vow of (the
Buddha’s) Coming to Lead (the Aspirant) to Birth.” To speak of sentient




204 FROM PASCAL TO SHINRAN

beings entering into the ranks of sages through death means that the
conversion from the nineteenth vow to the twentieth is brought about
through the self-reflective realization that the good accomplished by
self-power is never able to effect rebirth into the Pure Land.

The nineteenth vow is thus aimed at those who seek to be born into
the Pure Land by transferring their good acts and merits. Theirs is the
state referred to in the doctrine of the “Three Minds” as eké-hotsugan-shin
or “Mind of Aspiring for Birth by Merit-transference.”” Of that, more in
the following chapter. At any rate, it has to do with the element of the
future in religious belief. But if zange, or metanoetic consciousness of the
futility of self-reliance through the performance of good deeds and the
accumulation of merits, is still unable to lead one beyond the con-
ceptualizing level of mere thought that sees the nembuisu as the principle
of all good and merit, conversion remains at the stage of the twentieth
vow of “assuring unfailing birth” or “planting the roots of virtue.” Only
under the impulse to carry metanoesis through to completion, and thus
to become fully aware of the contradiction contained in the notion of
“nembutsu by self-power,” is one enabled to break free of the deep-rooted
illusion that has held one captive and to be of Amida Buddha’s mind.
This signals conversion to the authentic faith of the eighteenth vow, thus
completing the cycle of the sangantennyii.

The import of the nineteenth vow, “‘rebirth into the Pure Land at the
end of life,” thus needs to be mediated by the confession and metanoesis
of the self-disciplined person who now realizes that he or she is a sinner
in a state of despair. Insofar as the vow is thus mediated by the obedient
despair of a religious self-consciousness that despises self-power, one
can overcome the mere thought of self-power nembutsu and arrive at the
truly religious stage of the eighteenth vow. Here self-power is converted
into Other-power, and self-negation into the affirmation of a new self.
Through this authentic metanoesis one confirms, at each moment of life
in the present, the truth that was expected to come only at death. This is
what is known as the state of “not falling back” or ““irreversibility”
(avaivartika). Since everything is here done through the mediation of
the absolute, this state allows, on the one hand, for a rebirth and resur-
rection into new life mediated by metanoesis, and on the other, for “action
in naturalness” that is an “action of no-action” or “action without an
acting self.” The former is termed sd-ekd (merit-transference on the
way to the Pure Land), and the latter genso-eko (merit-transference on
the way returning to this world.) The witness (sk6) in which the two are
brought into harmonious coincidence brings to fulfillment this eigh-
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reenth “Vow of the Inconceivable Birth” or “Vow of Sincere Mind,
Serene Faith, and Desire to Be Born.”

Since the stage corresponding to the twentieth vow represents a
necessary element of negation that mediates the way to the eighteenth,
the two are bound inseparably to each other. If one begins from con-
sciousness of the fact that the good deeds and merits one has accumulated
by self-power are all in vain as far as their ability to mediate the way to
salvation and effect rebirth in the Pure Land is concerned, and if one
then conceptualizes this self-consciousness into a norm for oneself and a
discipline for others, the nembutsu takes on the nature of an abstract idea
about the cause of rebirth in the Pure Land, and this idea ends up
becoming the principle for all good deeds and merits. But this notion of
the nembutsu is not what is meant by authentic action through Other-
power mediated by the name of Amida Buddha. Other-power is at work
in this world as the transformative power of the absolute, that is, as the
Original Vow, so that authentic faith should lead rather to action without
any activity of self-power, to an ““action of no-action” and a “transfer-
ring of no-transferring.”

When the conceptualized nembutsu is regarded as a cause of rebirth
into the Pure Land, one is still engaged in the action of an acting self,
which makes it proper to speak of self-power nembutsu. What is needed is
that one deepen self-consciousness to the point of confessing the power-
lessness of one’s own efforts as internally self-contradictory. Through
this kind of radical metanoesis, one’s nembutsu is transformed into ab-
solute Other-power, and rebirth in the Pure Land is assured. Only under
the condition of this transformation does the vow to effect rebirth
become the Buddha’s twentieth vow of “inconceivable birth” and “ac-
complishing ultimate salvation.”” Thus the twentieth vow guarantees the
fulfillment of the eighteenth vow of “rebirth through the nembuzsi’ by
mediating it. The condition of “‘sincere mind and mind to transfer”
contained in the twentieth vow is accomplished only by a “transferring
of no-transferring,” or the transferring activity of Other-power working
within and flowing forth from the bottomless depth of one’s mind. It is
the very negation of “transferring by self-power” and the affirmation of
the transferring power of Amida Buddha.

As just noted, however, even after the authentic conversion of meta-
noesis, and after rebirth and transformation into a new life has been
confirmed in pure faith, the temptation surfaces again 1o harden genuine
faith into an abstract notion that quickly contents itself with the status
quo and forgets the need for ongoing transformation and conversion.
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This is the easy-going approach to reliance on providence and updya.
One must be ever on guard against the lure of such thoughts. The
abstract conceptualization of the nembuisu forever trails the concrete
nembutsu of Other-power like a shadow, and it is only through continual
metanoesis that the shadow can be lifted. The assurance of rebirth is
confirmed only in such ongoing metanoesis. This is the import of the
twentieth vow.

In the preceding, the twentieth vow has been related to sages and the
“thought” of their self-power nembutsu. Since sages have already
reached through thought a point that the sinful and ignorant can reach
only through metanoesis, it seems reasonable to suppose that for them
the twentieth vow can stand on its own. But in this defiled mappd age, no
such sages exist. Those who forget their ignorance and presume them-
selves to be wise are easy prey to the pride and arrogance of self-
attachment, which leads them even farther away from true salvation.
Only when self-power is converted to Other-power through metanoesis
can thought take on the significance of updya. This is why the twentieth
vow needs to be converted into the eighteenth.

In terms of the order of logical development, the twentieth vow
stands midway between the nineteenth and the eighteenth: even though
it has already overcome the contradiction of seeking rebirth into the Pure
Land by the good deeds performed by self-power, it still falls short of
authentic faith in the transforming love of Other-power, so that its
conversion remains at the conceptual level of a mere ““idea” of conver-
sion. This accounts for its “in-between’ position. This means not only
that the twentieth vow functions as a negative mediating element in the
conversion to authentic faith, which corresponds to the eighteenth vow,
but also that it tends to degrade the eighteenth into the nineteenth. This
alienation from authentic conversion takes place when the transforma-
tion wrought by the transcendent activity of absolute Other-power
shirks the mediatory action of the grief and compassion in zange and
settles into the idle existence of thinking about the nembutsu. In this
sense, the twentieth vow harbors a contradiction within itself as a
negative moment in the dialectical process. If the dialectic runs its full
course, the twentieth vow will be resolved only when it has arrived at the
concrete stage of the eighteenth. But the other side of this concreteness
is the permanent hue of the abstraction of self-estrangement. Without
the continual mediatory activity of zange transforming this process, one
is forever liable to fall back into the self-contradictory thought of self-
power nembutsu, and the twentieth vow cannot help being reduced to the
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stage of the nineteenth. For even the religious action of the nembuzsu, to
the extent that it originates in self-power, cannot be anything more than
the self-affirmation of a relative being and cannot really take on the sense
of a transformation by absolute Other-power; to the extent that merits
are transferred to the Pure Land by one’s own power, they lack the
“naturalness’ (jinen-hont) of the “transference of no-transference.”

Philosophy and theology, insofar as they are both forms of immedi-
ate thought lacking the mediation of metanoesis, do not get beyond the
transference and accumulation of merits by the particular ego. In this
they are like the cultured intelligentsia in general who stop short at the
improvement of rationality. This is the very thing that we have spoken of
as the degradation from the standpoint of the twentieth vow to that of the
nineteenth. The way of the sage lures the ignorant into this pitfall. At
first, self-power nembutsu seems to conform to the “true way to the roots
of goodness and virtue” (zenpon tokuhon no shinmon) as a religious and
ethical ideal. But this ideal is in fact unrealizable, and as one comes to
reject it as such, self~-power nembutsu inevitably sinks to the level of doing
good by one’s own power in the sense of ordinary secular activities, The
only way to avoid such a pitfall is through continual zange wherein the
activity of Other-power works its transforming mediation.

As will be explained when we corme to the doctrine of the “Three
Minds” in the following chapter, Zendd’s interpretation of the ““Sincere
Mind” as the religious mind striving for the ideal of the highest good
(good conscience) is inverted by Shinran into the painful remorse of
zange for one’s sinfulness (bad conscience). This same relationship
needs to be seen functioning between the idea of doing the good stressed
in the twentieth vow and the metanoetic conversion stressed in the
eighteenth.

Thus the twentieth vow mediates the nineteenth and the eighteenth
vows through zange, thereby not only elevating the nembuisu of the
twentieth vow to that of the eighteenth but also mediating a circular
movement in which the nembutsu of the twentieth vow is degraded
to that of the nineteenth and then raised to the level of the eighteenth.
In this dynamic of ascent and descent, a spiral dialectic initiated within
religious consciousness is realized in which the twentieth vow is set
up “in between” the other two vows. This dialectical quality, which
is thoroughly self-negating, preserves a duality of affirmation-qua-
negation that keeps the circular dynamic ever in sight—something that
could not happen in a static view of self-identity. Herein lies the dif-
ficulty of passing beyond the twentieth vow. The only way to do so
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successfully is by the continual performance of zange which mediates
self-power by Other-power and transforms it by letting go of it. This i
the action-faith-witness (gvo-shin-sho) of the Original Vow of Other-
power nembutsu.

Through the element of continual zange the eighteenth vow ig
realized in action-faith-witness, so that the notional conversion of the
twentieth vow can, by virtue of transcendent Other-power, take concrete
form and bé made real as the authentic transformative activity of the
nembutsu. This is absolute Other-power at work in its characteristic
naturalness (jinen-hont). The ‘“‘sincere mind and mind to transfer,”
which is prerequisite to the satisfaction of the religious content of the
twentieth vow, is made real in the present as a purity of heart by purging
the mind of its past through zange. This is why the twentieth vow is
termed the “Vow of Accomplishing the Ultimate Salvation.” That the
guarantee of this accomplishment-—of the twentieth vow being trans-
formed into the eighteenth-—is to be found in the purging function of
zange is already implicit in the notion of the “‘sincere mind and mind to
transfer.”” It is the negative conversion of Other-power membutsu
working to transform the twentieth vow to the point that it can be ac-
cepted, in sincere mind and authentic faith, as a “‘transferring of
no-transferring.”” All of this is similar to what we find in the nineteenth
VOW.

But what distinguishes the twentieth vow from the nineteenth is the
fact that in the former the power of negative transformation does not
come from outside in the form of a natural event such as the moment of
death, but arises from within the self in a negative dialectic prompted by
a self-contradiction in thought. This means that self-power nembutsu has
been elevated to g higher level by making its contents of action, faith, and
witness concrete and the Other-power quality of the nembutsu more
thoroughgoing, thus effecting the conversion to the eighteenth vow. Ina
word, here we see the Vow of Great Compassion at work. Speaking of the
vow of the assurance of salvation, which he sees as emerging entirely
from the “oceanlike vow’” of Great Compassion, Shinran has this to say
of his own religious development:

I...had forever left the temporary gate of the thousands of practices and
various good deeds and departed from the teaching for the Birth under the Twin
Sala Trees [the nineteenth vow, anticipating rebirth into the Pure Land at the
end of life], and having converted to the True Gate of the roots of goodness and
virtue [the twentieth vow, the nembutsu of self-power], I raised the aspiration for
the Incomprehensible Birth [the eighteenth vow, rebirth in the Pure Land by
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self-power]l. However, I have now left the provisional True Gate and turned to
the Sea of the Best Selected Vow; having abandoned at once the aspiration for
the Incomprehensible Birth, I am now assured of attaining the Inconceivable
Birth.%®

Shinran’s reference in this statement of the sangantennyii to having
“left” the provisional True Gate denotes the independent self-power
performance of zange by one who had been revived from despair over the
contradiction involved in the nembutsu of self-power, a problem that had
previously tormented him with a sense of his own impotence. The
phrase he uses refers to the spontaneity of religious action ushered in by
the Other-power of the Original Vow. The conversion from the twen-
tieth vow to the eighteenth is also mediated by the performance of zange.
The entire process of the three stages of transformation is thus based on
metanoetics, without which it could not be understood. There can be 1o
doubt that Shinran’s standpoint is one of zangeds.

But if the content of the twentieth vow were nothing but the “self-
alienation” of the eighteenth, the former being an abstract moment of
the latter; and further, if the twentieth vow were merely the middle
stage in between the movements of ascent and descent, then the twen-
tieth vow would need to be negated and abolished as an element in the
dialectical dynamic. If that were so, this vow could never possess positive
significance as an independent stage of human existence with its own
raison d’étre. Seen in terms of the movement toward the Pure Land (d5d-
eko), this is a natural conclusion, and is in fact the standpoint on which
the Larger Sutra is based. But in the Meditation Sutra, another point of
view is advanced, according to which the Larger Sutra is shown to
interpret the vows by proceeding ‘“‘“from absolute truth to updava’
(shingitsu-hoben), while this later sutra proceeds in the opposite direction,
“from updya to absolute truth” (hdben-shinjitsw).

Taking salvation, or absolute transformation, by itself, the Larger
Sutra expounds the true order, and the content of the meditation Sutra is
actually in accord, albeit in an “implicit” sense. Its “‘explicit” expla-
nation of the stages of development of truth is of another sort, however,
and gives the sutra its distinctive significance. In the Larger Sutra,
relative being is considered a negative element for absolute nothing-
ness, since it takes its starting point as absolute truth and from there
proceeds to updya (hoben). From this dsé standpoint, relative being
has significance only as a negative mediating element, and in this role is
spoken of as upaya. This orientation entails a sense of “empty being”
insofar as relative being mediated absolute nothingness. It is only natural
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that the way to the absolute (050) should represent the chief concern of
religion, since faith is always a matter of one’s own salvation.

For Pure Land Buddhism, however, Amida Buddha’s vow of Great
Compassion is mediated by the pre-enlightenment discipline and work
of Dharm3akara (Hoz6-bosatsu), which as a whole already presupposes
the notion of gensé-eks or the compassionate “return to the world” of
Amida Buddha. Thus the circularity within Amida Buddha sets up a
twofold dynamic which we can only call a gensé-qua-oso- the Buddha’s
coming to himself (the reflection of the absolute within itself ) is at the
same time his going out to the relative world. And this corresponds, in
turn, to a dynamic within sentient beings: their movement toward sal-
vation is at the same time a return from mirvana.

This characreristic in the doctrine of the Pure Land school, which
developed historically into a crystallization of Mahayana’s original and
characteristic bodhisattva—ideai, bespeaks a vivid and concrete spiritu-
ality. In general, transference means converting one’s own merits in
order to be born into the Pure Land, as we see in the word eké, which is
composed of two characters signifying respectively ““to turn or con-
vertto” and “to direct or carry to.” For the way of self-power, rebirth in
the Pure Land is the result of accumulating one’s own merits. This we
have seen already in our treatment of the nineteenth and the twentieth
vows. For the way of Other-power, however, every action and thought of
the self is turned around in a new direction and becomes the activity of
Amida Buddha toward all sentient beings. This transference then
becomes the object of authentic faith as we saw in the eighteenth vow.
The acting and thinking self is converted by faith into a mediating
element of transforming Other-power.

EFk6 must thus be elevated from its original meaning of transferring
one’s own merits to a transferring of the grace and merit of the com-
passionate Buddha to al] sentient beings for their salvation. Consequent-
ly, those who accept and believe in the transferring of Other-power come
to the conviction that they cannot effect their own salvation by them-
selves alone. This is what we mean by the conversion of thoughts and
deeds into a “transferring of no-transferring,”” where they have meaning
only as mediating elements in the establishment of authentic faith. This
redirection of action and thought to sentient beings is called 050~ek0,
“transferring one’s goingto,” insofar as it is aimed at their own rebirth in
the Pure Land; and genso-eko, “transferring one’s return,” insofar as it is
aimed at returning from the Pure Land tothis world in order to teach and
save others. Other-power transferring is thus twofold. Moreover, the
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“going 10’ and the “returning from’ are wrought by the Other-power of
Amida Buddha and at the same time are established by authentic faith.

In the Larger Sutra, the absoluteness of Amida Buddhais attributed
to his performance of various disciplines and accumulation of manifold
merits over a period of five kalpas as the bodhisattva Dharmakara. This
points to a circularity or transformatio:; within the absolute in the form
of 0s6-qua-gensé. In this sense Dharmakara is merely a symbol for
sentient beings as relative beings, that is, as the negative mediating
element of Amida Buddha’s absolute transformation. The absolute
mediation of Amida Buddha makes possible an 655 transferring through
the absoluteness of his return to this world of sentient beings, a return
that is also mediated by the authentic action-faith (gvo-shin) of sentie.nt
beings. This internal transformation within the Buddha with its cir-
cularity of 6s6~qua-eké is the symbolic import of the Dharmakara’s long
history of self-discipline.

As we come to understand the symbolic power of this mythical story,
we realize further that the self-discipline of Dharmakara must have been
carried on in a spirit of continual zange. 1f we take his self-discipline as a
transformation of the past into the future, this would imply a mediation
of the element of creative development contained in the future by a
negation and transformation of the past. In terms of its structure as
authentic action (gyd), we may note that the transformation of the past
into the future always has the quality of zange to it. In truth, there is no
genuine self-discipline without zange. In this sense, even the self-
discipline pérformed by Dharmakara has to be seen as something agcom-
plished through continual zange. Itis the absolute symbol of zange tor us
sentient beings. . '

Since the self-discipline of Dharmikara is at the same time an image
of the Great Compassion of the Amida Buddha’s absolute gensg with its
circularity of ascent-qua-descent, of egressus est regressus, it carries a
sense of the salvific transformation of zange. This is why the zealous self-
discipline of Dharmakara can become the transcendent ground for the
metanoetic activity of sentient beings. Ddgen has observed that the
bodhisattva-ideal consists in a compassion that seeks to lead others to
mrvdna rather than attain it oneself. This is, of course, impossible in the
ordinary realm of temporal relations. But insofar as saving oneself means
performing an act of absohute self-negation which is only brought fully to
consciousness when one can sacrifice one’s own self compassionately for
the sake of others, we can see an essential logic to it. Seen basically as an
expression of the bodhisattva spirit, the idea is of extraordinary impor-
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tance. In all of Mahayana Buddhism—and I mean to include here even
Zen Buddhism with its emphatic rejection of thinking as a way tg
enlightenment—no sect has developed the doctrine of this relationship
between genso and salvation in such a fiir sich manner as Pure Lang
Buddhism. Donran (Chin., T an-luan, 476~542) merits special atten-
tion here as the first to introduce the notion of the two ways of trans-
ferring. Little wonder that Shinran was an ardent admirer of his,

From the standpoint of gensd-ekd, there is great significance in the
fact that the Meditation Sutra opts for a progression from updva to truth
(hoben~shinjitsu), the reverse of the Larger Sutra. This points to the
dialectical function of logic as a mediator between ontology and the
philosophy of history or the phenomenology of mind. The dialectic of
being mediates itself negatively in actual reality. This is concrete logic. Tt
provides a principle for the reverse transformation of being in history,
The progression from updva to truth points to the appearance of ab-
solute nothingness as absolute actuality insofar as absolute nothingness
is mediated by historical reality.

The standpoints of the Larger Sutra and the Meditation Sutra are
identical in the sense that they mediate each other, but this identity
is only implicit; explicitly, they move in opposite directions. The
mediatory significance of relative being may be understood in the two
senses. First, the relative has being and significance only as a mediator of
the absolute, as an ds6. But second, this function is fulfilled in a higher
stage of self-consciousness: the vertical relation of ¢s6 must also be
mediated by the horizontal relation between relative beings, which is the
true import of the genso. In other words, the absolute-relative relation-
ship has also to be mediated by a relative-relative relationship wherein
each relative being fulfills a mediating role in the salvation of other
relative beings. This is the concrete from of “returning to”” mediated by
the activity of the relative. Hence the absolute itself is able to perform its
genso function only if it is mediated by the relative.

The compassionate “‘returning to the world” of Amida Buddha
cannot take place directly but must be mediated by the activity of
transferring, such as we see in the gensé of the historical Gotama Buddha
and others. Still more radically put, even Amida Buddha is but one
Buddha among many, and is not himself identical with absolute nothing-
ness. Taking the form of a personal Buddha called Amida Buddha, his
manifestation is a particular form of gensé with its own historical affin-
ities. His being is merely that of a symbol, no more than an upaya for
leading sentient beings to the truth. Seen in this light, the metaphorical
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significance of the long period of self-discipline of Dharmékara becomes
intelligible. To refuse this sort of philosophical interpretation and insist
on the unmediated absoluteness of his being and on his solitary activity
of saving sentient beings without the aid of their mediatory function is
inevitably to fall into the error of converting Pure Land Buddhism into a
kind of theism akin to Christianity, and thus to get trapped in the
mythological scheme. The result would be that one would no longer be
able to sustain the notion of absolute truth in religion.

The absolute is absolute Other-power, and this implies absolute
mediation, which is also the key to understanding history as the mutual
mediation between relative beings making the absolute manifest in the
actual world. In short, the structure of history is nothing other than the
dynamic correlation of the two ways of dsf and gensé. The point is
important and constitutes the special characteristic of the Buddhist
approach to the absolute: as absolute nothingness that is at the same time
transforming mediation. The unique significance of the Pure Land
Buddhist understanding of the “return to the world” as upaya stems
from the important interpretation given this idea by Shinran, who raised
it beyond the level of a philosophy of history, or phenomenology of mind
in the Hegelian sense. Here Pure Land teaching represents Buddhist
thought at its most concrete. But if the doctrine is deprived of its notion
of absolute mediation and is turned into a brand of theism, its original
contribution is lost. It must be said that this danger is already latent in
the Pure Land doctrine of salvation by Other-power. '

It is natural in the context of Western thought to conceive of the
absolute as being or transcendent being. But this is to reduce the relative
to something imperfect whose independent, positive significance can
be sustained only vis-a-vis the absolute. It is for this reason that the rela-
tionship between the absolute and the relative in the West is merely one
of “negative mediation’” and falls short of the radical absolute mediation,
without which there is no way of assuring the relative of a fiir sich
existence. If we are to give the relationship between the absolute and the
relative the concrete form of mutual mediation—neither falling into the
error of dualism and mere relativity, nor sinking into a unio mystica
where the difference between monism and dualism disappears—we
must have recourse to an abolute dialectic grounded on a radical notion
of negative mediation. From this position the absolute is seen as absolute
mediation and relative being enjoys a fiir sich independence as the
mediator of the absolute. This is to give the relative the initiative within
its own relativity. The relative is allowed to work on the relative in the
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role of a spontaneous mediator, leaving the absoclute to carry out its
proper activity of absolute compassion in response to this process.

In other words, without the mediative role of the authentic genss
action performed by the relative on the relative, there can be no salvific
Gso-ekd of the absolute embracing the relative in compassionate love, Of
course, the mere relationship between relative beings does not circum-
scribe the way of gensé in its entirety. This would never solve the
problem of salvation. The relationship of relative to relative needs also to
be mediated by the transformative power of the absolute. Only the
“natural” (jinen-honi) activity of relative being serving as a mediatory
element for the absolute can become an upava for absolute transfor-
mation, that is, for the work of salvation which belongs to the absoclute
alone. Only such an “action of no-action,” an action performed without
an acting self, can participate in the absolute’s work of saving others.
Without this participation by the relative, even the absolute would be
powerless to save the relative.

The mediating activity that goes on within the absolute itself and is
symbolized by the mythical figure of Dharmakara reaches logical self-
consciousness in the mind of Shinran as the concrete idea of gensd-eka,
the “transferring’ of “returning to.” This is the concrete development
of absolute transformation implied in the Original Vow of Great Com-
passion. Truth, taking the form of updva, is the mediated phenomenal
absolute that allows for the independence of the relative. If the “pheno-
menal way”’ (kemon) of the nineteenth vow were to remain as it is, and if
the accumulation of merit were considered capable of existing apart from
the absolute negativity of life coming to its end in death, there would be
no salvific mediation. Such a state of existence would not yet carry the
sense of upaya. For that to happen, certain conditions must first be
fulfilled. First, existence must be mediated by absolute nothingness;
or put conversely, it must be transformed into “empty being,” the
mediator of absolute nothingness. Second, at the level of reflection, this
process must carry over into a transformation in thought as the abstract
counterpart to transformation in action. Third, with the transformation
of thought as the original unifying principle, self-power nembutsy must
be idealized as ““the root of all goodness and virtue” and become a refined
means to prompt other sentient beings to salvation. And finally, insofar
as the nembuisu is adopted to lead to the transforming activity of absolute
Other-power, it is transformed into the “Vow of Accomplishing the
Ultimate Salvation” and thus takes on the significance of updya. Hence
upaya is not a mere “‘phenomenal way” but the “true way” (shinmon). In
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the case of the phenomenal way, being is simply negated. But here, being
is restored as absolute negativity in the form of “empty being” and
recognized as having independent meaning in virtue of being a relative
that mediates nothingness. In contrast with the eighteenth vow where
the 650 of rebirth through the nembursu is absolute truth, here we have
rruth under the cloak of updya. Because it is absolute transformation and
absolute mediation, the absolute is incapable of performing its activity of
Great Nay—qua—Great Compassion without the mediation of genss. To
this extent the absolute truth of 456 is concretized and made real in the
progression “‘from updya to truth” of gensd.

As tathagata (the one who has “gone to” and “‘returned from”),
Amida Buddha performs his salvific works for sentient beings only as a
result of the mediation of his self-discipline, that is, the merits ac-
cumulated over an immeasurable past by the bodhisattva Dharmakars.
As mentioned above, this is the absolute genss of the Tathigata himself,
Concretely speaking, his salvific activity is actualized in reality through
the praise and recitation of his name in the community of many Buddhas.
Amida Buddha himself is, in fact, nothing other than this “communion”
constituted by the absolute mediation between one Buddha and another.
Hence Shinran remarks, “Buddha-nature is Tathagata.””?° This does
not mean that Tathagata is merely the universal concept of Buddhahood
abstracted from many real historical Buddhas, but rather that Tathagata
and Buddhahood both need to be recognized as concrete universals. Not
that there is any Tathigata apart from the communion of Buddhyas; if
that were the case, Shinran could not have said that “Buddha-nature is
Tathagata.” The Buddhas and the Tathagata cannot be distinguished
from one another. The equality of the mutual relationship that obtains
among the Buddhas, their “tathagata,” is the development into the stage
of self-consciousness (fiir sich) of the Buddha-nature realized in the
community of Buddhas. Thus a concrete relationship of absolute medi-
ation, of one-qua-many and many-gua-one, pervades the entire structure
of the notion of Buddha.

Thus there is no Amida Buddha, no Tathagata, apart from the
communion of all Buddhas; and apart from the “oneness and unity”
(tathdta) in Amida Buddha (Tathagata), there would be no community
of Buddhas in the one Buddha. This is why the name of Amida Buddha
developed into the practice of being recited. The nembutsu of the
Original Vow is one of the mutual praise of all Buddhas, as we see in
Shinran’s reference to the seventeenth vow as the “Vow That the Name
Shall Be Lauded by All Buddhas.” If sentient beings become Buddhas
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in their rebirth through the power of Amida Buddha, they establish a
“correspondence” (sdsoku) with Amida Buddha and all other Buddhas
(sentient beings reborn through their faith), thus bringing to completion
the mediation and correspondence of the absolute and the relative. This
means that the relation of oso-qua-gensé and gensé-qua-6s6 should be
accomplished not along the way of 956 but along that of genso. What from
the viewpoint of Amida Buddha is a process unfolding within himself,
from the viewpoint of sentient beings is his acceptance and salvation of
them. The mediating role of relative sentient beings vis-a-vis the activity
of the absolute Buddha is actualized in a communion of equality among
them, and this in turn represents the manifestation of Amida Buddha in
his fiir sich existence. This twofold murtuality constitutes the absolute
mediation of Amida Buddha, whose structure can be described only as
0s0-qua-genso and genso-qua-0oso.

According to the original doctrine of the Pure Land Buddhism, of
course, Amida Buddha is to be worshiped as supreme over all other
Buddhas, and the way of “going to the Pure Land” should be kept
distinct from the way of “returning from the Pure Land to this world,”
since the former belongs to action-faith in this world, whereas the latter
belongs to the activity of saving others after one has been reborn in the
Pure Land. On the one hand, the conclusion flows naturally from a
soteriology that does not allow for interpretations made on the basis of
mere logical mediation such as I have advanced here. But on the other,
does not Pure Land Buddhism need to take a step further in virtue of the
fact that it has already reached the concrete state of a personal relation-
ship between Amida Buddha and sentient beings? Does not the com-
munion of mutual praise among the Buddhas through the recitation of
Amida Buddha’s name need to be “returned to the world” as upaya-
mediation? Does not the way of “going to the Pure Land,” as the an sich
stage of the salvation of sentient beings, need the mediation of a fiir sich
stage that correlation with the way of “‘return” would provide?

The problem here is not unlike that of developing an understanding
of human relationships not only in personal but also in social terms. Just
as the idea of personality takes on its full significance only when it is set
in the context of the social community, so too “‘rebirth through the nem-
butsu” is really possible only when one has been brought, through the
transforming power of Amida Buddha, into the spiritual community of
Buddhas and believers. Transformation cannot come about apart from
its own context. As absolute transformation, absolute nothingness can-
not exist apart from the transformation among relative beings. For if it
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could, it would be neither absolute nor nothingness nor the true ab-
solute, but would itself have to become relative being. Relative being, as
relative, has to become annihilated through the mediation of absolute
nothingness; and by the same token the absolute, as the transforming
power of absolute nothingness, has to become mediated by the mutual
transformation going on among relative beings. Even as absolute noth-
ingness grants relative beings the independence of forming the tem-
porary axis of their own transformation, it also transforms them into a
coequality with one another in the form of an independence-qua-
dependence, thereby annihilating the axis of transformation; and when
relative beings, through the fir sich level of existence reached in this
reciprocal mediation, mediate the absolute, we have gensé.

The mediating progression from upgya to truth that characterizes
the path of gensé represents the self-conscious stage of fiir sich existence,
whereas the progression from truth to upaya that marks the path of
056 remains at the state of immediacy of an sich existence. This means
that the former represents an independent and more concrete stage
of religious consciousness. Although the Meditation Sutra seems at
first to be no more than an example of the doctrine of updya spelled out
more fully in the Larger Sutra, it is in fact more than that. Itis an updya
that represents a historical bond of affinity with Gotama Buddha, who
entered the world in order to teach the truth, and as such it incorporates
the ontology of the latter into a real history, giving it the significance of a
“phenomenology of spirit.” Yet it is more than a “phenomenology of
spirit” in the usual Hegelian sense, where “spirit’ is still limited to the
consciousness of an individual. Here, spirit belongs to a historical com-
munity whose self-consciousness emerges in the authentic action of the
true subject awakened to religious existence. Here, updva is not an
illustrative example lacking its own independent significance. As an axis
of nothingness that serves to mediate the work of absolute nothingness,
the independence of relative being means no more than the manifesta-
tion of nothingness as an independence-gua-dependence. The concrete
development of this relationship between the absolute and the relative
lies in the equality that obtains among relative beings as updya on the
way of genso. In the context of the sanganiennyii, the updya-mediation of
the relative as we see it in the twentieth vow should be distinguished
from the merely negative mediation that occurs on the path of 456.
It denotes the unique and positive independence of an axis of
transformation.

It is worth noting that we have to do here with the same double




218 FROM PASCAL TO SHINRAN

meaning of negation that characterizes dialectics in general: the simulta-
neous presence of annihilation and preservation. These two meanings,
or two aspects of one and the same dynamic, interpenetrate with the
accent shifting now to one, now to the other as the situation changes.
This may help to clarify the opposition between the progression from
upaya to truth and that from truth to upaya. Itis further noteworthy that
the temporal order of the three aspects of the three minds—past, pres-
ent, and future—is the reverse of what we have seen in the sangantennyt
(to which we shall return in the following chapter). The reason is that
in 855 the stress falls on the past, on what has been, whereas in gensé
everything concentrates on the future, on what is yet to unfold. Thus the
three minds are arranged in the sequence of past-present-future,
whereas the three vows of the sangantennyu emphasize the future by
reversing the sequence to future-past-present. In the sangantennyi, the
mind of “Desire to Be Born” ( yokushd), which represents the aspect of
the future, is mediated by metanoesis (repentance for one’s past deeds)
and converted to faith in the present through the “Sincere Mind”
(shishin). In this sense, in the sangantennyi, faith in the present consists
in the mutual transformation and interpenetration of the future and the
past. Therefore one cannot attain rebirth in the future without meta-
noesis for the past. The ongoing continuation of metanoesis is the
positive element that brings about assurance of rebirth. In this sense the
“Vow of Accomplishing the Ultimate Salvation” suggests the mediatory
unfolding of gensé-upaya.

It is because of this positive aspect of updya that Shinran interprets
the sangantennyii on the basis of the Meditation Sutra, and that the
concluding book of the Kyogyoshinsha, «“Transformed Buddha and
Land of Expediency,” is developed directly from a treatment of the
sangantennyii. Upaya is the self-conscious ( fiir sich) development of
absolute nothingness, wherein independent, self-conscious relative
beings also become conscious of one another ( fiir anderes). Seen from
this viewpoint, even the matter of accumulating merits by self-power
treated in the nineteenth vow can be understood as the absolute return to
the world of the Tathagata himself, insofar as such accumulation is
transformed and included in the pure faith of the eighteenth vow
through the mediation of metanoesis, and thus made into an “‘action of
naturalness” (jinen-honi no gyo). This means that the source of all of
these good deeds and merits is the nembutsu itself, without which they
would have no value on their own. Furthermore, although this notional
nembutsu is still nothing but a “transformation in thought” and still
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holds within itself the self-contradiction of a self-power nembutsu, it can
b.e effective as a means of teaching others and converting them to authen-
tic faith. That is, it can mediate the performance of metanoesis as the
gbstract element of the authentic transformation in action that is treated
in the eighteenth vow: the nembutsu of rebirth in the Pure Land. Hence
conversion at the level of thought can give shape to the true path of upava
treated in the twentieth vow.

At the same time, as the working of self~-power, the nembursu remains
at the stage of the nineteenth vow. Even if it is termed a “source of merits
and good deeds,” what is accumulated is accumulated in reliance on self-
power. The authentic transformation of the nembutsu is the work of
Othe.r—power and cannot be achieved directly by the twentieth vow. It
requires a metanoesis in the self-reliance on one’s own thoughts and
d§eds whereby one strives for rebirth by self-power. The role of the
nme?eenth vow is therefore to mediate the way to the twentieth. Meta-
noesis arises because of the independence of relative beings and as such
needs to be carried on without ceasing.

‘ This is how the matter of the twentieth vow, as it is mediated by the
nineteenth vow, comes to have a relatively positive significance as updya
on the'way of gensé. And this is why the three vows are arranged in
ascending order and connected to one another as a series of successive
tr.ansformations. Yet this does not bring us any further than the recog-
nition of relative independence to the extent of being mediated by the
absolute transformation of 456 and hence changed into the mediatéry
role of updya in a dynamic that moves from truth to updya.

The way of dsé should therefore be given precedence over the way of
genso. Relative beings “are’ only as beings in nothingness; theirs is but.
an “empty”’ independent existence. In other words, no deed or thought
can be transformed into absolute nothingness directly and just as it is
b}xt only through metanoesis. Mediated by the authentic faith of thé
eighteenth vow, every thought and deed becomes an ‘“‘action of no-
actiqn,” an action performed in ““naturalness,”” and thus an action be-
longlgg to genso. Relative sentient beings can serve others as upaya for
sal'vatlon by acting as a temporary axis of absolute transformation. In
this function, each relative being enjoys the power to make its own gensd
a skillful means for the salvation of others, and thus the recognition of an
mdependent existence vis-a-vis others. But this also means that ifs
relatlivity is complete, lacking the privilege of special election or the right
to cling absolutely to its independence. Relative beings must become
aware of themselves as equal with all others, bound to them in a relation-
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ship of complete reciprocity that entails both transforming and being
transformed. This is the only way that the axis of nothingness can itself
become a true nothingness. This is why we speak of an independence~
gqua—dependence, a self-reliance that is at the same time a reliance on
others. This is why 650 can be seen as a prerequisite for genso.

In the terminology of Avatamsaka (Kegon) philosophy, 0s6 corre-
sponds to the view that sees a harmonious correspondence between facts
and reason (riji-muge), and gensd to the view that sees harmony among
facts themselves (jiji-muge). Absolute mediation is accomplished per-
fectly only in the latter: there is no true reason in reality other than the
mutual mediation between facts. In the same way, in the altruistic
activity of gensd, “being as upaya’’ enters into an equality arising from a
reciprocally mediated transformation, and through the manifestation of
an an und fiir sich nothingness, the ds¢ performed for one’s own sake is
made to repeat itself from an an sich to a fiir sich state. Prior to such
repetition, there can be no unmediated 656 repetition of the former in the
latter. In this sense, genso is the mediator of 6s6. Perfect reciprocal
mediation of this sort is the very essence of absolute mediation.

More concretely, Tathigata as tathata, or the absolute truth that
penetrates the inner core of all beings equally, is present in the commu-
nity of Buddhas engaged in praising one another and reciting the name
of Amida Buddha, and in the derivative mutuality of sentient beings
teaching and guiding one another for the sake of salvation. It is, in other
words, a matter of genso-qua-oso and os6-qua-gensd. The mediating char-
acter of genso is none other than the metanoetic conversion that takes
place in 656. Through the self-transforming activity of metanoesis, the
former pride of accumulating merits by one’s own power is converted
into faith in Other-power. And in the same way and through the same act
of metanoesis, the notional quality of self-power nembutsu is converted
from the desire for rebirth in the Pure Land into a pure faith in Other-
power. In other words, despite the provision in the nineteenth vow for
rebirth into the Pure Land by a “mind of aspiring for birth by merit-
transference’ in the future (eké-hotsugan-shin), this mind is actually to
be converted at death to an authentic and pure faith, a “deep faith”
(jinshin) related to the present through metanoesis for the pride of one’s
past deeds. And it is through the mediation of metanoesis that the
twentieth vow, which represents the nembutsu of self-power as the ne-
gation of the nineteenth vow, albeit a merely abstract and notional ne-
gation, should be purified and transformed into the “deep faith” of the
present by the “sincere mind” of Amida Buddha which can purge the

FROM PASCAL TO SHINRAN 221

mind of its past sin and pride. This is a confirmation in the present of the
“Yow of Accomplishing the Ultimate Salvation’ in the future.

Thus the sangantennyi means that the future-oriented desire for
rebirth is transformed by metanoesis for the past into the sincere mind of
““action of no-action.” Faith in the present thus becomes the axis for the
transformation of the past and the future, and the vertical orientation is
unified into an absolute transformation that is horizontal in nature. As a
result, the orientation is reversed, mediating the mutuality between the
three vows. Even the nineteenth vow ceases to be a merely provisional
way but takes on the quality of a true way of updya insofar as it is able to
mediate the twentieth vow. This is so, as we have seen earlier, because
the future and the past interpenetrate each other and are transformed
into each other. In other words, provisional actuality is turned into truth
through the mediation of updva.

By now it should be clear that the principle pervading the whole of
mutual transformation as we have been discussing it is in fact metanoetic
practice. In Kant’s critique of practical reason, all relative good deeds
and actions are based on absolute goodwill, which in turn is given a foot-
hold in the notion of duty in the categorical imperative. Furthermore, his
process of arriving at salvation by Other-power in the philosophy of reli-
gion by turning absolute goodwill around to the antinomies of funda-
mental evil displays a mutual transformation of deed, idea (thought), and
faith that may well be compared with Shinran’s sanganrennyi. But if we
search the Kantian philosophy of religion for the sort of social solidarity
for the sake of salvation that we have seen in the approach of gensd, at best
we find only hints in his advocacy of the establishment of the Kingdom
of God on earth as necessary for the permanent conquest of evil in the
world. Compared with Shinran’s idea of the “return to the world from
the Pure Land,” Kant’s approach falls short in the concreteness of its
logic of mediation.?® We cannot help sensing the importance of the idea
of gensé with its thoroughgoing reliance on metanoetics, since it is here
that the difference between Kant’s standpoint and ours is made clear.

Metanoetics-does not always and of necessity adhere to the doctrine
and tradition of Pure Land Buddhism. It is rational in terms of its
demand that ethical theory provide zange with its distinctive foundation.
In this sense, it is closer to Christianity. At the same time, it is obvious
that the Kydgyoshinsho of the Pure Land is fundamentally metanoetic in
motivation. This is why it has been my guide. Still, I would insist that
my metanoetics developed its distinguishing traits under the inspiration
of both sources and cannot strictly be identified with either. As a product
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of my own reflective experience, it cannot but be colored by p-ersonal
history, and this I regret. I cannot exercise my own zange otherv@se than
in this metanoetic philosophy of mine. Despite all my meanderings and
detours, I feel that much still remains to be said. And while I regret, too,
that I may have been able only to circumscribe the periphery without
touching the heart of the matter, this only prompts me, ordinary and
ignorant individual that I am, to undertake further efforts to progress
beyond my present stage. In essence, metanoetics is a synthesis of the
standpoints of nembutsu and Zen Buddhism, a sort of “Nﬁmbgtsten”
if you will. Through its notion of ““transformation in action,” it fittem.pts
to open a new way to faith, one that combines the aims (?f a dial.ectlcai
theology of crisis that sees Christianity as an ethical religion with the
opposing aims of mysticism. Insofar as metanoetics may be seen as a new
synthesis of faith and witness, I am convinced that what may at ﬁrst s§em
to be based only on my own particular experience of “‘action-faith-
witness” can in fact bring about a concrete and universal synthesis. My
only hope is that the notion of “absolute mediation” in metanoetics may
be carried out more thoroughly than any other similar way of thought

has been.

Chapter 7

Metanoetics and the Theory
of the Three Minds

The guiding inspiration of Shinran for metanoetics - The suggestiveness of
the Kyogyoshinshd for resolving dialectical problems in the contemporary
philosophy of religion - The gist of the Three Minds as a theory of the medi-
atory structure of metanoetic consciousness - Shinran’s Three Mind theory
as a dialectic radicalization of Zends’s theory - Metanoetics in Shinran’s
understanding of the Three Minds - The discipline of Dharmakara Bod-
hisattva as a symbol of metanoetics - The mediatory nature of “recitation
of the name” - Absolute mediation in the soteriology of twofold merit-
transference - The transformation and interpenetration of “4s” and
“ought” through the mediation of metanoesis - The mediation of past and
Juture through metanoesis - The dialectical unity of the Three Minds -
The unity of action, faith, witness - The meaning of the nembutsu - “All is
zange” - The Gate of the Sages and the Gate of the Pure Land - The gens
gwidance of Shinran for philosophy as metanoetics

In the foregoing chapters I have discussed the origins in my personal
history of what I call “philosophy as metanoetics’ and have singled out
those confrontations with Western philosophy that were influental in
shaping my thought and help to shed light on its particular traits. My
aim in so doing was not, of course, to reread the entire history of Western
philosophy from the viewpoint of metanoetics, but simply to acknowl-
edge the inspiration of certain thinkers and my continued sympathy with
their work in order all the more clearly to distinguish metanoetics from
what they were about. No doubt there are many other thinkers who have
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developed systems of thought with similarities to my own, but this is not
the time to pursue further comparison.

As mentioned earlier, it was at a time when I found my thought
caught in a deadlock—generated and sustained by the Western philo-
sophical tradition in which I had been trained—that a wondrous expe-
rience opened me up to the way of metanocetics. For the first time,
Shinran’s path of Other-power nembutsu took on meaning for me, even
though I had had a passing familiarity with his thought through the
Tanni-shé (Notes Lamenting Differences) and other works. The more I
came to understand his writings and then to discipline myself to their
guidance, the more I found them a powerful motivating force in develop-
ing the philosophy of metanoetics. In addition to this direct influence, I
also received a great deal of enlightenment and stimulus from Shinran’s
commentators, but it was really through an unexpected act of grace that
metanoetics was drawn into the heart of the Kyagvoshinshi, and for this I
cannot express sufficient gratitude. By directing me along the way of
genso, Shinran has disciplined my understanding of metanoetics and
helped me to see it as a philosophy of rariki comparable to the way of
nembutsu in Pure Land Buddhism.

My relation to the Kyogyoshinsho is not unlike Shinran’s «elation
to the Larger Sutra, which he believed to represent the preaching of
Gotama Buddha, his genso-eko as it were to Shinran himself. The
doctrine of Other-power nembutsu offered consolation to the common
people of his day in a way that traditional Buddhism could not. At the
time the Tendai sect and many of the old Nara sects had degenerated into
ritualistic forms of religion suited only to serve the court aristocrats by
praying for their prosperity and providing them with a diversion from
the gathering storms of political unrest that were soon to prove their
undoing. Zen Buddhism, meanwhile, was serving chiefly as a way to
spiritual peace through religious training for the samurai class.

A somewhat similar development can be seen in the fate that befell
German idealism. After reaching the heights of Hegel’s philosophy, it
turned into a mere object of academic discussion, a pastime for philo-
sophical specialists that was completely worthless as a critical guide for
scientists and practical-minded individuals. As a result, a shallow posi-
tivism and naturalism became fashionable in the intellectual world,
against which Nietzsche was to rise with his call for the “transvalua-
tion of all values.”” Somewhat the same reaction is visible at present
in Heidegger’s development of an existentialism of profound self-
awareness in response to the superficial idealism of neo-Kantian and
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phenomenological schools. On this point, both figures share Zen’s self-
power approach to spiritual discipline. No doubt both their philosophies
deserve high esteem as philosophies of intellectuals and sages, but their
spiritual aristocracy purs them beyond the reach of the common popu-
lace. In contrast, I found my way to metanoetics as a philosophy for the
ignorant and ordinary, such as I consider myself. As a way of action-faith
through absolute criticism, it has a great deal in common with Kier-
kegaard, and thus also coincides on not a few counts with Barth’s
theology of crisis, which has carried Kierkegaard’s tendencies over into
the present. But here we leave religion for the world of theology.

Is there any living religion today capable of bringing peace of soul to
apeople driven to war and self-sacrifice for the interests of the privileged
classes, almost to the point of forfeiting their livelihcod? The tariks
teaching of Shinran came to birth as a religion centered entirely on the
common people. But nowadays, as a look around makes plain to see, it
has degenerated into a sect that covets prestige and prosperity above all
else, a lifeless corpse from which the spirit has departed. I once incurred
the wrath of the Zen sect by suggesting that Zen Buddhism should be
emancipated from its bondage to particular sects and schools. It seems to
me that a similar emancipation from narrow sectarianism is called for in
present-day Pure Land Buddhism, where charges of heresy have erected
barriers impeding free research into its doctrine. Shinran’s valuable
thought goes largely unexplored and undeveloped, when it should be
investigated thoroughly in a spirit free of the bonds of sectarianism. It
needs to be reinterpreted in the light of our current spiritual situation
and brought to bear on the religious needs of today. Its philosophical
foundations as a way of faith for the common people have to be reclari-
fied. Shinran’s religious thought deserves special attention in our times
precisely because it is relevant to the needs of present-day intellectuals.
Its profound and wide-reaching truth can appeal to the hearts of our
people—nay, to all people everywhere. I have no doubt that of all the
sects of Buddhism, the doctrine of Pure Land Buddhism is the most
accessible to the Christian world. It is comparatively easy to read its
mythological elements in symbolic terms, and its doctrine makes no
appeal to miracles or anything that contradicts the scientific mind. If, as
we shall see shortly, the core of Shinran’s thought lies in metanoetics, it
has internal affinities with science through the principle of absolute
criticism described earlier. In this sense, we might even say that it is
more accessible to the modern scientific spirit than Christian theism is.

For my part, I am convinced that Shinran’s religious thought is first
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and foremost a metanoesis. Metanoetics is not just one element among
others, but the very ground of his faith. For this reason, he does not treat
it as a particular problematic but infuses the whole of the Kydgyoshinshs
with its spirit. To illustrate this, and at the same time to deepen our
understanding of metanoetics, we shall consider the notion of the Three
Minds, which scholars of Pure Land Buddhism generally see as the
core idea of the work, and how it unfolds into a dialectic of faith-
consciousness that ushers in a Pure Land philosophy of religion. If my
reading is not too wide of the mark, as I trust it will not be, this idea
should also shed light on the question of methodology in the philosophy
of religion, which is currently attracting a great deal of attention, and
may also make a contribution to philosophical methodology in general.

Unlike religion, philosophy cannot be based on the beliefs of a
particular historical tradition; it must begin from the academic demands
of reason. But because its very nature is to seek absolute knowledge,
philosophy must ultimately enter into higher realms it shares in common
with religion. Religion, meantime, in order that it can interpret and
systematically organize its faith in the interests of teaching others along
the way of gensd, needs to adopt the forms of thought, and thus inevitably
to develop a ““theology.” Here we see how the philosophy of religion
crystallizes the most difficult problems of philosophy, in particular
those of philosophical method. In the philosophy of religion, the de-
mand for unity between contradictories—immanence and transcen-
dence, relative and absolute, and so forth—appears in so compelling and
acute a form that it is impossible to avoid dialectical mediation. On the
one hand, it is necessary for philosophy to be based on analytic logic and
to display a systematic structure coherent with the law of identity, since
it is a discipline like the other sciences. On the other hand, its irresistible
tendency to achieve systematic unity leaves philosophy no choice but to
seek the absolute and unconditional. Yet insofar as it does this, it cannot
elude the pitfall of the antinomies of reason spelled out by Kant in his
Critique of Pure Reason. This is why the critique of reason has to be
pursued radically to the point of an absolute critique of reason.

It is no longer possible for us, in our day and age, to assume the
abstract, ahistorical viewpoint of the Kantian critique and to assume
the facts of science as unshakable and beyond criticism. Quite to the
contrary, science, the critique of science, and the historical viewpoint
need to mediate one another and interpenetrate in a circular process of
development. Dialectics cannot therefore be rejected out of hand as mere
illusion the way Kant did in his Critigue of Pure Reason, but needs to be
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developed into a positive method. On a dialectical standpoint, the ab-
solute and the relative achieve a harmony and coincidence in spite of
their contradiction, transcendence and immanence interpenetrate and
mediate each another, and religion unfolds within philosophy itself.
Philosophy inserts itself into the realm of science and then in turn finds
religious faith inserted into its own inner life. Hence philosophy takes
the position of mediator between science and religion. As we saw earlier,
Kant’s aim in his philosophy of religion to develop religion within the
limits of reason alone overlooked the inherent self-contradiction in what
he was doing and failed to see how it was rupturing the very framework
of his critical philosophy. Given the nature of religion, the philosophy of
religion cannot avoid contact with the transcendent and the absolute.
That is, it requires the dialectical mediation of both philosophy and
religion. If the philosophy of religion stops at the immanent stage, it cuts
itself off from the essence of religion. (The so-called phenomenology of
religion involves the same self-contradiction as Kant’s quest for religion
within the limits of reason alone; not even Hegel’s Phenomenology of
Mind could avoid it. How much the worse for contemporary transcen-
dental phenomenology, which lacks sufficient method to be established
as a philosophy of religion.)

One way or another, we must assume a standpoint of mediation that
allows for a transcendence-gua-immanence witnessed to in action-faith.
And this is precisely what metanoetics offers. The concrete form that
absolute mediation takes in the religious consciousness of one perform-
ing metanoesis includes the following: that the aspect of ascent (6s¢) and
the aspect of descent (genso) should be mediated in action (gyé); that the
way of 050 becomes possible through the mediation of an absolute genso;
and that the absolute genso should pass over into the fiir sich stage of a
relative genso and from there develop into a merit-transference (genso-
¢ko). The doctrine of the Three Minds represents the most careful and
lucid analysis of this to be found in Buddhism. In it we see the very core
of the Pure Land faith with its distinctive profession of participation in
mirvana without extinguishing our evil passions. Here, too, light is shed
on the three phases of temporality—past, present, and future—in the
transcendental structure of faith-consciousness. In short, the doctrine of
the Three Minds holds a central place in the teachings of the Pure Land
sect, comparable to that of the Trinity in Christian theology.

In metanoesis the Original Vow of the transcendent Amida Buddha
becomes active in a direct manner, entering immanently into the con-
sciousness of sentient beings, converting it to the way of absolute gensd,
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and thus completing its work of salvation. The Three Minds represent
the structure of metanoetic consciousness as a mediating activity. That
is, it is a Buddhist development of metanoetics that opens the way to g
philosophy of religion on a standpoint of action-faith-witness t}}at SU-
persedes phenomenology. In this way, philosophy as metanoe‘txcs not
only receives substantial insight from this doctrine but confirms itself on
the path of philosophical understanding by exposing the element of
metanoesis at the foundations of the doctrine. It is on this basis that [
shall undertake a metanoetic reading of the notion of the Three Minds in
what follows. I cannot do so, though, without first expressing a certain
uneasiness that my insufficient appreciation of the doctrines of Pure
Land Buddhism and lack of training in its disciplines may render my
views shallow and premature. But the fear I sense more keenly than any
other is that my faith in Other-power is still too weak. Still I carry on,
in the belief that even my misunderstandings can be redeemed by
metanoesis.

In this regard I would note that the idea that the Three Minds refer
to a temporal structure was first proposed by Soga Ryojin,* to Whose
outstanding interpretation 1 owe a great deal. I am deeply appreciative of
the penetrating insight he brings not only to this notion .blrlt to the
teaching of Pure Land Buddhism in general. The fact that his interpre-
tation is, as far as I can see, metanoetic at heart, lends support of t}}e
highest authority to my own metanoetic reading and strengthens me in
my resolve. .

It is not just my own private view that the most important part in all
the six books that make up the Kydgydshinshé is Shinran’s interpreta-
tion of the Three Minds. Scholars of Pure Land Buddhism gener-
ally acknowledge that the interpretation of Zendo (Chin., Shan—Fao,
613—681)? was epoch-making in the history of Pure Land doctrn}e.
Shinran’s original contribution lies in the fact that he took Zenc?io.’s
interpretation, which was based on the Meditation Sutra, and reread itin
terms of the Original Vow of attaining rebirth through the nembutsu (the
eighteenth vow), thus developing a new interpretation of bis ovx{n. The
daring twist he gave to Zendd’s text by deliberately misreading the
original meaning of the Chinese stems entirely from Shinran’s c.leman'd
for metanoesis, a fact which no one can gloss over. The objective evi-
dence of his turn to a most profound faith in Other-power could not be
clearer. .

What is more, the question of the Three Minds is a matter of p'hl-
losophical significance in that it corresponds to the phenomenological
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analysis of the structure of existential time-consciousness in Western
philosophy, whose origins go back to St. Augustine and which has, we
might say, reached the peak of its development in recent existential
philosophy. More than this, the notion of the Three Minds goes deeper
than these attempts of Western philosophy because it is in touch with a
deeper dialectic. Not only the theory of time but Western dialectics in
general was given more concrete form by Augustine’s doctrine of the
Trinity, which converted it from the standpoint of classical ontology
into one of phenomenology and gave it a subjective orientation. The
doctrine of the Three Minds is concerned with the same problem as the
doctrine of the Trinity is in the Western world, and arrives at a deeper
structure of dialectics.

In the West, this ““deeper” dialectic mode was pursued to no avail,
either because it clung to a position of self-power in an ontology of self-
consciousness or because it took the path of mysticism. In the doctrine of
the Three Minds, however, such a dialectic shows up unmistakably in
the transforming function of Other-power which provides the founda-
tion for the interpretation of the Three Minds. Naturally, as noted
earlier, Shinran’s standpoint is essentially one of faith-interpretation
and thus merely presupposes the mediation of metanoesis as part of its
background without developing to the full its latent implications. Only
when we pass beyond the surface of the text and sound its hidden and
latent significance are we forced to recognize the dialectical mode of
metanoesis. On the surface, the subject of zange is not taken up, except
for a description of the “three sorts of zange’ in the final book of the
Kyogyoshinsho, and the word is even omitted from the index of some
editions of the work.? But seen in terms of content, there can be no doubt
that beneath all the books of the Kvagyashinsho flows a deep wellspring of
zange that feeds and sustains them. In this sense, the doctrine of the
Three Minds has to be seen as merely one point at which the metanoetic
element breaks through the surface and gushes over into the text. It is
only natural that we should see this passage as the core of the
Kyogyoshinshé.

The Three Minds are explained in Meditation Sutra as follows:

Ifthere are sentient beings, who wish to be born thither into the Pure Land, they
can satisfy their wishes by establishing Three Minds. What are these three? The
first is the Sincere Mind; the second, Deep Mind; and the third, the Mind of
Aspiring for Birth by Merit-transference: With these Three Minds they can
surely be born into the Pure Land.*

It was Zendd’s interpretation of this passage that gave Shinran his
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starting point. According to Soga, the gist of the distinction between the
“minds’’ comes to this: The salvation of ignorant sentient beings can be
attained only through the Compassionate Vow of Amida Buddha. Faith
consists in a wholehearted reliance on the power of the Vow of Amida
Buddha. But faith is composed of three elements. The first is the Sincere
Mind (shijoshin), which believes in the sincerity and purity of one’s past
thoughts, words, and deeds. The second is the Deep Faith (shinyin) of the
self in the power of salvation achieved by Amida Buddha. The third is
the unshakable faith and firm resolve of the Mind of Aspiring for Birth
by Merit-transference (ek-hatsugan-shin) in the future. Since these
three form one faith, we may speak of “Three Minds—qua—-One Mind.”
These Three Minds are the proper cause of rebirth in the Pure Land. Thus
the Sincere Mind is mind as a subject of action, responsible for what has
been done in the past; Deep Faith is mind of present trust in Amida
Buddha; while the Mind of Aspiring for Birth is the desire for rebirth in
the Pure Land in the future. The object of the first mind is the deeds we
have performed, and the mind that practices it is called Sincere Mind
because of its purity and authenticity. The object of the second mind is
Amida Buddha, who is trusted by sentient beings, and the mind that
embraces this trust is called Deep Mind (jinshin) in virtue of its deep
faith. The object of the third mind is the goal that is sought for, and the
mind that so desires is called the Mind of Aspiring for Birth by Merit-
transference.”

According to Zendd’s commentary, the Sincere Mind is the true
mind that has never involved itself in fraud or untruth. Everything one
does, be it thought or word or deed, should be performed with this
Sincere Mind. To make an outward display of wisdom, virtue, and effort
while inwardly one’s heart is filled with untruth is the very antithesis of
the Sincere Mind. If one is full of avarice, anger, vileness, and deceit; if
one makes use of cunning and deceit to carry out one’s wicked inner
designs; if one’s heart is like a nest of snakes and scorpions, then even the
good that one practices in thought, word, and deed is to be called a
poisonous good, an act of untruth, but never an act of sincerity. One who
wishes to perform a good deed must do so with the Sincere Mind. The
deed should be genuine and true, both inwardly and outwardly, whether
it is performed in the shadows of darkness or in the bright light of day.

The Deep Mind is the mind that believes deeply. Here we distin-
guish two sorts of faith: the deep realization of sinfulness (k¢ no jinshin) and
the deep acknowledgment of Amida’s Merciful Salvation (46 no jinshin).
The former implies a deep and resolute conviction in our entrapment in
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the unending samsaric cycle of birth and death in the three worlds with
no prospect of liberation. The latter embraces two phases: the resolve to
a deep trust in Gotama the Buddha and other Buddhas, and the resolve
to a deep trust in the five sorts of authentic actions for the sake of rebirth
in the Pure Land.

The Mind of Aspiring for Birth by Merit-transference refers to a
firm and unmovable resolve to be born in the Pure Land by transferring
all one’s good deeds and merits to others. Rebirth in the Pure Land is
possible only when all of the Three Minds are present. If one of them is
lacking, it becomes impossible.

According to Zendd, the Pure Land sect represents a doctrine of
salvation designed especially for ignorant and sinful persons like
ourselves who live in the decadent age of mapps. In his compassion,
Amida Buddha could not look on with indifference as we sentient beings
with our evil passions piled up sin and evil day after day, drowning
ourselves in the sea of samsdra. It was for this reason that he pronounced
his great vows, set up the Pure Land on the yonder shore, and drew us up
into the bark of his saving vows. Zendo was further convinced that
without relying on this doctrine, there would be no escape from the great
sea of samsara. The same deep faith that he himself professes in Pure
Land doctrine he therefore taught to others as well. It is said that while
he took an extremely rigorous approach to his own moral discipline, his
attitude to others was one of great compassion and love. In addition to
swaying the minds of his contemporary Buddhists in China with the
eschatological doctrine of mapps, his experience of his own ignorance
and sinfulness and his sense of himself as a lost soul brought him to faith
in the Original Vow of Great Compassion of Amida Buddha.

As the originator of an epoch-making doctrine promulgated in de~
fiance of the theories of other Pure Land scholars, Zendd’s importance to
the Pure Land sect is considerable. It was his conviction that ignorant,
sinful persons who confess their sin to Amida Buddha and trust in his
Original Vow are the sole guests invited to His Pure Land. Hénen
(1133-1212), the founder of the Pure Land sect in Japan, found this
sentence in Zendd’s Compendium on the Meditarion Sutra:

Those who continually recite Amida’s Name single-mindedly and exclusively
in daily life without regard to time or place or circumstances, and never let go of
it, are called believers of Right Established Practice because they comply with
the purport of the Buddha’s Vow.®

This opened his eyes to the Purport of the Vow of Amida Buddha and
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brought him to the convicton that

even ordinary, ignorant persons are sure to attain to rebirth at the end of time i¢
they recite the name of Amida, since this accords with the purport of the
Buddha’s Vow.”

Even these few brief words leave no doubt about the important position
Zendo holds in the development of Pure Land doctrine.

But if we go a step further and ask whether his interpretation of the
Three Minds is so clear as to cause no further problems, we have to
admit that this is not the case. A closer look discloses deep contradiction
not only in the nature of the relationship between the Three Minds but
within the description of each Mind itself. (In a sense, this comes as no
surprise, since a dialectical situation naturally implies that any contra-
diction in the outward relation between elements will correspond to a
simultaneous contradiction within the elements themselves.) Moreover,
the contradiction at issue here does not seem to be of the shallow sort that
can easily be corrected and dissolved through the manipulations of
conceptual analysis. On the contrary, it obliges us first to investigate the
matter and try to get to the very bottom of the antinomy, and then break
through to a point where the contradictories can be brought into dialec-
tical unity by the transforming mediation of absolute nothingness. This
is in fact the path that Shinran followed in attempting to come to grips
with the spirit of Zendo’s interpretation of the Three Minds and resolve
its difficulties by means of action-faith. The key to his solution is none
other than zange.

It is clear from his Compendium that the inner inspiration of Zendd’s
interpretation of the Three Minds lay in metanoesis, even though exter-
nally he appears to go no further than the self-reflection of a rigorous
conscience unable to escape the idealism of moral obligation. In the case
of Shinran’s way of zange, we see someone unable to stand the demands
of moral obligation and pushed to the limits of his own self-existence, to
the very core of evil and sin. Breaking through this core, he willingly
accepted the self-negation of destroying and abandoning that very self-
existence itself. While Zendo’s treatment of the Three Minds of sentient
beings speaks of the moral ideal of an “‘ought” and implies the contradic-
tion presupposed by the self-effort that accompanies that obligation,
Shinran’s interpretation speaks rather of the Three Minds of the Original
Vow, that is, as Other-power that allows sentient beings to enter the Pure
Land by converting them to obedience. Thus Shinran develops the
Three Minds in terms of the bodhisattva Dharmakara, seeing them as
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the 56 aspect which, when seen as the gensé taking place within the
Tathagata himself, can also be called an absolute genss. This effects an
absolute transformation of the Three Minds of sentient beings in terms
of which they become mediators of absolute nothingness. The result is
that the antinomies generated in the Three Minds by Zendd’s approach
are elevated to a higher unity in nothingness, the unity of a neither/nor.

The action of metanoesis is necessary in order for this mediation by
absolute nothingness to take place. Hence Shinran’s interpretation,
which develops the notion of the Other-power transformation of the
Original Vow, presupposes as a necessary condition his own practice of
zange. Though difficult to understand as metanoesis at first sight, the
idea of accumulating merits and good deeds in order to fulfill the vow
made by Dharmakara is simply a religious symbol of metanoetics. The
discipline of Dharmakara (inni), which represents the éso-aspect of the
Tathagata, is interpreted by Shinran solely on the basis of his own
experience of zange as the transcendent ground of metanoetics through
merit-transference. Of course we cannot forget that it was Donran
(Chin., T an-luan, 476~542) who first inspired him to seek the deeper
implication of the Three Minds by tracing a path from the Meditation
Sutra back to the Larger Sutra. This is why his Gatha of True Faith in
the Nembutsu® expresses the quintessence of his faith. The merits of
Shinran as a disciple of Honen who surpassed his teacher in securing a
solid basis for Pure Land doctrine le in the fact that he grasped the
mediatory significance of the discipline of Dharmakara as a transcendent
foundation for metanoetics in terms of an 6sd that corresponds to the
absolute genso of the nembutsu, and that he saw in it a fiir sich develop-
ment of the Original Vow of the Larger Sutra. It is only natural then for
Shinran that thé doctrine of the Three Minds in the “True Faith” book
of the Kydgvashinsho, which is mediated by the “True Practice” book
through the “Gétha of True Faith in the Nembutsu,” not only awakened
him to metanoetics by means of the contradiction contained in the mind
of all sentient beings but prompted him to develop it into a dialectic. The
content developed in this way falls naturally into line with the develop-
ment of Shinran’s zange.

Zendo’s interpretation of the Three Minds was drawn from the
Meditation Sutra. As noted in the previous chapter, this sutra develops
the structure of mediatory being in terms of updya, a standpoint quite
different from what we find in the Larger Sutra, which develops the
structure of absolute transformation into the Three Minds of Sincere
Mind, Sincere Faith, and Desire to Be Born of the Original Vow. It
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follows as a matter of course that the Three Minds in the Meditation
Sutra should imply a dialectic and set up a dynamic within the self
whereby the Three Minds arrive at an absolutely mediated synthesis.
The fundamental cause or primary impulse to this dynamic is to be
found in the Three Minds of the Larger Sutra, which together represent
the mediatory unity of absolute transformation.

To look at this contrast a bit more closely in terms of the doctrine of
the various “bodies” of the Buddha, the Three Minds of the Meditation
Sutra represent a structure of minds which, when realized in the‘ mind of
sentient beings, becomes a “body of expediency” (hdben-keshin), a' Jiir
sich stage of existence. In the Larger Sutra, however, the Three.Mmds
point to a substantial an und fiir sich stage of existence symbo.hzed k?y
the Three Minds of Dharmakara. Insofar as the former is mediatory in
the sense of becoming manifest in the mutuality between one relative
being and another as absolute nothingness, and since, as a transf.ormigg
axis of “nothingness,” it becomes the subject of fiir sich activity vis-a-vis
other relative ““beings,” it shows a dialectical structure of an upaya-body
in the sense of “‘being” that can exist autonomously. The latter, in
contrast, shows the speculative structure of absolute mediation in the
sense of a “‘true reward-body’’ (shinjirsu-hdjin) which is the absolute
negation of the former. In short, the latter is both the efficient cause and
the final cause of the former.

The self-discipline of Dharmaikara as it is described in the Larger
Sutra, therefore, points to the process whereby the Original Vow of the
Tathagata arrives at a fiir sich state. This is the source and ground gf
Other-power, as explained in the Meditation Sutra, in the sense t}}at it
enables sentient beings to attain rebirth. Here Other-power neither
works out of natural necessity, as is the case with the forces of nature, nor
corresponds to the workings of personality. Between Tathégata ?.ng
sentient beings there exists a gap that no “interpersonal relationship
can bridge. It is impossible to understand the relationship betweep the
absolute and the relative in terms of the “I-Thou” relationshlp.of
theism. Between being and nothingness there can be no such relative
relationship. The relative existence of sentient beings can be trgns~
formed into new being by absolute nothingness so that it can mediate
Other-power. But the work of Other-power, because it is noth-in'gness‘
and absolute transformation, cannot appear in the pure passwlty. of
the relative that is transformed by it, nor can it simply be set alongside
the relative as a “one’ to an “other.” If the absolute were to be placed in
such an opposition to the relative, it would of necessity become another
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relative. Absolute Other-power means obedience to an absolute seenas a
“naturalness” that supersedes the opposition between self and other.
Hence, when we say that the self becomes a mediator of Other-power, we
cannot mean that it cooperates with the Other-power that confronts it,
Properly speaking, we mean that the self is transformed under the
influence of an absolute nothingness which is neither the self nor an
other, and is drawn into a ““naturalness” in which the self loses itself:
Other-power is action (gyé) seen as the transformation of the self. This
“mediation-through-action” is the most fundamental of all mediated
relationships; all other relationships among relative beings are abstrac-
tions of it. Absolute mediation itself is the most concrete and unique
relationship that can be experienced.
The story of Dharmakara’s discipline is symbolic of this power of
transformation. While the metanoetic mediation of sentient beings is
moved by this power, it also makes that power real in the world. The
bodhisattva’s discipline served essentially as a continual renewal of that
power and mediated its way into the future, thus transferring the eternal
now into the dynamic development of the future. As a religious symbol,
the discipline of Dharmakara represents the transcendent ground of the
metanoesis of sentient beings. The Three Minds of the sentient being
simply refer to the recognition and mediation of this source. T his tran-
scendent ground is the source and substance of the Three Minds, at the
same time as the latter symbolizes the fiir sich mediation of the formerin
the world. Because the determination of the T athagata in the form of
Dharmakara, his “departing descent,” is at the same the “returning
ascent” of the Tathagata to himself, an internal circular dynamic of
departure-gua-return or descent-gua-ascent is the Original Vow of
Amida Buddha, identical with the name of Namu~Amida-Butsu.
Because Dharmakara is simply a self-determination of the Tathagata
seen from the standpoint of the Tathagara, and because the Tathagata
represents absolute mediation, we may speak of a “self-determination’’—
qua—‘‘other-determination.” Accordingly, as the negative mediatory
element within the Tathigata, Dharmaikara symbolizes nothing other
than the power of absolute negativity by means of which sentient beings,
who are “other” to the absolute, are mediated to the dynamic unity of the
Tathagata. All sentient beings are encompassed within the compassion
of Amida Buddha (Tathigata) and can be determined to realize their
wish to be born because they are mediated by the absolute gensd whose
symbol is the bodhisattva Dharmakara.
The aspect of 656 that corresponds to this absolute genso is the aspect




236 METANOETICS AND THE THEORY OF THE THREE MINDs

of Dharmakara’s discipline before his enlightenment. Through Dhar.
makara, Tathagata makes himself fiir sich; only by mediating a mutua]
gensé among relative sentient beings does he make real the absolure
transformation of his Great Compassion. Thus determined, the Tath.
agata cannot be an unmediated transcendent being thatsimply embraces
relative beings within itself. Tathigata allows the relative a full media-
tory role; he works with and suffers with the relative, and as such repre-
sents absolute mediation performing the Great Compassion—qua—Great
Nay.

This quality of absolute transformation that characterizes nothing-
ness does not exist apart from the relative being of sentient beings who
are given the independence of updya to serve as the axis of absolute
nothingness. In other words, it expresses itself in the equality that
pervades all sentient beings in their reciprocity. For all relative beings
are independent-qua-dependent and as such are converted to nothing-
ness. In his negative mediatory aspect, therefore, Tathagata works in
accord with the metanoesis of sentient beings and grants them a mediat-
ing role. In their mutual equality of independence-qua-dependence,
each is raised to a fiir sich state and made an axis of transformation for the
salvation of every other, and is thus granted provisional independence as
an upaya of the absolute nothingness. This is what is called the “trans-
formed body of expediency” (hoben-keshin). Precedence among rela-
tively independent beings, or the sequence of relative gensd, indicates
merely a temporal and historical relationship. The aseity that absolutely
negates and at the same time eternally affirms the totality of this order is
the “‘true reward-body” (shinjitsu-hdjin). In terms of the salvation of
sentient beings, the “true reward-body’ belongs to the way of 0s¢ while
the ““transformed body of expediency” belongs to the way of gensd. But
seen from the viewpoint of the Tathéagata himself, the 556 of establishing
himself in a fiir sich state by undertaking the discipline of Dharmakara
and returning to a process of development within himself is already
absolute gensé because it is the transforming work of Other-power aimed
at salvific merit-transference in the phase of s6. In this sense we speak of
G50 as gensé. But the salvific merit-transference in the phrase of genso
makes absolute gensd manifest through the mediation of the relative and
brings it to an an sich state. Thus we may also speak of gensé as ds6. On
the one hand, the relative is relative in virtue of its opposition to other
relatives, and can confront the absoclute only by way of this relative-to-
relative relationship. On the other, the absolute is able to function vis-a-
vis the relative only through the mediatory action of other relatives.
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The logic of this absolute mediation is clearly expressed in Shinran’s
notion of the “two kinds of merit-transference” which gives more con-
crete form to the structure of salvation. Dharmakara and the mind of
sentient beings are differentiated and set in opposition to each other in
such a way that the former grasps identity in terms of the aspect of the
absolute in itself, while the latter grasps it in terms of the aspect of
negative mediation.® In the sense that both regulate the opposition
between one and the same identity, however, they are the same. This is
why it is said that the Three Minds of the Meditation Sutra are the same
as those of the Larger Sutra in spite of their differences,'® and different in
spite of their identity;** and that the two doctrines differ in their outward
significance but unite in their inner core.'? The pure mediation of
absolute transformation, a circular dynamic within the self in which the
inner and the outer correspond harmoniously to one another, is the work
of mediation implied by the notion of merit-transference (ekd).

Shinran believes that the rebirth of sentient beings in the Pure Land
can be accomplished only through the nembutsu of the Original Vow, that
only insofar as the self is converted to the power of the Great Com-
passion of the Original Vow as a mediator of absolute nothingness can it
reach the “Rank of Nonregression” (futal no kurai) as “empty being.”
From the standpoint of this faith, Shinran draws the doctrine of the
Kyogydshinshd from the Larger Sutra and argues that only the attain-
ment of birth through the nembursu can constitute the “‘true reward-
body.” Since the “transformed body of expediency” mediates this
process but cannot accomplish it, the Meditation Sutra, which is based
on that standpoint, can only offer a way of upaya. This explains why
Shinran takes the sense of Zendd’s understanding of the Three Minds as
he found them in the Sanzengi'® and turns it around to fit the Original
Vow of the Larger Sutra, reading the one in terms of the other. In this
way the idea of the Three Minds in Zendd’s Compendium, which pre-
sents an ideal structure of the moral conscience that sentient beings must
have to attain salvation, becomes a notion of the Three Minds that shows
the fiir sich structure of the Original Vow in Dharmakara. The absolute
transformation that Zendd’s idea undergoes in being made to mediate
transcendent Other-power is like the change from immediate life to
death-and-resurrection, from expression to symbol, from immediate
thought to action-faith, from being to nothingness. This is how
Shinran’s interpretation took Zendd’s Three Minds out of their context
in the Meditation Sutra and reread them into the Original Vow of the
Larger Sutra.
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What sort of contradiction does Zendd’s notion of the Three Minds
contain to prompt this dialectic transformation? And what is the form of
the dialectic contained in the Three Minds of the Meditation Sutrg?
First of all, we may consider the relationship between the Sincere Mind
and the Deep Mind. As we have already observed, the Sincere Mind is
concerned with our past actions and deeds; it calls for a purity of heart in
which the good we do cutwardly is in harmony with our inward state. In
the Deep Mind, however, a deep trust in salvation through faith in
Amida Buddha is accompanied by a self-consciousness of our deep
ignorance and sinfulness, as persons permanently adrift in the sea of
samsara with no prospect of deliverance. Obviously these two sides of
self-consciousness contradict each other. We cannot but admit the exis-
tential fact of our deep sinfulness to which the doctrine of the Deep Mind
speaks, and thus recognize that the Sincere Mind can never be more than
a moral ideal, a demand that lies irremediably beyond the reach of our
own ignorance and sinfulness. But this discrepancy between the ineluc-
table ““is”” of our radical sin on the one hand, and the “‘ought’ on the
other, between our existential actuality and our essential nature, cannot
simply be left in a state of dualistic antagonism. If that were the case, we
would have no right to speak of Three Minds—gua—0One Mind.

How is it possible to reconcile these contradictories? Only through
the metanoetic confession of our inability to achieve the ideals of moral
obligation and humble acceptance of the fact of our own existential
finitude. Through the workings of the wondrous power of absolute
transformation which mediates this self-abandonment of metanoesis,
our mere self-negation is turned into a negation of negation—that is, a
self-affirmation—and death is turned to resurrection. The essence of
moral obligation is transferred to the ““action of no-action” of absolute
Other-power, and through this experience metanoesis mediates the
Deep Mind which confesses deep ignorance and sinfulness to the truth-
fulness of the Sincere Mind. Thus the Sincere Mind, which is unrealiz-
able by self-power alone, does not stop at the mere notion of an “ought”
but is mediated by the transforming activity of Other-power and realized
in the action of transferring gratitude, which is an ““action of no-action.”
All of this is due to the wondrous power of the Original Vow and its
absolute transformation wrought through the mediation of metanoesis.
The metanoetic recognition of the inability to achieve the Sincere Mind
through self-power because of ignorance and sin at the same time me-
diates a process whereby what was once impossible because of igno-
rance and sin now becomes possible through submissive gratitude for
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the transference of Other-power. In this wondrous power, Sincere Mind
and the Deep Mind are brought into a dialectical unity grounded in
metanoesis. Mediated by metanoesis, the Sincere Mind that was an
impossibility for self-power is realizable by Other-power as “‘the truth-
ful mind” (shishin) of obedience and gratitude. Insofar as it is performed
in a spirit of metanoesis, the action of obedience, gratitude, and in-
debtedness for the absolute transforming power of the Original Vow
enables sentient beings to keep their minds true and pure, however
deeply sinful and ignorant their minds may be, by the continual cleans-
ing of metanoesis. A Sincere Mind toward one’s past deeds cannot re-
main pure by itself; it requires continual metanoesis.

Zend0’s interpretation of the Sincere Mind, we recall, contained the
following comment: “Do not show wisdom, virtue, and effort in one’s
outward acts, while your inward heart is fraught with vice and fraud.”
Here we are presented with a moral “ought.”” But Shinran retranslates
the passage into a confession of zange: “No wisdom, virtue, or effort can
there be outside, for falsehood sits within.””** In this bold rereading of
the original meaning, it is impossible not to see the pervasive significance
that he gives to zange. The discipline of Dharmakara works in us sentient
beings as the power of the Vow, prompting us to metanoesis. Shinran,
who believes in the power of the Original Vow, is impelled by it to the
actual practice of metanoesis, and thereby to the reinterpretation of
Zend?d’s standpoint of moral obligation, which seeks to clarify the ideal
structure of the Three Minds by negating the standpoint of sentient
beings, by redirecting it toward the transcendence of the Original Vow.
Shinran’s metanoesis is not a work of self-power but is the manifestation
within himself of absolute Other-power, and as such represents an
“action of no-action,” or an an sich action of absolute negation. This is
why it needs to be based on a pure and sincere heart.

Second, let us turn to the contradiction between the Deep Mind and
what was referred to earlier as the ““Mind of Aspiring for Birth by Merit-
transference” (eké-hotsugan-shin). This latter refers to the firm resolve to
be reborn both by transferring all of one’s own good deeds and by
sharing in the good deeds of others. But really to possess this mind is a
direct contradiction of the “Deep Mind of Dharma” (hé no jinshin)
which binds faith to the power of Amida Buddha’s Vow and implies that
one would no longer feel the need for performing any supplementary
good. In this case, the aspiration for rebirth by merit-transference would
become completely unnecessary, and one would end up betraying Deep
Faith in the power of the Vow.
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To overcome this contradiction, it is necessary to preserve Deep
Faith fully and to believe deeply that rebirth depends entirely on the
power of the Original Vow. It means applying all good deeds, one’s own
and those of others, to the aspiration for rebirth as a transference of
gratitude for having been converted to faith in Other-power by the
power of the Original Vow. That is to say, the aspiration for rebirth is not
the unmediated working of self-power, whose impotence has already
been recognized as unstable and liable to collapse. Moreover, the notion
of unmediated aspiration for rebirth harbors the inevitable contradiction
of not being able to shake free of the dilemma of seeking after the Buddha
who was himself a person who sought for nothing. Only a hope for rebirth
that is mediated by Deep Faith and supported by Deep Faith can enjoy
the stability and resoluteness of a “hopeless hope” or a “‘seeking of no-
seeking”’ whose absolute negation rests on the Original Vow. Shinran is
clear on the point:

Next, the Desire for Birth is the Tathagata’s command which summons all
sentient beings. The substance of the Desire for Birth is the True Serene Faith.
Indeed, this is not (the mind of) merit-transference with self-power as con-
ceived by Mahayanist or Hinayanist, common men or sages, or meditative
or non-mediatory persons; hence, it is called ““(the mind of) non-merit-
transference.”

Just as we have seen that the Sincere Mind cannot be achieved
merely by self-power, but requires that one be converted by Other-
power to an “‘action of no-action” performed out of gratitude to Other-
power, so Deep Faith in the Dharma comes about only when one has
Deep Faith in the existential fact of one’s profound ignorance and
sinfulness, drowning in a sea of samsara without any prospect of rescue,
and when this latter faith mediates the former. This means that Deep
Faith must be mediated by metanoesis and grounded in a recognition of
one’s own existential plight. Like the Sincere Mind, the Mind of Aspir-
ing for Birth by Merit-transference is made possible only through the
mediation of metanoesis, since the Deep Faith opened up by means of
metanoesis is the ground of both of them. While both stand in contradic-
tion to Deep Faith, they are also unified dialectically in virtue of meta-
noesis, which serves as a pivot of this transformation and mediation. In
this way, we have already seen how the Sincere Mind and the Mind of
Aspiring for Birth are both mediated jointly by the Deep Mind. From
there we may see how this third and final contradiction is resolved in
dialectical unity.

The contradiction between the Sincere Mind and the Mind of
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Aspiring for Birth is not hard to understand, given that they represent
past and future respectively and share in the same contradictory rela-
rionship that characterizes the past and the future. Those who possess
the Sincere Mind of believing in the purity of their past deeds find no
reason to turn toward the future, aspiring for rebirth and transferring
their merits, since rebirth would appear to follow as a natural conse-
quence of continuing and extending the deeds of the past. If some need is
felt to aspire for rebirth in the Pure Land and to transfer merits for that
purpose, this can only point to a failure of the Sincere Mind in the past.
The self-identical, unbroken continuity of the past and the creative
rransformation of the future are directly incompatible and contradic-
tory. Itis only through the mutually transforming mediation of the two
in the present that this antagonism can be reconciled. That is, in this
mutual mediation, the past ceases to cling to its identity despite its
continuity, and undergoes a conversion in metanoesis so that it can
accept the continual renewal of its meaning as a mediator that propels the
present into the future. The future, meanwhile, needs also to realize that
it cannot produce any creative content without the tradition of the past.
Tt must accept the determinations of the past as a negative mediation,
obedience to which can renew the past from its own deeper sources and
bring about creativity through the transforming activity of absolute
nothingness. In this way a new creative synthesis can be effected which is
neither past nor future but revitalizes both through their negation,
establishing a transcendent unity in the present as the absolute trans-
formation through which both the past and the future are mutually
reconciled into a harmonious whole.

While the Sincere Mind and Mind of Aspiring for Birth are antago-
nistic in their immediacy, Deep Faith brings them to unity in mutual
negation and transformation. This is the negative dialectical unity of the
Three Minds. In metanoesis the past is completely negated, but within
the pure passivity of this negation the continuity of the past is renewed
and transformed into the “naturalness” of an “action of no-action.” The
past, therefore, is resurrected to a life that is ““brought to life in its
dying.” This is salvation. It is a conversion in which the Mind of
Aspiring for Birth through Merit-transference is achieved and rebirth
determined as a “‘non-transferring.” Through the mediation of meta-
noesis, rebirth in the future is already contained in the past as a destina-
tion; and apart from the absolute transformation of resurrection in the
future, there can be no negation and transformation of the past by means
of absolute nothingness. Mediated by the future, the past can be trans-
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formed absolutely. Metanoesis, the transformation of the past through
negation, also mediates salvation in the sense of determining rebirth in
the future. In short, the mediative unity in the eternal now, in which the
past and the future mutually transform and penetrate each other, is
brought about by metanoetic action.

A consciousness that has reached a fiir sich state in this action of faith
and has become aware of itself as the absolute transformation between
the transcendent absolute and the self ¢ this Deep Faith, and hence
represents the unifying center of the Three Minds. This unifying func-
tion, as we observed earlier, consists in the mutual mediation of a
“twofold Deep Faith,” the self-negation of Deep Faith in our own being
and the absolute affirmation of Deep Faith in the Dharma, whence it
goes on to display the internal structure of a negative dialectic. As such, it
merits closer attention.

We have seen three sorts of contradictions among the Three Minds,
and have seen how it is due to the unifying work of Deep Faith that they
are mediated dialectically with one another and brought to a unity. The
Deep Faith that forms the center of this unity is of two sorts, neither of
which can be understood if treated directly and in isolation from the
other. Deep Faith in the ignorance and sinfulness of our human con-
dition, caught in a never-ending and inescapable cycle of life and death,
is based on Deep Faith in the Great Compassion of the Dharma in the
Original Vow in the sense that the former reaches consciousness and is
sustained there by it. At the same time, Deep Faith in Dharma cannot
exist without being accompanied by Deep Faith in the human condition.
It is metanoesis that effects a transforming mediation between the two
and provides a background for their dynamic and dialectical unity.

Sincere Faith (shingvo) in the Vow of Amida, which is the driving
force and prime mover of each of these aspects of Deep Faith, is possible
only in metanoesis, even as metanoesis is possible only through the
transcendent Other-power of Sincere Faith. As Shinran writes:

Next, the Serene Faith is the ocean of Faith consummated with the
Tathigata’s Great Mercy and the complete, all-merging, and unhindered Wis-
dom. For this reason, it is not mixed with doubt; hence, it is called the Serene
Faith. The essence of the Serene Faith is the Serene Mind endowed by the
Other-Power. All the ocean-like multitudinous beings, since the beginningless
past, have been transmigrating in the sea of ignorance, drowning in the cycle of
existences, bound to the cycle of sufferings, and having no pure, serene faith.
They have, as a natural consequence, no true serene faith. Therefore, it is
difficult to meet the highest virtue and difficult to receive the supreme, pure
Faith. All the common and petty persons at all times constantly defile their good
minds with greed and lust, and their anger and hatred constantly burn the
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treasure of Dharma. Even though they work and practice as busily as though
they were sweeping fire off their heads, their practices are called poisoned and
mixed good deeds and also called deluded and deceitful practices; hence, they
are not called true acts. If one desires to be born in the Land of Infinite Light with
these deluded and poisoned good acts, he cannot possibly attain it. Why is it so?
Because when the Tathagata performed the Bodhisattva practices, His three
kinds of actions were not mingled with doubt even for a thought or a moment.

Since this mind (Serene Faith) is the Tathagata’s Great Compassionate
Mind, it necessarily becomes the rightly determinant cause for (Birth in) the
Recompensed Land. The Tathagata, pitying the sea of suffering multitudes,
endowed the unhindered, great Pure Faith to the ocean of all beings. This is
called the True Faith of the Other-Power. 1

The two types of Deep Faith that Zendd lines up parallel to each other in
his interpretation are here united clearly in a mutually transforming
mediation; the transforming transcendent power of the absolute (Tath-
agata), as the source and cause of this unity, is located on the way of genso
in the discipline of Dharmakara; and the transformation that takes place
in the metanoesis of sentient beings is attributed to Other-power. All of
this is expressed in terms of Shinran’s own driving zange. The sense of
urgency and personal torment in his style leaves no doubt as to how
truthful and painful was his metanoesis.

Faith that consists of trust in Other-power may seem at first sight an
easy-going affair without suffering, and indeed is commonly referred to
as the “easy way” in the doctrine of the Pure Land school. But anyone
who can detect the tincture of sorrow that pervades the whole of
Shinran’s works and can sense how close it is to despair will readily
understand that True Faith (skinjin) comes about only through the
painful truthfulness of metanoesis. This does not mean, of course, that it
is a notional ideal such as we find in self-power nembutsu, a mere self-
affirmation that conceives of all good deeds and merits as one’s own
activity without recognizing the transforming power of Tathigata.
Such an idealistic conception with its notion of a moral “ought,” how-
ever pure, remains the property of the self and is bound to the context of
the self’s own life. It does not rise to the higher level of an existence
mediated by a self-surrender that negates life, by a death in which one
lets go of the existence of the self in an act of despair toward the self.
(Obviously, what we mean by “death” here is not the same as suicide.
Suicide is not a negation of self-will, but its affirmation, and therefore
belongs to life, not to death. The death we have in mind is the death of
a self-negation that is concerned neither with death nor with life, a sur-
render of the self in a self-surrender of pure passivity and complete
submission.)
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The self-affirmation of the principle of all good deeds and meritsisa
continuation of self-centeredness, not its conversion. No conversioning
positive sense has yet taken place. Hence, however much one may
hypothesize that the spirit of this standpoint approaches the moral
ideal, or even unites with it at some ultimate stage, one cannot speak
here of authentic True Faith. As before, it remains within the realms of
confused practice. There is no final peace of soul in such “‘idealism.”
Only those arrive at the authenticity of True Faith who are converted
through metanoesis to share in practice of Dharmakara on the way of
gensd, whose self is completely reoriented in conversion and for whom
death becomes the principle of life; only those who are taken up into the
Compassionate Vow of the Tathagata through the action-faith-witness
of nothingness as the ground of being can come to the joy of True Faith.
This is Deep Faith truly come to concrete unity.

Without the practice of metanoesis, there is nothing that can mediate
this process. As explained earlier, only the ongoing development of
metanoesis supplies the infinite element for transforming relative beings
into mediators of nothingness as the absolute negation of life in death, so
that merit-transference in 6sé can come about. Shinran’s True Faith in
Other-power rests on the unfathomable depths of a serious practice of
zange. The fact that he is brought to his proper share in Amida Buddha’s
salvation of merit-transference in dso by being converted to the absolute
merit-transference in gensd of Dharmakara is due to the mediation of
metanoesis which allows his action of merit-transference in s6 to con-
form to the thought of gensé through an inner relationship of the two in
the form of 6s6-qua-genso. '

Metanoesis represents a breakthrough of self that is an action-qua-
thought. As such, it mediates the absolute transformation of Amida
Buddha’s dsi-qua-gensé. To the absolute genso of the compassionate
Amida there corresponds an ds6 manifested at the moment of
Dharmakara’s invocation and fulfillment of the Original Vow. In the
True Faith that is transferred here, the conversion of the mind of
sentient beings is not directed by the mere thought of Deep Faith. It
must rather be a transforming affirmation of self-surrender in meta-
noesis, a turnabout of the self through death and resurrection, a trans-
formation through reversal. '

Shinran’s sentiments of sorrow in his experience of metanoesis,
which not only pervade the background of his description but overflow
into his manner of expression when he is treating True Faith, leave no
doubt about the fact that he means to turn it into the confession of
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metanoesis and to consider the Three Minds from the viewpoint of
action (gvd). In so doing, he surpasses the standpoint of idealistic thought
that marks Zend®’s interpretation to speak of the Three Minds of
Dharmakara as representing the aspect of absolute genss. Shinran’s
devotion to Donran underwrites what I have been saying here.

We have seen the conflict between the two kinds of Deep Mind, the
Sincere Mind and the Mind of Aspiring to Birth by Merit-transference,
and have seen further how each of them is involved in contradiction with
Deep Faith, but we have also seen how they are rendered mutually
complementary. This makes it amply clear that the whole of the Three
Minds is based on the transformation and mediation of metanoesis and
thereby enjoys the unity expressed in the saying, ‘““Three Minds—qua—
One Mind.” Shinran sheds light on the inner dialectic of the relationship
between the Three Minds (or Three Faiths) and the transforming medi-
gtion of immanence-qua-transcendence that stems from this relation
when he redirects Zendd’s demand for a moral ideal into the transform-
ing action of zange. While Pure Land doctrine had previously taken as
its principal authority Zendd’s commentary on the Meditation Sutra,
Shinran developed his doctrine under the influence of Donran, deepening
the notion of the Original Vow into faith in Other-power. This being the
case, it is clear that metanoetics represents the pillar on which he set up
the sect known as the True Pure Land sect or Shin Buddhism.

T'o carry our treatment a step further, we may note that the three
elements that combine to form action-faith-witness, a notion that con-
tains Shin doctrine in its entirety, correspond respectively to the Three
Minds. This allows us to conclude that it is metanoesis that provides a
principle of unity to the whole. Thus, by action is meant the action of
metanoesis with regard to the past, through which we come to under-
stand the true significance of the Sincere Mind. Faith, of course, means
the Deep Faith in the present, and witness corresponds to the aspiration
for rebirth in the future.

Properly speaking, action in the sense of the Pure Land school refers
to the nembutsu, the recitation of the name of Amida Buddha expressed in
the six Chinese characters Na-mu-a-mi-da-buisu. The nembuisu is a
symbol of a personal relationship of absolute mediation between Amida
Buddha and a sentient being in the form of a call and a response. But
through this personal relationship, the nembutsu also symbolizes the
Original Vow of the Buddha’s Great Compassion as it is expressed most
fully in the community of all Buddhas reciting Amida’s name. The
nembutsu is believed to have the power of absolute transformation and to
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establish a mutual transformation and exchange between Amida Buddha
and the sentient being in an act of transference; and praise of the name of
Amida is seen as the action of the nembutsu.

In terms of content, the nembutsu signals a participation in the trans-
formation wrought by absolute Other-power of the Original Vow, whose
symbol is the name of Amida Buddha. Furthermore, inasmuch as ab-
solute Other-power is pure passivity without an agent, the nembutsu, as
the action of this Other-power, needs first of all to be mediated by
metanoesis, the act of negation and transformation performed by sen-
tient beings. If this were not the case, numerous difficulties would be
unavoidable, even if it were granted that Other-power is manifest in the
action of reciting the name. In the collection of texts known as the
Anjinketsujo-sho (On Assurance and Determination) we read:

The nembutsu is not necessarily limited to the oral recitation of “namuamida-
butsu.”” It is an awakening of faith in the sense that one is made aware of the
established merits of Amida Buddha which, from the moment of his enlighten-
ment ten kaplas ago, he has been ready to bestow on the believer who does him
reverence (namu). The comprehension of this Buddha’s Grace is expressed by
namuanidabutsu. . . . To grasp the core of namuamidabutsu as an expression of
genuine faith is to attain the Three Minds.*”

In the Songé-shinzé-meimon (Notes on the Inscriptions on Sacred
Scrolls), Shinran comments on an inscription on the portrait of Zendo
(here given in italics):

To say the Buddha’s six-character Name: to say namu-amida-butsu. Is to praise
the Buddha: To say namu-amida-butsu is to praise the Buddha. Further, 2t is to
repent: To say namu-amida-butsu is to repent all the karmic evil one has
committed since the beginningless past. It is to awaken to the aspiration for birth.
... To say namu-amida-butsu is to desire to be born in the Pure Land of peace.*®

In this brief but rich passage, Shinran suggests that the recitation of the
name, or the development of the name on the way of genséd, is substan-
tiated by the practice of zange. To this extent, it is completely identical
with metanoetics, which is why I believe that Shinran’s doctrine of faith
is centered on a metanoetics. There is, of course, no denying the histor-
ical fact of his intention to clarify the authentic doctrine of the Pure Land
sect and to set it up against what was being taught by the influential
disciples of Honen at the time. In the development of the Pure Land sect,
there was much discussion about the significance of the recitation of the
nembutsu, leaving no doubt that Shinran was influenced by the ideas of
his predecessors and elders, in terms both of positive appreciation and of
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negative criticism. But here I must submit my judgment to competent
religious scholars.

It is a special mark of the doctrine of Pure Land Buddhism, accord-
ing to the scholars, that action and faith are related in an order opposite
to that of other schools. Specifically, action precedes faith in the Original
Vow, yielding a unity of action-faith (gyé-shin) instead of the usual
faith-action. Furthermore, for Shin Buddhism the nembutsu is not a form
of prayer but an expression of gratitude to Amida Buddha. But all of this
seems to conform better to a metaphysical-ontological consideration of
the transference of Other-power in the Original Vow than it does to our
immediate experience. For us, it is impossible to perform the act of
praising the name of Amida and expressing gratitude without the en-
lightened awareness or witness (s46) of salvation, just as it is not possible
to have faith in the Original Vow without any hint or foreboding of such
witness. In the temporal order of our experience, one cannot think of
action as prior to faith. On the contrary, in our religious consciousness
nembutsu begins with the Mind of Aspiring for Birth in the future, and
then passes over into the Sincere Mind of metanoesis for the past,
converting our desire into a “desire of no-desire,” that is, a desire for
rebirth in spite of our lack of any qualification for harboring such a
desire. From there, consciousness ripens into a Deep Faith of sub-
mission in the present to Other-power. The conviction that one has been
destined for rebirth gives rise to a sense of indebtedness that develops in
turn into the act of gratitude. In this action of gratitude, salvation is the
proclamation of a completeness: one’s own salvation is witnessed com-
pletely in the transference of the Tathagata’s transforming act of ab-
solute nothingness to the salvation of others, so that one takes on the role
of a mediator to cooperate in their salvation on the way of genso. Thus
action, faith, and witness make up a triune one through the mutual
transformation of each with the others.

When we have faith in the saving power of the Original Vow through
the doctrine or teaching (kyé), we are merely recognizing the fact that it
is the structure of salvation itself that maintains the order of teaching-
action-faith-witness as it has been explained above. We see this in
Shinran’s Tanni-shé, for instance, when he expresses his absolute trust
in the teachings of Honen. It is also patent from both the content and the
structure of the Kydgydshinsho that the whole of Pure Land Buddhism
has developed on the basis of a tradition of doctrine extending from a
“beginningless past” up to the present.

But this is looking at the matter from the viewpoint of spreading the
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faith, whereas philosophy must put weight on the evidence of one’s own
experience. If one wishes to develop one’s thought through the medi-
ation of experience, one must pursue another course. It is the same with
religion: insofar as it is concerned with developing thought, authorita-
tive tradition has to be mediated by self-witness (jisho) in the sense of
the self’s own witness to what is evident to the self itself. In the case of
religious faith per se, however, we always have to acknowledge the
priority of doctrine. Hence, religious thought is by nature the opposite of
philosophy, which begins from a critique of doctrine and makes self-
witness the main thing. In philosophy, we begin from what is “‘prior to
us” and trace a path back to what is “prior in itself.” But this commit-
ment to self-power that insists on affirming the standpoint of philosophy
without any outside mediation is no guarantee that the absolute self-
power of philosophy will actually be able to achieve its goal. Our path of
ascent to unity with the absolute is cut short by the fact that we are
relative beings. On the contrary, it is distinctive of a metanoetics based
on action-faith-witness that this way opens up for us through a posture
of zange and through the obedient despair of absolute critique vis-a-vis
the immediacy of a self-power philosophy. This is why philosophy must
be said to contain a dialectic at its very foundations. L.ooking at the ques-
tion from this standpoint, we are forced to conclude that philosophical
self-consciousness, in order to set itself up as the working of autonomous
reason, requires the mediation of a metanoesis of despair toward the
philosophy of self-power which begins from a critique of the teachings of
tradition.

The only action we can perform with regard to the past is metanoesis,
but this metanoesis is mediated by the wondrous power of absolute
transformation through which an initial self-negation is turned into a
self-affirmation, through which death is resurrected to new life. In this
resurrected life, philosophical thought and other cultural activities of a
moral nature that were once abandoned in despair are reinstated—
though not now as moral obligations of self-power but as something
transferred to self-consciousness by Other-power, as a selfless “‘action of
no-action’ performed in “‘naturalness.”” This is self-witness in the sense
of the gratitude befitting the mind we have called the Mind of Aspiring
for Birth by Merit-transference. Here, witness is mediated by the action
of metanoesis as the past opening up to the future, so that an orientation
to future rebirth becomes implicit in the metanoetic transformation of
the past and faith comes to birth in a present consciousness of the change
that has taken place in witness, a self-consciousness based on absolute
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Other-power. Faith is usually said to consist in believing that which is
not clearly evident, but there would be no impulse for us to believe
without any presentiment at all. An orientation to the future provides the
present with a hint as to the direction in which the transformation of the
past s.hould be pushed. The present reaches the Jiir sich state of self-
consciousness only by serving as a transforming mediator between the
past and the future.
Logically speaking, the past is a “particular” whose conversion into
the ““individual” of future witness through the action of metanoesis
cox?st-itutes a transformation through negation comparable to the Ur-zeil
(original, fundamental division) of judgment in the Hegelian scheme. As
aresult, the “‘universal” of synthesis in the presentissetupasa dynamic
§elf«00nsciousness of eternity. This is faith in its function of transform-
ing mediation between immanence and transcendence. And behind it. as
its an sich backing, is the action of metanoesis. In contrast with Hegéi’s
“a.ll Is judgment,” I would prefer to say ““all is metanoesis.” Odd as this
might seem at first, if we think of everything as a symbol manifesting
ab.sc?lute nothingness realized through metanoesis, there is nothing sur-
prising about it at all. Judgment, as we observed earlier in the case of
Hegel, is unable to break through the unity of reason by means of
inference and thus cannot escape from the standpoint of idealism:
trapped within the limits of rationalism, it cannot come to a concrete
freedom with radical evil as its element of negation. If the judgment of
Ur-teil is the sole principle in terms of which all individuals are consti-
tuFed, these individuals must at the same time be converted to a “sub-
missive freedom” as mediators of nothingness. And this means meta-
noesis. Only in the case of judgment based on metanoesis is it proper to
say that “all is judgment,” which is why we insist that “all is meta-
noesis.” In metanoesis, the judgment of Ur-zesl is naturally included as
the element of negation.

Existence bespeaks metanoetic transformation. Its knowledge is
grqunded on faith. According to traditional teaching, the power of the
Om-ginal Vow, which is the object of faith, is mediated in the Jiiv sich
action of the community of Buddhas engaged in mutual praise and takes
shape on the way of 456 as action-faith. This means that it precedes the
Way of gensé in terms of the sequential order of salvation. But this order
is the very reverse of the order of our self-consciousness and needs to be
transformed through its mediation. This is what the relationship be-
tween existence and consciousness requires, and what we mean by the
relationship between doctrine and witness. Looked at from the order of
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our self-witness, the sequence action-faith-witness reflects the synthe.tic
character of faith in the Original Vow in the sepse of a trapsform1ng
interpenetration between the action of metanoesis and the witness of 5
resurrection to an ‘“‘action of no-action” in gratitude.

As mentioned in the preceding chapter, the notion of the sangan-
tennyii found in the final book of the Kyogyoshinsho describes the devel-
opmental mediation and interpenetration of the three assects gf the
mind of sentient beings in terms of the independence of thg expediency
body.” In this process, the three aspects are arre'mged n a sequence
running from future to past to present, while the interpretation of the
Three Minds in terms of the ““true reward-body’’ sets 1.1p a sequence
from past to present to future. In both, the modes of time are base'd
on the self-transformation of the past, making it clear tl.lat' metagoesm
mediates action-faith-witness. It is only through the mediating action of
metanoesis-—that is, not along the path of 656, which is conce_rned‘ onl.y
with the structure of the Vow itself, but along the way of genss, which is
concerned with the fiir sich state of consciousness—that transcepdent,
absolute nothingness becomes manifest in the course of transforming the
minds of sentient beings. ‘

This leaves no room for doubt that the Kyogyoshinsho is Fonstr}lcted
in such a way that its entire system is grounded on the an sich actlonl of
metanoesis. It is difficult to deny the fact that salvation is not spmethmg
that comes about simply as a result of a temporary act of falth? but is
mediated by continual metanoesis. It may be that only thg foolish and
ordinary need to assent to this fact, while the wise and sagacious hav§ no
such need. As for us ignorant and ordinary people, we have no right
to deny the existence of such people. But because a tendency to the
arrogance and presumption of classing ourselvet% among them lurks
in our hearts, we are in need of continual metanoesis. For myself, T ne.ed
both to carry on metanoesis without fail because of my abysmal 1g-
norance and shamefulness, and honestly to acknowledge other.s for their
wisdom and goodness. I have been brought to the belief Fhat just as 'the
wise and intelligent can find peace in enlightenment by vllrtue of h'avmg
no sin or evil passions for which to perform metanoesis, so I, ?n my
ignorance and sin, can participate in nirodna just as I am and without
extinguishing my evil passions. N

This wondrous transformation wrought in metanoesis is none f)ther
than the power of Amida’s Vow of Great Compassion. As Shinran
explains:
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From the beginningless past to this day and this moment, the ocean of multi-
tadinous beings has been defiled, evil, and filthy, and they do not Possess the
pure mind; again, they have been deluded, flattering, and deceitful, and do not
possess the true mind. Hereupon, the Tathagata, pitying the sea of all the
suffering sentient beings, disciplined Himself in the Bodhisattva practices for
inconceivable and innumerable kalpas. During that time, his three kinds of
actions [of body, mouth, and mind] were not impure nor untrue even for a
thought or a moment. The Tathagata with a pure and true mind perfected the
complete, all-merging, unhindered, inconceivable, indescribable, and ineffable
supreme virtue. The Tathagata bestows His Sincere Mind on the sea of all the
multitudinous beings filled with evil passions, evil acts, and perverted knowl-
edge. The Sincere Mind is the true mind endowed by Him to benefit the beings;

hence, it is not mixed with doubt. The substance of this Sincere Mind is the

By means of this altruistic transference of truthfulness from the Com-
passionate Mind, our being, fraught with sin and lust and sunk in a state
of misery in the present, is suddenly lifted up and promised nirvdng and

rebirth. In Shinran’s Jodo Monrui Fusho (Passages on the Pure Land Way)
we read:

When, through Amida’s directing of virtue to them by the power of the
Vow, the foolish beings ever floundering in birth-and-death hear the true and
real virtues and realize supreme shinjin, they immediately attain great joy and
reach the state of non-retrogression, so that without being made to sunder their
blind passions, they are brought quickly to the realization of great mirvdgng 20

The miracle of salvation is thus bound inseparably to zange. But this
does not mean that metanoesis is simply the work of self-power. It is
rather a work of self-negation and self-abandonment. Only those who
are prompted by the transforming power of the absolute and who can
submit obediéntly to it are capable of metanoesis. In other words, when

of the Original Vow, which is the aspect of absolute Other-power of the
Sincere Mind (shijoshin) made manifest by means of metanoesis, is
described as “embodied” in the “Blessed Name.”

Atthe same time, it is impossible to open the mind to faith in Other-
power without metanoesis. In contrast to the views of the self-power sect
known as the “Gate of the Sages” (shodomon), for which faith is prior to
action, the path of faith is characterized by seeing action as prior to faith,
As indicated already, the idea of giving fiir sich action priority over faith
is not without its problems. Still, it is necessary that the an sich action of
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metanoesis be prior to faith in order for self-power to be emptied out,
brought to self-negation, and made into a mediator of Other-]?ower.
Without the mediation of metanoesis, there can be no foundatlc?n. on
which to establish faith in Other-power. In itself, faith in the Qngmal
Vow may be prior, but for us it is metanoesis that is prior. That is t9 say,
metanoesis that has been prompted and given rise to by the Original
Vow, develops in us into a faith in Other-power. It is not simply a matter
of 856 coming before gensd; it must at the same time be mecha}ted by the
absolute genso that corresponds to the discipline of Dharmakara.. The
two ways are mediated and made manifest in the action of metan(?es%s ina
relationship of action-qua-faith or faith-qua-action. Hence it 1s no
exaggeration to say that Pure Land Buddhism is the “Dharma Gate of
Metanoesis.”

Even before Shinran, Honen himself had been impressed by the way
of nembutsu found in Zendd’s commentary on the Meditation Sutra_, as
exemplified in the following expression of the metanoetic standpoint:
“The darkness of my own ignorance lights up for me the Great .Corr}-
passion of the Buddha’s mind; my own inability testifies to the rebirth in
the nembutsu.”” The “Gate of the Pure Land” leads to zange only for
those who become aware of their own powerlessness, recognize the
complete inability of self-power, and let go of the self. Ciivﬁen the fact Fhat
after the time of Nagarjina most teachers of Mahayana Bud.dhlsm
accepted the Pure Land’s “‘easy way’’ at least as one element in theliown
doctrine, we may conclude that the self-power “Gate of the Sages’ and
the Other-power “Gate of the Pure Land” are not really sepa_rate an.d
antagonistic schools within Buddhism. The former talfes up immedi-
ately a general standpoint of reason, from which the relation between Fhe
absolute and the relative is seen as a unity of opposites, thus developing
only as far as an ontological-phenomenological methoc.i. The Ia‘ft.er,
in contrast, begins from a standpoint that views individual .realmes
through the mediation of the self in an existentialigt—soteriologlc-al way,
leading to the action-faith-witness of the mutual interpenetration ?md
transformation of the absolute and the relative. Inasmuch as only sam'ts
and sages can awaken to and understand the reason of the former Way, its
doctrine is limited to the contents of their self-consciousness. It is nota
way for the ordinary and ignorant. Those who awaken to ‘Fheu own
ignorance and sinfulness and come to believe in the transfort?)mg power
of the Original Vow can only have recourse to the “easy way of Oth.er—
power, for theirs is a “‘Faith bestowed by the Tathéi.gata” and a salvation
brought about through the mediation of metanoesis.

B S
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In Pure Land doctrine, the “easy way’ is accomplished by the
mutual transformation of salvation and metanoesis. Like two aspects of
one and the same process, it consists in a mutual mediation wherein each
collaborates with the other and urges it on to further progress. As
religion, this way is naturally more concrete than the way of self-power,
which is no more than a philosophical development of the symbolic side
of the way of Other-power. That is to say, in the way of Other-power,
those who are brought to the grace of salvation through the mediation of
metanoesis become self-conscious of the fact that only the self that
submits to Other-power and mediates its absolute transformation is
resurrected into new life; they affirm the life of the self in its negative
mediating role for Other-power as occurring only in the gratitude of
action performed on the way of genss; they let go of the self in an act of
self-detachment and offer it to Other-power, embracing a life of grati-
tude and “‘naturalness” in the “action of no-action.” To this extent they
are able to accomplish in negative mediation what those who walk the
path of self-power seek to accomplish in unmediated fashion.

The enlightenment that develops through the Gate of the Sages is
simply an abstract determination, wrought on the general standpoint of
reason, of what the Gate of the Pure Land confirms through faith-witness
to be the transforming structure of salvation; its description from an
idealistic, nonexistential standpoint lacks the mediation of the death-
and-resurrection of metanoesis. When this way speaks of nothingness, it
is no more than as an idea of nothingness. Indeed, existentially con-
sidered, it is actually a form of being. By setting up the absolute in
opposition to the relative, it is itself made a relative; by excluding the
relative completely from the absolute, transcendence turns into im-
manence. In being degraded into a relative, the absolute becomes no
more than an idea of the absolute, and as such is but one more relative
among other relatives. Action seen as the mutual transformation of the
transcendent and the immanent is impossible here: everything is re-
duced to the realm of the notion. Because the standpoint of reason, on
which the absolute-relative relationship is reduced to an opposition,
does not require the absoluteness of the absolute to be mediated con-
cretely, it inevitably passes through absolute negation to end up as a
standpoint that sees things as individual existences.

Here we see why the Pure Land sect represents the apex of
Buddhism’s development, and why it is no exaggeration to claim that
metanoetics represents a concrete principle for the whole of Buddhist
teaching. If indeed there is no other way but metanoetics for such an
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ignorant person as I, it is only natural that Pure Land Buddhism as the
“(ate of Metanoesis’ should play a particularly leading role in philos-
ophy. Of course, this is not to say that only Buddhism can hé}ve this
significance. Quite to the contrary, we have already seen the leading role
that metanoetics can have in Western philosophies of religion as well,
But as I think I have demonstrated, it is difficult for metanoetics to be
carried through as thoroughly in such a context as it can in Pure Land
Buddhism. And this is what forms the distinctiveness as well as the limitg
of Western thought. It is no less a matter of historical fact that I, as ap
individual trained in Western philosophy, have found meaning in Pure
Land Buddhism for breaking my way through those limits. This is
where metanoetics has acquired its existential foundations.

Through the legacy of his Kydgvéshinsho, Shinran walks the path of
gensd and cooperates in the work of Amida’s Great Compassion to spur
me on in metanoetics, to provide me with disciplined guidance, and to
inspire in me a sense of the unbounded breadth and depth of that Great
Compassion. He urges me on along the path of “‘philosophy as metanoe-
tics”” in the self-consciousness of metanoetic action-faith. He inspires me
to transfer it in turn to others and to communicate my faith-witness to
others by walking the way of genso myself. As a philosophy of Other-
power, metanoetics begins from the initial mediation of Shinran’s return
to the world to teach others and opens up into my own conversion and
awakening to metanoetics. Conversely, the logic of absolute mediation,
which is brought to consummation in philosophy as metanoetics, dem-
onstrates its usefulness for mediating and systematizing the central
notion of the Kyogyashinsho as “‘thought.” Hence one might say that my
philosophy is “returned to the world” in an act of gratitude, to serve a§ a
medium for spreading faith in Other-power. In this way, metanoetics
becomes a philosophical witness of action-faith in Other-power.
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Chapter 8

Metanoetics as a Religious
View of Society

Great Nay-qua—Great Compassion as the core of metanoetics - The
absolute mediatory nature of absolute Other-power - The mutuality of good
and evil - Metanoetics, the manifestation of absolute mediation - Meta-
noetics and philosophy - Metanoetics as the conclusion of the critique of
reason - Metanoetics and Western philosophy compared - The unique place
of Kant - Metanoetics and the Kyogyoshinsha - The historical problematic
of contemporary philosophy - The abstractness of culturalism - The place
of the mediatory theory of metanoetics vis-a-vis idealism and materialism -
Absolute realism and materialism - Material existence and symbolic exis-
tence - The meaning of human life: the enjoyment of social reconciliation
and cooperation, the satisfaction of love The unique value of social
existence - The ethical and religious views of soctety of Aristotle and Kant
The notion of the Kingdom of God in Christianity - Hegel’s theory of
religion - “God is society” contrasted with “God is nature” - The con-
temporary view of religious society - The religiosity of “closed societies” -
Bergson’s social theory of religion - The limits of H egel and his thinking on
the relationships between God and the state - The social narure of Bud-
dhism - The notion of solidarity in metanoetics - The social nature of
metanoetics - Shin Buddhism’s religious view of society - The mediatory
nature of theory - The absolute mediating quality of absolute knowledge -
Self-consciousness of “empty being” as the mediation of absolute nothingness
© The transformation-through-action of the faith-witness of absolute medi-

ation - Nothingness-qua-love in the self-consciousness of nothingness - The
absolute gensi of the absolute - The mediatory nature of absolute Other-
power - The opposition berween relatives and their mutual mediation in the
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absolute - The brotherly relationship of gensé - Equality and gu.z'dance n
brotherhood - Teacher-disciple and elder-younger The origins of .the
logic of species - The substratum of species and Hegel’s objecn'f.ve spirit -
Species as the mediator of salvation - Contemplation and action - The
unity of species and individual in action Temporal correspogdenc'e

Absolute mediation vis-a-vis democracy and socialism - The “specification”
of nature and history - Species and class - The hierophany of the absolute
in salvation and the specific substratum of society The problems of
samsara and evil inreligion - The construction of a world of social coopfzra-
tion and mutual guidance as the goal of history - Universal metanoetics

In the preceding chapters I have attempted to show the vital signiﬁcar.lce
that metanoetics has for ordinary and ignorant people such as 1. U.nhke‘
the philosophies of sages and saints, which presuppose a stan'dpomt .ot
the infinite and the absolute, metanoetics is thoroughly conscious of 1'ts
finite and relative limits. Since the critique of reason cannot avoid
entangling itself in antinomies, and is finally brought by “absolute
critique” to its complete undoing, reason has no choice but to let 'go of
itself and acknowledge its own ineffectiveness. But once reason itself,
shattered by antinomies, decides to die in the midst of contra.dlctlon, the
gate to a “middle way” that is neither thesis nor antithesis opens up
unexpectedly, and one is taken up into transcendenF nothingness.
Transformed into a mediator of an absolute transformation that super-
sedes the opposition between life and death, one is brought to faith-
witness of the Great Compassionate Action (¢athigyd), which we saw to
be the core of metanoetics.

This is why we may speak of self-consciousness of the Great
Nay—qua—Great Compassion, or of Nothingness—qua-LoYe, as the. core
of metanoetics. Here the self is resurrected from the death it once died of
its own decision and is raised up to a new life beyond life and death, or a
“life-in-death.”” The self is restored to a state of “empty being’ as a
mediator of absolute nothingness. In our gratitude the self .is led to
cooperate in a mediating function in the absolute’s work of saving other
relative beings. It is here that the Great Compassion of the ab.soluf.:e,
which revives the relative self by its transcendent power, realizes its
quality of absolute mediation: it makes independent relative beings a
skillful means (updya) to serve the workings of its own Great Nay, and
yet allows them their relative existence as an ‘“‘other” 'to serYe as
mediators of absolute Other-power. Hence we may speak of its quality of
“absoluteness—qua—absolute gensd,” in contrast with the return of the
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relative to other relatives that mediates this return of the absolute
(genso-eko). In this way, the salvation of the self is witnessed in the action
of gratitude, which this return to other relative beings represents. It is
the action-faith of metanoetics that mediates this witness and through
it salvation becomes grounded in the absolute transforming power of
0so-ek0, the way of ascent to the Pure Land on which salvation is
acheived. Hence the action of the self enters into a relationship of mutual
mediation with the Great Action of the Great Compassion of Other-
power.

Logically speaking, absolute Other-power means absolute medi-
ation, which is simply an absolute reciprocity in which all things form a
dynamic, transforming unity of opposites in terms of a mutually mediat-
ing relationship of neither/nor: neither one nor two, neither identity nor
difference. This is realized in the innermost self through action-faith,
where, under the influence of this absolute transformation, one casts
oneself into absolute mediation. This is what metanoetics is. Without
this action, we could not be taken up into nothingness to participate in
the transforming mediation of the absolute.

If philosophy is thought to attain absolute knowledge only by means
of absolute mediation, then metanoetics is just such a philosophy. Only
metanoetics considers the absolute as the transcendent ground of a self
conscious of the fact that it can never be identified with the absolute, that
it is no more than a finite relative mediating the absolute, and that as
such it is bound inseparably to the absolute in the form of a unlty—m—
opposition.” Only metanoetics can bring about a mutual transformation
of the absolute and the relative in which the relative transcends itself in
an ascent to the absolute and the absolute makes itself immanent in a
descent to the relative.

The absolute is essentially nothingness. It cannot be being, because
being is relative to nothingness and therefore cannot itself be absolute.
Only nothingness can rightly be called absolute, because only nothing-
ness transcends the relativity of being and nothingness as absolute
transformation. Being simply fulfills the function of a negative mediat-
ing element. But a word of caution: “negative” here does not mean
simply that being is to be wiped away without a trace. As a mediating
element it is to be preserved, only preserved in a state different from
before. The “egoity” (gashé) that represents the root of all evil cannot be
extinguished so long as the self remains. Its extinction would get rid of
good along with evil. Even if the good as absolute good transcends
relative good and evil, this does not remove it away to the abstract realms
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of a holiness free of all inclination to evil. It means rather that under its
sway the orientation toward evil is reversed so that evil can be purified
and changed into a mediator of good. In this way the good also becomes
an absolute good beyond all opposition and discrimination between good
and evil. For this reason we must distinguish the relative good that
belongs to the realm of ethics from the absolute good thatis proper to the
realm of religion.

Even though religion does not set up an opposition between evil and
absolute good, the egoity that constitutes the root of evil lives on in its
very foundations. Hence the words of Shinran referred to in the previous
chapter: “without being made to sunder their blind passions, they are
brought gquickly to the realization of great nirvana.” Clearly, even one
destined for rebirth in the Pure Land and promised the attainment of
mirvana is not able to witness rebirth as such or to enter into nirvdna in
this life. As long as we are alive, we cannot escape the egoity that limits
us. When the jiriki Gate of the Sages adopts expressions such as “‘becom-
ing Buddha immediately in this bodily life”” (sokushin~jobutsu), it p.resup—
poses the position of the sage or saint who is by nature one with t}.le
Buddha, a belief that the tariki Gate of the Pure Land does not permit.
Ordinary sentient beings lack the self-power to walk this path. The self-
conscious despair arising from this deficiency is precisely what we mean
by metanoesis. In this sense, metanoesis corresponds to the Other-
power faith of the Pure Land. .

Given the overwhelming predominance of the self-power path in
philosophy, talk of a “philosophy of Other-power’ sounds ridiculous at
first, if not outright contradictory. Yet, as I have argued in this book, the
critique of reason carried through to a radical critique of science driyes
us ultimately to set up such a starting point for philosophy. Moreover, in
the realm of practical reason, the antinomy of radical evil brings the
critique of reason face-to-face with the limits of reason and turns evil
itself into an absolute good transcending reason. This, too, leads to a
philosophy of tariki as the only foundation for establishing the Kingdom
of God on earth, the only firm basis for history. Critical philosophy
ushers in metanoetics because absolute critique is the logical outcome of
the critique of reason.

The fact that Kant’s philosophy, with its insistent demand for
allowing full rein to the autonomy of reason, should lead us to the
metanoetics of tariki seems strange, but this is the inevitable result of
absolute critique. Surely this is a remarkable demonstration of the
fruitfulness of Kant’s philosophy. Indeed, this is the most significant
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aspect of his philosophy of religion. The philosophies of Schelling,
Hegel, and, in our own time, Heidegger all developed historically out of
Kant’s philosophy. While each of thern may be seen as having developed
and carried through one aspect of Kant’s thought, it is clear that they
have all neglected the religious factor of tariki as we find it in Kant. From
our viewpoint, they have either forfeited the spirit of critical philosophy
or taken the standpoint of sages and intellectuals. This same standpoint
of union with the absolute is equally present in Eckhart, Pascal, and
Nietzsche. Even though their notions of conversion or transformation
have some points in common with the tariki philosophy of metanoetics,
their deepest inclinations lead in the opposite direction.

When we look further into Western thought to consider such figures
as Augustine in ancient times, and Kierkegaard and Barth in modern
times, we find that they elevate religious faith above philosophy, putting
special stress on the suprarational character of faith. This brings them
closer to metanoetics, but their theistic notion of revelation prevents
them from arriving at the point of the transformation and mediation of
absolute nothingness, such as the conversion and transformation of
absolute critique in metanoetics. In this regard we may note the ten-
dency in Barthian theology to effect a complete split between faith and
reason and to prefer the credo quia absurdum to the credo ut wtelligam. On
the one hand, we have a rejection of philosophy’s position of the self-
power of reason, and on the other, an absolute acceptance of the truth
of Other-power as the object of faith, without any connecting link be-
tween the two. This sets their thought off completely from the self-
consciousness of action-faith as is realized in the philosophy of rariki
based on the logic of absolute mediation.

It is for these reasons that I did not find help anywhere in Western
thought, aside from Kant, for developing my metanoetics as a philo-
sophy of tariki. This is not to say that I have a low esteem of Western
philosophy or wish to level criticisms against it. There is no need for
philosophy as metanoetics to engage in this sort of thing. On the
contrary, as jirik: philosophies for sages and intellectuals, those West-
ern systems serve the important function of clarifying the limits of
reason to which metanoetics must devote its attention. In a direct and
unmediated manner they circumscribe a field into which metanoetics
can enter only by way of self-negating transformation, and as such they
assume the role of indirectly guiding metanoetics to its fulfillment. I now
find that I have every bit as much respect for and attachment to those
Western philosophies in which my philosophical thinking was cultivated
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and nurtured as before. The only difference is this: whereas I had
previously taken up the standpoint of wisdom without suﬁicienﬂy taking
into account my own limitations, and consequently landed in a self-
contradictory predicament from which I could not escape,. the sub-
sequent metanoesis to which this gave rise brought me to a pomt‘ stherc.e,
quite against my will, I was converted to the philosophy of rariki. It is
precisely this standpoint that enables me now to take a new approach to
understanding affinities between my present thought and Western
philosophy. Since being converted to metanoetics, the gspects of se;lf.
power in my own philosophy have been transformed into mediating
elements in the philosophy of tariki, shedding light in turn on tbe deeper
significance of the philosophy of jiriki. The fact that metanoetics allows
for such mediation-through-transformation constitutes for me prf)of of
its truth, since the truth of metanoetics can only be witnessed in the
action-faith of metanoesis. . .

In the dialogue with Western philosophy, this metanoe'tlc phll.os-
ophy of tariki leans in a special way on the guidance and 1nstr1'lct10n
provided by Shinran’s faith in Other-power. I do not mean by th1§ that
Shinran’s doctrine merely presents me with problems to ‘F)e solve.d in the
philosophical tradition of Shin Buddhism. It rathe.r prowdes an impulse
to reorient philosophy itself in the direction of tariki and.to set up a new
goal toward which philosophy can move on its own, carrying (.)n from the
illustrious example set by Shinran. In this sense, Shinran is truly the
master and the teacher of my philosophy. . _

Of course, this requires a certain understanding and 1nterpretat%on
of the Kyagyashinsha. 1 selected the sections dealing with the e.xplanat'lon
of the Three Minds and the sangantennyi as the focgs of a phllosophlcal
interpretation in terms of metanoetics because I' consider these two ideas
to be pivotal to that work. In doing so, I have discovered for @yself that
Shinran’s faith and thought are metanoetical to the core—indeed, 'far
more profoundly metanoetical than can be understood at .a first reading
of the Kyagyéshinsho—and lay the foundations for th.e entilre.work. The
sincere and profound zange expressed throughout his prmc1p.al works,
his “confessions and remorseful reminiscences,” are like an inner fire
bursting into flame, an inner fire that lies always just beneath the texF. I
am convinced that metanoetics alone provides the key to understandl.ng
the Kydgydshinshé, and that the two permeate each other and derive
strength from each other. o '

Although my interpretation of the Kyogyoshinsho fr.equently relies
heavily on the commentaries of scholars of Shin Buddhism, I fear that
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my own failures of insight and ignorance of Buddhism in general, and
of Shin doctrine in particular, may have led me into error at times.
Nevertheless, my conviction that I have found in metanoetics the key to
the interpretation of the entire Kvagydshinshé leads me to believe that I
am on the true path that leads to the very marrow of Shinran’s doctrine.
Furthermore, the logic of absolute mediation, which pervades my inter-
pretation of the Kydgydshinshé, has rarely been applied to its study
before. Provided there are no grave errors in my interpretation, I trust
that this may contribute to a deeper understanding of the work. If so, I
believe I shall have paid back in some way the debt of gratitude which I
feel toward the Great Compassion of Other-power and which was
mediated to me under Shinran’s guidance and instruction. The help that
Shinran’s Kydgydshinshd afforded me at a critical moment when my
philosophy had to be converted metanoetically into a zarik: philosophy is
almost too great to be measured. I am also thankful for the grace of
Tathagata’s Great Compassion through which Eastern and Western
thought, in mutual dependence, seem to be developing in the direction of
metanoetics. My own efforts in this line are nothing other than an act of
gratitude for that grace.

Philosophy as metanoetics, for reasons of its structure of historicism
explained in chapter 3, has necessarily to deal with absolute critique and
metanoetic conversion in the field of contemporary science and ethics. 1
hope also thereby to have given some new direction for the future to
the foundations of mathematics and the methodology of physics. But
in addition to all of this, we are faced today with the general task of
finding a guiding principle of both international and national dimen-
sions. By this I mean some concrete principle that will enable us to
overcome the dichotbmy of conflicting principles represented by the
United States and the Soviet Union. Such a principle should be rooted
in the awareness of the historical mission that fate has accorded our own
country of Japan. We should not look for it in such abstract principles as
“establishment of the state on morality’” or “cultural reconstruction.” I
have to investigate whether, in the philosophical solution of this truly
vital and pressing issue, metanoetics actually functions differently from
the philosophical methods employed up to now. I wonder whether the
same sort of epoch-making significance that Shinran’s faith in Other-
power came to have in the history of Buddhism as the faith of ignorant
and voiceless people of his time might not also exist in philosophy as
metanoetics.

The opposition between liberal idealism and socialist materialism
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has already entered the phase of political struggle. This antinomy of
principles confronts us as an urgent problem of the philosophy of history
that demands an immediate solution. Is not this the very touchstone of
present-day philosophy? In this regard, I must say that I have my doubts
about the “culturalism’ that characterizes the current philosophical
mainstream in our country. More than once I have already pointed out
the abstractness and ineffectiveness of this school of thought. And when
I see how, at this crucial moment of our national existence, we are
looking to such outmoded culturalism as a principle to guide the re-
construction of our nation, I cannot but bewail the lack of seriousness of
our philosophers.
As philosophies, culturalism and metanoetics stand diametrically
opposed. Basically culturalism is nothing but an artistic hedonism that
flatters its proud proponents with an awareness of their own privileged
status. This is why it has been able to reach a high-water point in modern
capitalistic regimes. For the misled and impoverished proletarian class
to follow in their wake and intoxicate themselves with culturalism
amounts to suicide. In contrast, existentialism from Nietzsche to
Heidegger raises a critical voice against the degeneration of bourgeois
society and advocates the heroism of the morally free individual. As
such, it takes on the marks of a philosophy of the intelligentsia in much
the same way as Zen Buddhism became the religion of the samuraz class
in the medieval period. Here we see grounds for a really serious critique
of culturalism based on moral principles. Moral principles have nothing
at all to do with culturalism, which may even be said to lack moral prin-
ciples in the true meaning of the term in the sense that culture does not
include the self-negating transcendence that is the special mark of mo-
rality; it is a mere affirmation of life, a merely immanent development
of the immediate formative power in life of life itself. The only thing
the two have in common is the stress they put on individualism.

When we ask further whether, instead of either of these two ap-
proaches, socialist materialism with its so-called dictatorship of the pro-
letariat might truly be the philosophy of the people, the many contradic-
tions such materialism contains, as well as the various correctives and
compromises that aim at their removal, are sufficient to prove that the
answer can hardly be in the affirmative. In particular, when it comes to
the obvious opposition between internationalism and nationalism, it is
completely impossible to settle such disputes diplomatically through the
arbitration of an overriding realism. In order to find a real solution to this
problem, a much more concrete logic of social existence is needed. The
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establishment of an ontology of social existence is the greatest and most
urgent task of our times.

To the extent that metanoetics, as an absolute realism, is opposed to
idealism, it cannot be said to be opposed to materialism to the same
degree that it is opposed to culturalism. Unlike its relation to cultural-
ism, metanoetics has an affinity with materialism insofar as both are
basically realistic. Moreover, both have in common a high respect for
science as the guiding principle of practice. Science accords the factual
content of actual reality priority over the idealistic “ought’ of mere
reason, continually renewing the latter through the mediation of the
former in the attempt to make reason conform to reality. The two are
especially close in the sense that both seek not to become slaves of the
prevailing “ought” of the status quo but to put the revolutionary idea of
freedom into practice in accord with the absolute necessity of historical
reality.

At the same time, insofar as the realism of metanoetics is an absolute
realism, it differs essentially from the relative realism of materialist
socialism. That materialism still contains idealistic tendencies and
that socialism is still confused with individualism may be inevitable,
given their respective historical development; nevertheless, this shows
that the position of materialistic socialism is not altogether pure and
consistent in its realism. An absolute realism cannot be satisfied with the
sort of relative realism that brings materialism into opposition with
idealism. The reality that mediates the historical subject through its
action is not matter but “empty being” in the sense of a mediatory
existence that absolutely negates it. As a mediator of nothingness, reality
can never simply be the immediate or restored existence of matter. On
the contrary, it is always mediated by our action and, as a symbol of the
subject’s reciprocal mediation on the way of genss, becomes absolute
reality. It must be something comparable to the symbolic existence that
makes up the content of contemporary physics. The human “mind”’ of
idealism and the “‘thing” of materialism have to be mediated by the
“action” of the theory of metanoetic mediation. The relativity of mind
and thing gain independence as elements of action mediated by absolute
nothingness. The material existence and spiritual meaning of the symbol
do not coincide immediately and inseparably here as they do in ex-
pression, but are independent by being mutually autonomous. They
constitute a symbol by being united relatively through action in the
present of individual subjects. Mathematical symbols are simply for-
mulas of experimental practice. Only when we come to theoretical
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physics with its abstract objectivity can the statistical universality of
mathematical probability be established. ‘

But perhaps in speaking this way we shall be attacke’.d for espousing
idealism ourselves or trafficking in daydreams and delus10n§ that fzflce us‘
directly away from the fact of nuclear energy as a rpaterlal entl?:y (?t
alarmingly gigantic power. But nuclear energy is not §1mp1y material; it
is a subjectified entity mediated experimentally, which rpeans that we
can manipulate it and control it by means of the symbohc formulas ?f
theoretical physics. The awesome force of the atomic bom;b does n.ot lie
in matter but in an absolute reality mediated by human sub?ects. Itis pot
an immediate natural entity but a technologically fabr?cated entijcy,
guided by a mere mathematical formula symbolizing experimental activ-
ity in the realm of physics.

Materialism is based on presuppositions about nature drav\./n. from
classical physics, and its methodology cannot risef above the relat1v‘1sm of
pragmatism any more than the idealism of liberahsm can. Because 1t do?:s
not assume the standpoint of absolute mediative action such as V\fe findin
the new physics of our times, materialism is inadequate as a philosophy
for the masses of this new age. What is more, the presence of gbstract
contradictions and blindness to its own limits in the economics th’c'lt
grounds it as a social science betray how inadequately materialism 1's
mediated by concrete science. The most pressing need that ? new phi-
losophy has to meet is to assure its own mediation by new science. And
the fact that this new philosophical standpoint is based on the met.hod .of
dialectical mediation can only lead us to the conclusmni that it will
conform to the absolute and mediatory realism of metar%oetlcs. As.para—
doxical as it may sound——or rather, precisely because it is pau'“afioxwal.—-
the insistence that the new science opens up into a new.rehglous faith
should be accepted as true. Far from excluding or opposing each oth.erJ
science and religion mediate each other, transforming and permeating
each other. If this were not the case, they would not be capable of
fulfilling the historical needs of this new era, they could not. be the
science and religion of a new class suited to carrying out th§ leading role
as subjects of the new era, and they could not issue in a philosophy that
mediates the two self-consciously. N .

In this context it must be remarked that it is not the inleldual1§tlc
hedonism of culturalism or the individualistic austerity of moralism
that can give meaning to human existence, but only Fhe joy of a tr.an.s—
individual unity of mutual reconciliation and instruction at work within
the human community of individuals mediating individuals. Pleasure,
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even the refined enjoyment of artistic beauty, can only end up in tedium;
on this point, there are no grounds for preferring artistic pleasures over
material ones. Moreover, insofar as pleasure tends to preclude the enjoy-
ment of others and to become the exclusive license of a privileged class,
it proves itself completely unworthy of serving as the ultimate goal
of humanity. This is why moralism rejects pleasure. But is moralism
with all its radical austerity any better suited to provide fullness of
meaning to human life? Kant’s antinomy of the highest good shows that
itis not. The well-known dissatisfaction that Schiller, one of the leading
poets of the age, felt toward Kantian ethics offers turther indirect proof
of how moralism goes against human narure.

All of this leads us to see that a positive and adequate principle of
human existence is not to be found in the individualistic standpoint but
only in the joy and fulfillment of love in human social existence. Love is a
concrete relationship of transforming mediation in which self-negation
turns into self-affirmation. Truly, as we remarked earlier, love is noth-
ingness, and at the same time nothingness is love. In the negativity of
the Great Nay, love has something in common with moralistic austerity;
and in the gratitude and joy of the Great Compassion, it can also partake
of the aesthetic enjoyment of culture. Love synthesizes both as aspects of
itself and transforms negation into a mediator of affirmation. Hence this
synthesis is not a mere compromise but is truly the product of concrete
mediation through action. This is where the goal of human being as
social being is to be found. Even the “equality” that materialistic social-
ism sets as its goal becomes concretely meaningful only through the
mediation of this love.

The philosophy of metanoetics, which takes its lead from Shinran’s
Kydgyoshinshs, finds a positive principle here that is not readily seen in
any of the systems of Western philosophy. Itis a source of great joy to me
that this falls in line with the “logic of species’ which I have long been
advocating and provides it with a religious foundation. Since it seems to
me that this is the most comprehensive perspective that the philosophy
of metanoetics can offer, I should like to discuss the point in some detail
by way of conclusion to this work.

Western philosophy has devoted not a little effort to the quest for
those unique and positive values in human social life that are absent in
individualized human existence. In ancient times, Plato’s ethics sought
to concretize justice, one of the virtues of individual existence, through
the principle of social duty according to which each individual would
make a contribution to the state according to his or her particular
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position within the state. For Aristotle, friendship, as a principle of
human relations that exists apart from the virtues of individuals, per-
forms an integrating function in the state that justice cannot. His idea
merits attention in that friendship is not advanced as something con-
nected immediately (an sich) with the social quality of human being,
but as an independent ( fiir sich) principle distinct from the principle of
individual existence and transcendent to it.

In modern times, Kant suggested in the third part of his work on
religion that since most of our human passions have their source in
human coexistence, the permanent subjugation of evil must also presup-
pose social cooperation. He then went on to advocate the founding of a
“Kingdom of God on earth” as a society in which people would be
united under the laws of virtue (morality). God was to be looked up to as
the legislator of these laws—though not in the sense of state legislators
who establish regulations merely from a standpoint of legality—while
the church is the society based on the religious recognition of God’s
command as our moral duty. Here religion is clearly thought to be the
principle on which society is constructed.

The idea of the Kingdom of God of course goes back to Judaism, and
with Christ was spiritualized to form the core of a new religion. Asis well
known, Augustine contrasted the City of God with the earthly city and
considered the meaning of history to lie in establishing the City of Godin
this world, a city in which love would be the pivotal mediator of unity
and whose aim would be the peaceful coexistence of those who are
justified by God’s grace. The fundamental principle of Christianity, that
God is love, is a social principle. If God’s love is not mediated by love of
neighbor, and if it is not actualized in interhuman relationships, the
existence of God has no witness on earth. To this extent, Christianity
may be said to be social by nature. Compared with primitive Buddhism,
for example, whose aim was to provide the individual with escape from
samsara, it is easy to see how early Christianity’s gospel of love speaks a
social message of an altogether different sort.

Hegel has an important remark in this regard in his Phenomenology of
Mind. The self-righteous attitude of the “beautiful soul,” so absolutely
confident and sure of itself as to exclude all others, emerges as a one-
dimensional phase in the development of the moral worldview. For
Hegel, this attitude needs to be converted into one of reconciliation and
mutual forgiveness in order for the mind to ascend to the level of
religion. Even though his conclusion clearly betrays the fundamental
inspiration of Christianity, it is exceedingly important as an expression
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of the social nature of religion. Still, it seems to me that the mutual
tolerance and respect which he considers to be the driving force of
reconciliation are superficial and negative, and furthermore, that his
standpoint did not succeed in providing a solid basis for a society that
promotes the salvation of its members in a positive sense, a society where
the more developed guide the less developed. In other words, the weak-
ness of Hegel’s approach lies in this, that he did not present salvation as
thf: positive principle of social construction, that he did not bring medi-
ation to the concrete level of sociality.

. From the standpoint of the logic of absolute mediation, Hegel’s
failure to bring mediation to the point of what Shin Buddhist doctrine
calls the way of gensé points to a lack of thoroughness. If metanoetics had
developed only under the tutelage of Western philosophy, its social ideal
sh.0u1d hardly have moved beyond Hegel’s mutual respect and reconcili-
ation. At the same time, it is to his credit that, in his effort to pursue the
reality of mind in a thoroughly logical and fiir sich manner, Hegel was
moyed by the fundamental spirit of Christianity to elevate the psycho-
Iogl.cal and an sich sociality of Aristotle and Kant from the level of
politics and ethics to that of religion, and to describe absolute mind, the
subject of religion, in terms of mutual respect.

The idea that God is society, eccentric though it may seem at first,
has its basis here. This idea opens up a new field of religious inquiry that
contrasts with the religious view that God is nature. Indeed, Hegel’s idea
of reconciliation through the love of God renders the goal of Augustine’s
City of God more concrete by giving it an emotional tone. Hegel’s idea of
a religious society in which Christianity’s gospel of love is systematized
T:hrough a logic of mediation makes his view of religion an extremely
important one. In Kant’s teleology, as well as in Schleiermacher’s theory
of religion, the prevalent theme is surely the nonevangelical and unor-
thc.)dox idea that God is nature. Such a tendency, it should be noted,
brings religion perilously close to art and runs the risk of refracting our
garfje from the essence of religion. This is no doubt why certain represen-
tatives of the “‘theology of crisis” concentrate their attacks on Schleier-
macher. Kant’s theory of religion transcended the theology of teleologi-
ce.d nature and penetrated deeply into the problem of evil, forsaking the
view of God as nature in order to arrive at a standpoint of negation and
med@tion. In spite of that, he did not develop this thought fully enough
to bring the fiir sich dimension into his social conception of religion.
He goes no further than the standpoint of the individual personality,
leaving him stranded halfway between the view that God is nature and
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the view that God is society—in a position that seems 1o say thlat Qolci
is personality. As a result, his view of the chu.rc.h 18 psyc}lge ;)hgmat(;
anthropological. That Hegel’s conception of religion ‘wem’ u'r er
achieve a new social standpoint is a matter of epoch-making ggmﬁcancei
Of late, sociologists of religion belonging to thfe Durkhelmlan schoo
have been investigating the religious life of pr%m%gve pegp'les, deglo}ri-
strating the intimate connections between primitive religion anh the
structure of primitive society itself. These scholars have further s owr;
how the supernatural forces that are seen as the fundam.ental' elements o
human life and believed to be the source of life are mgmfest-m the forces
that control a society and function as principles of its spcml struFt}lre,
and therefore how it is these latter that constitute the object of rehglo;ts
worship. This gives positive corroboration and clear expression to the
i is society. .
1dea§;: \ff}e(;;j known, B};rgson makes use of the work of t.he.: Durk}‘x‘amlan
school to set up a contrast between the primitive rehglon, ’of Flosed
societies” and the mysticism of love of an “opén society”” which hf;
presents as the purest form of religion, thus arguing for two sourcesh 0
morality and religion. While Bergson’s views r?ee.d to be seen as a;l furtt ;:r
development of the social view of religion, it is hard to see 'wa ﬁ
unmediated intuition of mysticism and the rm'ltual l9ve ar.ld serv1§e 0d a
people that is supposed to result simply by dispensing with t}.m or .ers
of a closed society—a society of “species”——-v'vould ac‘tua.lly bring Sf)(il@t};
to a fiir sich state that would provide it'wrch a prmc.lple of SPH;M%I
deliverance. It fails to give sufficient attention to the réahty of radical evi
that is always latent in the individuatic)n. of pe':rs.onahty gnd Worlgs C(zlrll—
trary to the spirit of love. On such a view, 1t“1s unavmda’?leh tt az th:
““egoity’ that is the principle of evil and the' egolessngss ' t athl the
principle of love are opposed to each other W1th0ut. mfed}atlog, e y
conceived as the direct negation of the other so that 1nd1v1duahtyrsee~pe.
in selfishness is dissolved in the universality of a.self::iess love: Th1§ 1§
where Bergson’s version of monism leads us w1th_ 1‘ts nondlglectlcas
mysticism and unmediated intuitionism tha.t sees rehgagn oply in term
of the way of 650, only as a fusing of the finite w1t1.1 t-he infinite. ’ )
Even though this is called a “‘social” view of rehgx«fym becauseit lgc. s
the mediation of negation resulting from the consciousness of e.vﬂ in
personalistic religion, it cannot avoid the tendepcy to flow OYCI: mtoha
“natural”’ view of religion. At the an sich level, 1t.may be sociai, at. the
fiir sich level, it is not. This brings us back again to Hegel’s unll'qu.e
contribution: by struggling to preserve the mediation of personalistic
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religion, he made sociality the principle of religion in fiir sick terms. In
that sense, we may rightly credit him with inaugurating a new age in the
philosophy of religion. Still, his treatment of absolute spirit as mutnal
Iespect amounts to nothing more than a direct extension of the Christian
ideal of love of neighbor, unmediated by the national determinations of
objective spirit. Unavoidably, momentous issues in the philosophy of
history, such as the rivalry between the earthly kingdom and the eternal
peace of the Kingdom of God that we find in Augustine’s City of God
came to be dissolved by his rationalism into a facile optimism. In the
process, the radicality of evil passed by unnoticed. For despite the fact
that evil appears in the formation of the individual, Hegel forgets that the
absoluteness and totality that egoity tries to USUrp as its own are no more
than unmediated relative claims entangled in the oppositions and strug-
gles peculiar to the “species.” Thus instead of the national determina-
tion of objective spirit being considered as the negative mediator of the
Kingdom of God, nations are subsumed under the Kingdom of God,
much the same as species is subsumed under genus in formal logic.

The reality of the nation does not begin and end simply with objec-
tive spirit. As objective spirit, a people are mediated by the absolute
spirit and endowed with the status of “God on earth,” which leads to a
contradiction with religion, the self-consciousness of absolute spirit.
The same can be said of the estrangement between world history, which
has national peoples as its subject, and the religious ideal of the Kingdom
of God. In more formal terms, what we have here is a contradiction
between the relative historical determinations of the species and the
absolute unity of the universal. It falls to each individual’s action-faith to
solve this contradiction, in the eternal now, by initiating a circular
mediation among individual, species, and universal. And it is not just a
conceptual solution worked out in reason that is called for, but a coordi-
nation of the universal and the particular through the mediation of ab-
solute nothingness in action, a conversion of nothingness to manifest
being and a conversion of being to the emptiness of nothingness.

If Hegel’s logic had consummated its commitment to absolute medi-
ation, it would have come to this point. Instead, Hegel clung to an
ontological mediation of absolure spirit. This was probably unavoidable,
given the Christian theism under whose inspiration he developed his
thought. But this ensnarled his philosophy in difficulties when it came to
elucidating the relationship between state and religion, landing it in a
serious contradiction. Because of the extraordinary significance of
Hegel’s social view of religion as precursor of a new standpoint, it is all
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the more regrettable that he limited it to the abstract 656 understanding
of reconciliation through mutual respect and did not develop it into the
more concrete gensé understanding of positive mutual instruction.
Hegel’s view diluted the gravity of the Kantian conception of evil based
on personalism and returned it to the rationalistic standpoint of identity.
In so doing, he neglected the transformation in action of absolute medi-
ation and left no room for metanoetics to develop. Against the attacks of
Schelling and Kierkegaard in this regard he stands defenseless.

Buddhism, which began simply as an intellectual doctrine about the
human condition aimed at delivering the individual from the cycle of
birth and death, moved beyond primitive Buddhism’s standpoint of
solitary enlightenment to a communitarian approach according to which
the Dharma is transmitted from master to disciple. A parallel evolu-
tion took place on the doctrinal level. With the development of the
bodhisattva-ideal in the Mahayana tradition, Buddhism developed the
ideal of “‘benefiting oneself—gua—benefiting others.” This evolution cul-
minates in the Shin doctrine of gensd. Strange as it may seem, this
process is but the natural unfolding of the essential Buddhist teaching of
muga—that there is no self or ego in all of reality—which is the principle
of absolute nothingness. This paradox is the very hallmark of Buddhist
truth. Under the guidance of Shinran’s attitude of total zange, metanoe-
tics is thus able to develop a social doctrine inaccessible by way of
Western philosophy alone. I have tried to touch on this as one of the
promising aspects of metanoetics.

Logic begins in syllogism; in other words, mediation is the essence of
logic. As absolute knowledge, philosophy takes absolute mediation as its
logic. Basically, absolute knowledge means a wisdom that knows the
absolute. If this were understood in the sense of making the absolute an
object of one’s knowing, all knowledge of the absolute would have to
remain relative, and there could be no attaining to absolute knowledge.
Absolute knowledge can only mean that knowledge as such belongs to
the absolute, that it is the self-consciousness of the absolute. That on
the one hand. On the other, philosophy is something that takes place
in us relative beings, so that if absolute knowledge is limited to the self-
consciousness of an absolute apart from us, it has to be relative as
something opposed to our consciousness. Hence absolute knowledge
must be the self-consciousness of the absolute and at the same time our
knowledge. And if it is not to be knowledge of an absolute that stands
opposed to us, the self-consciousness of the absolute must at the same
time signify our self-consciousness,
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How is this possible? The absolute, because it is self-consciousness,
makes use of the self-consciousness of us relative beings, who are other
than the absolute, as its mediation. Thus our relative knowledge is
forced to a limit at which relative being confronts antinomies that it
cannot, because of its relativity, escape and there negates itself, obe-
diently merging with the absolute as its other. Conversely, this is the
very conversion that takes place when the relative is taken into the
absolute as its mediation and is affirmed in being negated. The Great
Nay of absolute critique turns into an affirmation at the outermost limit
of its negation, and resurrects the relative that had died behind the
negation to serve as a mediator of the absolute without ceasing 1o be
relative, affirming it as “empty being” that has passed beyond life and
death or that has life in its very death. This Great Nay witnesses to the
Great Compassion of affirmation and resurrection, and out of this wit-
ness emerges metanoetics as the absolute transformation of the Great
Nay—gua-Great Compassion. This is what accounts for the possibility
of absolute knowledge in philosophy.

This is why I have chosen metanoetics as my philosophical method.
But since this transformation is action, its faith-witness can be attained
only by practicing it oneself. The self-consciousness of action witnesses
to the fact that the negation of self and reliance on the absolute as other is
also a process of mediation in which the self is affirmed as “empty
being.” Since this transformation in action is 2 manifestation of nothing-
ness, it cannot be intuited as self-identical being. Indeed, as the con-
tradictory unity of an antinomy, it is something that can be realized
only through a transformation in action. This self-consciousness is
not the awareness of a self-identical reality, then, but an awareness
of a transcendent conversion occurring in the nothingness of self-
consciousness. It is not that self-consciousness arises because there is a
self; rather, the self is conscious of itself as a unity because the absolute
nothingness that lies at the ground of the process of change represents a
transcendent unity mediating the transformation of the self in nothing-
ness, Through this self-consciousness there comes about the “empty
being” of the self which has nothing to do with either being or nothing-
ness. The unity of this transformation brings about the “empty being”’
of the self as its resurrected existence: though nothingness, it is yet being,
and though being, it moves back and forth through nothingness; like a
flickering star, its extinction is its appearance and its appearance extine-
tion. The self-consciousness of action signifies the faith-witness of this
absolute transformation. Metanoetics comes about in this action-faith-
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is no question here of a causal connection that would make one party
subordinate to the other as its effect. Mediation is always and only a
matter of a reciprocal relationship of independent participants, albeit
one in which the independence of the one relies on the independence of
the other. Unlike a cause-effect relationship, it cannot be understood in
terms of the logic of identity in that it is simply a unity of contradictories
in which the affirmation of independence is made possible only through
the negation of dependence, and in which the self-negation of depen-
dence is made possible only through the affirmatio
This is why mediation is the core of dialectics and why absolute medi-
ation constitutes the logic of absolute knowledge.

It obliges us to the
conclusion that absolute nothingness becomes self-consciousness only
in the mediatory unity of action.

If we grant, then, that the absolute is nothingness and that this
nothingness is something that can be believed in and witnessed to only
in a process of mediation consisting of transformation through action,
the absolute must be something that of necessity makes the relative its
mediator., Far from functioning in an unrestricted manner,
the absolute makes room for the independence of relative bej
that extent imposes a restriction on its own determinative fu
and through this self-negation functions affirmatively.

Of course, this restriction is not imposed from outside. The absolute
as absolute retains its original absolute spontaneity throughout. Restric-
tion can refer only to a self-negation that the absolute freely imposes
upon itself. At the same time, the absolute is truly absolute only when,
through self-negation, it makes room for the independence of relative
beings, permitting them to function as its mediators. This is why the

absolute is nothingness. As the reality that realizes its own character of
absolute nothingness in mediation with relative beings,
that, of its own accord, provides a basis for the independ
relative beings. And this is nothing other than love.

Love must be selfless. In other words, love is nothingness. And at the
same time, nothingness is love. Or again, it is the Great Nay—qua—-Great
Compassion. It is absolute mediation in its self-consciousness and con-
creteness. And this is why it is the center of metanoetics, the philosophy
of tariki that gives logical structure to the core of rarik: faith.

To express the same thing in symbolic terms: Tathagata, who is the
absolute, does not rest peacefully on some distant summit of absolute
perfection, but is forever on g journey of descent to relative beings below.
Tathagata is not poised sedately within the inner sanctum of his home,

n of independence.
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but is ever ready to set off, at the ﬁrst sign of alarm, tofsave ;?il:t;:
beings. Tathagata cannot exercise his a.bsolute.ness apart;1 reréle o de
scent to save relative sentient beings. Itis fc_)r this reasen that Ehe S;;b.ect
of Tathagata is taken to be absolute genso. Meanwhﬂe, ;s dencé «
of absolute mediation, Tathagata makes room for the indepen pee of
relative beings, thereby restricting his own wo.rk in axlq ?.Ct Soé st
negation in order to collaborate with the spontane_ny oé re a‘tl\t/)e nient
beings as his mediators. Thus he ins‘eruots a}l sentient emfgs my é)im o
ing an example of action which sentient beings cgn leain r(;. i and
imitate. This is his salvific work, aimed at elevating all sentie g
and directing them into the realm of the Buddha. ) .
In fact, as I shall explain later, the absolute genso pe_rfer;ne | zion—
bodhisattva Dharmakara is embodiedhin hthe relamée iilncssdo(f) ; tehree ;ay -
i en relative beings in which the more adv the
lel;pgsie;zvfhe less advanced, quite apart from the o1;der of sef1';ﬁzy \;ix:;
would characterize them as members of a society of epemei ok
of the absolute Tathagata begins as a wor'k of medlanon' etwe;; one
relative being and another. To simplify t'hls twofold reletwe me ation
for a moment and treat it as one, the meaning of the doctrine come_s down
to this: Amida Buddha, as Dharmékallra, g)e}ffom;s abts};);?tlz iez(si(; a the
anced who provides a model of the action
I;;;rtieei?‘{)eings must 1;erform to be saved, and he does so.at ;he'st.z%et }i
Dharmakara—that is, prior to his enlightenment or yvh}le A; is ' he
stage of disciplined preparation fer enlightenment (z'nng.B . ds}e:hOOd
beings who enter upon the path ;)f salv;ttltotrll a(r;s;;r;ﬁeseof Dgharmékara
icipation in nirvana if they take the ; :
zzihi?itgfjé and model, and of their own arccm.fd .ma%e_ tl;ee}r ;:;?2
conform to his through absolute negation. Thls is dsb-e g,t et
transference on the way toward the Pure Lanc}. Itis ugdeﬁstog ) ri)d -
that, mediated by the absolute gensé of Tathagata, snm’u at&if— nd sup-
ported by his transforming povx}ffﬂr, one offers up one’s self-p
i Great Action of Tathagata. .
med};a;eptlzceing too much emphasis here on Other—power, we e?dbzi;; 1gr;
the wusual position of claiming that Whatexier action seni:}en Jomes
perform is done gua the Great Action olf '1"ath:e;:c_j{atal.fBglti zhlftteqruzv reters
iation, not to a mere causal relationship. latter 3
Zzszevieaf;oujld be forced to conclude that the Great Act.lon 1; xzil)t;l t:;
action of Tathagata, or at least its effect, so that the meaning ot a ton Y
sentient beings would be completely lost. By the same token, }f)ersc senee
in this position lands us in a sort of mysticism that places the a
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the Tathagata and the action of sentient beings in a relationship of
contradictory self-identity. Obviously neither of these solutions is suited
to the spirit of metanoetical transformation. In my view, Shinran’s zange
has nothing at all to do with such ideas, but is rather concerned with
absolute mediation. The rather detailed explanation of the theory of the
Three Minds presented in the foregoing chapter bears this out,

At the same time, it is clear that in making jirik: a mediator of tariki,
salvation is not achievable by jiriki alone without tariki. If this were so, it
would be self-power deliverance and not Other-power salvation. In
speaking of rariki salvation, we have necessarily to presuppose the power
of an absolute “other” as the basis of salvation. This absolute does not
act directly, however, but in every case requires its “other,” namely
relative beings, for mediation. This is the meaning of absolute Other-
power, and it is only in this sense that we can claim that the absolute is
not being but nothingness. To opt for the idea of an unmediated absolute
urging and upholding jiriks directly is truly to forfeit the meaning of
“absolute.” The absolute cannot be understood as such a self-identical
substance, but must always be interpreted in terms of negative medi-

ation in nothingness. It is able to be absolute because in making jiriks its
mediator and leaving room for its spontaneity, it works in a self-negating
manner,

The relative, which is saved through the mediation of absolute zarik;
in the sense that its jiriki mediates tariki, makes the absolute something
mediated. Simply put in these terms, the relative looks to be on a level
with the absolute and to lose its proper significance as a relative. If the
relative has only the absolute as its “other” and does not also confront
other relative beings in the same way, there is no way to distinguish it as
relative being from the absolute, or absolute unity, that transcends all
oppositions.

Thus jiriki, the mediator of absolute rariki, enters into salvation
through the mediation of tariks and is transformed into “empty being”’
as the mediator of absolute nothingness (the way of 0s6); and at the same
time, it serves an additional mediatory function for the absolute’s salva-
tion of other relative beings, who stand opposed as relative beings, and
must therefore collaborate with the absolute (the way of gensé). As that
which mediates this genso relationship among relative beings, the ab-
solute gensg of the absolute makes its meaning apparent: in order to save

relative beings on the way of 050, the absolute gives relative beings a model
for action in the form of the discipline and action of Dharmakara, the
symbol of absolute genss. And at the same time, the action of the relative
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extremely odd but concrete idea. At the same time,
and sisters who maintain an order of seniority among themselves main-
tain their equality as children of the same parents, relative beings are of a
kind and equal to one another vis-a-vis the absolute.

The eternity of the present is disclosed in the mutual mediation of
the past and the future wherein each reverses direction to conform to the
other and to form a reciprocity. In the same sense, oso and genso display
not only a rigid order of priority but also a reciprocal relation in which
the truth of the former is made manifest in the latter, and the compara-
tive stage of “advancement” between relative beings shows a circularity
in which their relationship can be inverted. This is the concrete aspect of
absolute mediation. From this point of view, the relationships of equality
and reciprocity between relative beings are the same as they are between
siblings, displaying the essential structure of mediation by the absolute.
If the prescribed order were final and immovable, absolute mediation
would be utterly impossible. Hence the circularity of absolute genss
comes into existence in virtue of the fact that both 556 and gensd, while

establishing an order of priority on the one hand, are e
on the other.

just as the brothers

qual and reciprocal

Because of this reciprocal equality, absolute gensé takes on the qual-
ity of transcendence in mediating the transformation of relative beings
and is thus absolute vis-a-vis relative beings. At first glance it would
seem as if this reciprocal activity were something uniting the opposing
directions of the cause-and-effect relationship. In fact it creates a kind
of unity that not only cannot be reduced to talk of causality, but tran-
scends it to form an equality at a transcendent location that enables the
transformation to occur freely in both directions.
“location” (bamén) cannot be intuited apart from actual transformation
in the way that “locus” (basho)* can. It becomes self-conscious only in
the action of actual conversion and transformation. Just as there is no
reciprocal transformation in intuition that does not belong to a causal
relationship, the equal reciprocity of relatives does not become self-
conscious except through the action of transformation according to the
order of priority. Without it, nothing at all, even apart from this equality,
could become self-conscious.

The equality of siblings is always realized in the order of priority,
but this order is not fixed and can be inverted so that the position of the
more advanced who instructs and guides one less advanced necessarily
comes to imply that the former has also to learn from the latter. Hence
the saying, “To teach is to learn.”’ This does not mean that the more

This transcendent
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advanced becomes inferior to the less or that an elder broth.er f'curns into a
younger brother. From the standpoint of gbsolute n{ledl'atlon,' il dare
equal because all are reciprocally transforming yet maintain their order
iori oughout.

o pioi?g*;?}: thi same in the case of time treated earlier, where past .and
future preserve their sequential order rigidly, and yet are converted into
each other and become equals in the present. In the present these two
phases of time are mediated by eternity, which transcendg time and
thereby makes manifest a spatial simultaneity that accords with :the dy-
namic evolution of time, thus bringing about the Femporahspatxal evo-
lutionary unity of the world. Relations between §1bhngs, wh.lch are not
simply a matter either of elder and younger or of simple equality, seem to
be a concrete expression of the historical structure of the world.

In this regard I would argue that the three ideas that .folrm the slog:an
of the French revolution, berté, égalité, and fmter'mte, are not in-
dependent but mutually mediating notions. Left on its own, frfaedorln
ends up in inequality. There can be no doubt tha}t démocrac.y a.nd hbelfa -
ism are producing the inequality of today’s capitalistic sc.)c1etles.. Soc1'al—
ism, meanwhile, sets up equality as its goal, but there is no Chsputmg
the fact that the socialist systern invariably limits freedom and in tbat
sense negates it. Freedom and equality are not Concepts'that can easily
be linked together into a formal identity, but are Co.ntradzcto'ry concepts
that oppose each other. The only thing that can unlfy' them is t}.le trans-
forming action of those who make up the member.shm of a society, but
this is no easy task. The standard for such unification would seem to bf:
a kind of fraternity that retains the literal meaning of ‘.‘brotherhood.
Tt is conceivable that the social order that freedom provides can be pre-
served in this way and at the same time the demand for equality be I"@—
alized, thus disclosing a concrete unity that would actually synthesize
the two. .

Ordinarily when we speak of fraternity, the e.mphams ‘XS put on
equality, as is the case with brotherly IOVF?, and tbls makes it hard to
distinguish it clearly from friendship. But if we insist on Fhe true mean-
ing of brotherhood, priority joins equality as an essential element, or
rather as the main aspect of fraternity. In the case of brothers, thie
guidance that the elder brother gives the younger aﬁects the. latter’s
entire personality; it is literally a learning and an imitation. The instruc-
tion that goes on between them can be compared to that of the mast.er—

disciple relationship. As Kierkegaard has remarked, a true master ex1sti
only in religion. In other words, there is no absolute master who does no
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allow for equality except for the absolute as such, as is the case when
God—or Christ—is said to be the master. As relative beings, teachers,
however eminent they be, retain an aspect of equality with their disciples
as fellow travelers. The fact that the absolute gensé of Amida Buddha
takes as its mediator the discipline and practice of Dharmakara means
that the absolute humbles and restrains itself to take on relativity for the
sake of mediating the way for relative beings. This is the Great Com-
passion of Other-power.

It has been pointed out as a defect of modern education that the
element of “personal imitation’” has been replaced by an external system
of imparting and receiving knowledge and a formalistic moral guidance,
with the result that the sort of master-disciple relationship that molds
the entire personality has fallen by the wayside. Might not this be
amended by a revival of “fraternal” guidance? The element of equality is
relatively weak in the master-disciple relation and requires a specialized
system of education to come to the fore. In this regard, we might look on
brotherhood as the relationship that combines concretely a fully per-
sonal relationship of trust and imitation similar to that between master
and disciple with a relationship of equality. As such, it is able to spread to
all members of society and embrace a variety of social differences.

When one stops to consider how religious communities (for
example, Roman Catholic communities) still use the title of Brother or
Sister, one cannot but see the special importance that the idea of brother-
hood has in religion. We may wonder whether nowadays these amount to
anything more than formal titles that have lost their spiritual signifi-
cance, but it seems to me that the notion of gensd can offer a principle
of fraternal instruction through which meaning can be infused into
brotherhood to forge a new social ideal. In other words, people should be
bound together by a brotherhood (fraternity) that synthesizes the free-
dom of capitalistic society and the equality of the socialistic state. The
ethics of the masses might then be said to consist in 2 “way of brother-

hood” and their faith to consist in a “Dharma Gate of Brotherhood.”
The theme of justice that Plato focused on in his Republic is devel-
oped by combining the way of brotherhood with the division of labor in
society. In Zen temples, the custom has arisen of greeting one another as
a brother or sister, and there is ample testimony in Zen literature of
masters who addressed their disciples in like manner. In Zen, where
special importance is attached to personal direction and trust, the master-
disciple relationship is developed into a concrete relation of brother-
hood, and equality is brought to the fore. Shinran, for his part, con-
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the totality of social evils, how easily we flee from the very thought of it,
and how difficult it is to sustain a sensitivity to the need for social reform
and to exert one’s best efforts in that direction, then, as Kierkegaard
points out, metanoesis and repentance become universal notions that
distinguish ethics in general.

My conviction that metanoetics can pave the way for a new philos-
ophy is based on such a notion of solidarity and is essentially social in
motivation. But without the influence of the Shin doctrine of Other-
power, metanoetics would not have been led to the idea of a social order
of guidance and instruction on the way of genso. Thus it bears special
mention that what metanoetics, as a philosophy of Other-power, has
learned from the teachings of Shin Buddhism belongs to its very essence.
The fact that I am devoted to the Shin idea of genso is not due merely to
my appreciation of the kind of social brotherhood through ordered
discipline explained above. The idea of a communality in “species”
mediating this gensd also filled the need for a theory of social existence
based on the “logic of species” (shu mo vonrs) that T had developed and
announced previously. In my view it provides such a theory with a reli-
gious footing and enables us to correlate the findings of recent investi-
gations on the religiosity of primitive societies with the faith of Shin
Buddhism as a world religion.

My logic of species did not limit itself to the problem of social
structure in general, but developed into a logic of the state. I believe that
it constitutes an improvement on Hegel’s philosophy of the state by
carrying the logic of absolute mediation through to completion. I am
therefore convinced that it enables us to avoid the difficulties that arise in
Hegel’s system with regard to the relationship between the state and
religion. Moreover, it is my hope that it may shed new light on the
problem of the essence of the state—a problem that today stands in
urgent need of solution—and that, in the current face-off between
democracy and Marxist socialism touched on earlier, it may offer a
middle way from a standpoint that transcends them both. I cannot but
think that this problem, too, needs to be resolved metanoetically through
the logic of absolute critique.

I say this not in order to delude myself into thinking that my
imperfectly developed logic of national existence will make it possible to
solve all current difficulties related to the state. | mean only that because
logic implies mediation, I am convinced that it should not be impossible,
with the aid of the thoroughgoing approach to mediation presented in
the logic of absolute mediation, at least to point ourselves in the direction
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of a solution. Naturally more work will have to be done to develop sucha
logic of the state and carry it further along its way, but I am happy and
grateful for the thought that I may have provided the right initial
bearings. And here it gives me a special sense of satisfaction to know that
the idea of gensé offers confirmation from a religious standpoint. This is
why, under the guidance of Shin Buddhist doctrine, I would like to draw
attention to social existence as an important orientation for the Other-
power philosophy of metanoetics to pursue, and why I wish to make it
the concluding topic of this work.

It is only natural that the “logic of species” that I came to as a result
of what I myself have suffered in connection with the current position
that we the people occupy in the state will not readily be understood by
those who have not known the same suffering. Since introducing the
question, the term “‘species’ (shu) has been adopted for a wide variety of
uses. For example, proponents of culturalism have maintained that the
reason that human culture displays the peculiarity of differing from one
people to another is simply that each possesses a “specific” pattern for
giving expression to human living. But this use of the term gives it an
altogether different conceptual content from what I intended. By limit-
ing itself to a classification of genus-species-individual according to the
logic of identity, the term “‘species” is reduced to the realm of the
“particular” that occupies a place midway between the universality of
the genus and the singularity of the individual. Even if such a viewpoint
can point to the social environment that determines our existence as
individuals, it cannot relate to the power of the state that can threaten
that existence and deprive us of our lives. If our life controls its sur-
rounding environment, freely altering it and shaping it into its own
expression, then the environment is something that can be assimilated
into our life. This seems to be the sense of the motto “‘from the made to
the making.”’ 3 But it is precisely this transformation “from ... to .. ”
that is the crux on which the life of political praxis hangs, and in Whose
simplistic expression we see the characteristic feature of a culturalism as
a life-affirming and aesthetic standpoint. Accordingly, awareness of
those realities that call forth the political and ethical responsibility of the
individual to resist the controlling power of the state as expressed in laws
and customs, even at the cost of position and life, is missing here.
Missing, too, is the consciousness that one arrives finally at metanoetic
transformation only after concerted reflection on the forms that moral
evil can take: for example, in complying opportunistically with what the
state requires, one may fail in awareness of joint responsibility, while in
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rejecting the demands of the state, one may be guilty of ambition and
egoity.

It is no surprise, then, that the proponents of culturalism are com-
pletely oblivious to the crucial negative significance of “species” as an
attribution pregnant with this crisis of social existence. When on occa-
sion they use the words “species” or ““activity,” they do not treat them as
social elements with a political meaning, nor do they refer to action in
crisis. Instead, they simply limit the terms to what culturalism can
develop by way of artistic production, remaining at the level of a cultur-
alism that begins and ends with “life” and its “expression.” It is not
unlike the category of spirit that constitutes the subjective existence of
the spirit in Plotinus referred to earlier. Completely distinct from
Aristotle’s category of substance, which is a category of being based on
the principle of identity, Plotinus’s category of spirit was intended
to arise out of the subjective self-consciousness of an active unity of
nothingness, and to be understood as an extension and expansion of the
position of Aristotle. Instead of actually producing such a standpoint of
the active unity of nothingness, Plotinus deviated from Plato’s later
philosophy and misunderstood his dialectic, combining it with an Ar-
istotelian logic of identity, thereby lapsing into mysticism and diluting
his spiritual standpoint. For spirit or mind is not something to be
contemplated, but something to be brought to faith-witness in action. If
it could be contemplated, the transcendence of the One would become
immanent in the intellect and, thus reduced to the level of an abstract
infinite, would lose its quality as a concrete unity resulting from the
practical transformation of nothingness. As a result, the standpoint of
authentic action, which transcends being and nonbeing and is related to
neither, would become the mere enjoyment of serenely basking in the
abundance of being.

Eckhart, who is thought to have been deeply influenced by Plotinus
and to have grasped his spirit well, nevertheless valued the praxis of
Martha more highly than the contemplation of Mary. I find this in
harmony with the spirit, if not the letter, of the Gospel and of great
religious importance. Regrettably, the culturalism of artistic production
and the standpoint of “life and its expression’ usurp the role of religion
and do away with it. For it results in a situation where ethical praxis—
including, of course, political praxis—rvanishes into contemplation. Re-
ligion then becomes indeed an opiate of the people. The sage and the
intellectual may be able to abide serenely in contemplation, but the
ordinary and ignorant must take the path of praxis.
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sponds to the past, and ““individual” activity corresponds to the future.
The eternal present in which religious salvation takes place consists in
the fact that these two elements, representing tradition and freedom
respectively, are mediated in the nothingness of the present and trans-
formed into a “‘universal’”” Great Action. Culture provides the underly-
ing basis of continuity here. Specific determination—in particular, the
mediating work of gensé that has been our concern here—is one facet of
this cultural unity. When the absolute receives and saves relative beings
through absolute gensd, it mediates self-power in terms of the structure
of absolute Other-power. The spontaneity of sentient beings, who are to
be saved (&) and yet need to remain clearly distinguished from Other-

power itself, serves in a mediating capacity. At the same time, the
absolute, which does not act by direct intervention in the relative world

but always makes the relative its mediating function, is at work in the

mutual mediation of one relative being to another. Only thus does the

absolute cause the relative to be relative and to witness through its own
mediating activity to the fact that it is the absolute. It is too clear to leave
room for doubt: an absolute that works mediatively as a transforming
nothingness is not an object for contemplation but a focus for action.

Even when the absolute mediates the interrelationships, however, if
it does not make the being that serves as a substratum to its mediation a
mediator of nothingness, there is no way for absolute nothingness to reach
the transforming action and witness of the subject. For action, both the
individual, which is the manifestation of nothingness, and the sub-
stratum of being of a community of life, which provides the basis for the
determination of the individual and at the same time mediates the
realization of the individual’s subjectivity, are required. This commu-
nity of life is the “‘species” that is present as the substratum of being
mediating the relationship between relative beings and that lays the
foundations for the absolute unity of absolute nothingness.

"T'o put this more concretely in the terminology of Shin Buddhism,
when the more advanced sentient beings who have been drawn up into
salvation and fixed in their “rightly established state” (shéjoju) take the
way of gensi to share in the salvation of the less advanced and perform
that mediatory action as representatives of the absolute, they have to
make use of the traditional doctrine common to both, giving and receiv-
ing instruction through the terms and concepts of that doctrine. That
common substratum is culture, and what passes it on as tradition is the
“specific” society. This is how a society seen as “species,” by means
of its unique and particular tradition, qualifies the existence of the in-




o

i i them with a common be}ms of
diVi‘%u?IS W}";?hmailzepl;elclize?;ldwir;cvfl:;el has in mind. in speakm%1 l;)f
mffdlaFlon- iri . n ethical substratum. Or again, and in rr}ore popt o
e, SPmt . ?(e “brotherhood” to represent the social strgc i} .
parlan'cej o tealationships based on the imparting and re;ceptlgnt ge
?ezglt;crfoirzzorng sentient beings, we may say Lhat ;g-er;ﬁ;liiit;;jless
2t ds a hand d1
absolute master, or father, who never exten e B e e acvanced,
S Sen;iem ibr;2 ;?sg ;Eﬁé.@?ﬁiﬁﬁd the same family traditi(?n ztlz
e eldeggrs(:b:;s;tum, the elder and the younger childrgn ct%r:zgzc; ¢
" ith on '] is complete trust 1n '
O e von F:f sf;l;}slii) i:tecrist;l:rncsc;lvi to collaborate with tllletu
T e yo’tl)n'lg ing about a salvific conversion to the absc;1 ute
e e m?ie endence and mutual support of all the b){ot 1er.s.
. tﬁe rtrlllt?ato cfrry on with our image, takes on the partlfc:t;n &5;—
Ea(':h fanf11 ys eci;s and accordingly must oppose ever;_r olthfz;hea Sam;
Tattioilrlx Oirr?mle)diately to rivalry and a struggle for sum\(f}laa.mmher
ci)auld lgae said of the relationship bet;z:}e:; ;)ir;;tc:grflt;geazlpedﬁc ey,
ivi owever, transcen .
everfnt?llc;];iflla}c;e}; belong to it directly. They can Con;f)mgl;?etz ;Irlé
ith one another as subjects of nothingness who, c beine
Commu'ne i heir respective societies, can also transf(')rm an X
dgtermlned .by ttem To the extent that specific societles.can thL;S i
T ome lr'l 1rte 1;ub'jects of nothingness and become mediators (i_tsain
trar'mformed a Oomrnunicate with one another and find cqm@uni i ihe
Vatl'on’ the'y C'an Cof nothingness, even as they remain dehgnted ythis
thelr’ med'lam? their being. The unity of the absolute resultlr}g f]rorlnThe
pa;tclt?s;?i;?n:formation of the species may be terrped ;heeur;;/;rsas;mh :
e its origins here. .
e O'f thehhumiétm tr}?;tergs)lrﬂ%se ?rlj)sril Itlliz nothinggness of transfo;mau}i:lt
Standp@mtﬂ eunusyt entail the action of an absolute metan.oet.w.sdt "
e acnor}ll n;bsolute crisis of this opposition. Insofar as indivi 11:;
presuppos?d t eof this unity, they can attain a mutual love :?md sympfa ! ;fl
aliett h:s:,‘fe): (;tlit to the full breadth of their humanity, q'[?gt(e) rzl\é)z;t()t; er
whetl i i r Or peace wi r.
;Vhetfh . ;}sleic;}lgtﬁ;;u?;nceigg rfr?; rfnir\:;?‘fy tﬁe peculiarity of their
nsofar

i influence
» they open themselves up to the understanding and in

“species, to possess a uni-

of a more pervasive communality, thus enabling then';aneity e
sal validity. Mediated by the freedom and spon
ver .

METANOETICS AS A RELIGIOUS VIEW OF SOCIETY 287

dividual, cultures can communicate wit

h one another at the profound
level of nothingness.

The fact that such an advanced state of culture always goes along
with a flowering of national strength can also be explained in terms of the
mediation we have been discussing here. A devastated nation has no
culture. One cannot expect the autonomous and free development of a
culture without the freedom and autonomy of the state. Every once in a
while, of course, some individual of rare genius manages to break
through the general pattern, escaping the mediation of the species and
moving far beyond it to communicate directly with the universal ground
of the human. But even in such cases, if we look closely enough, we find
the mediation of species at work.

In Buddhism the Tathagata performs his salvific work by “preach-
ing” the Dharmaina variety of different manifest forms according to the
species of sentient beings he wishes to save: to save a bodhisattva, he
appears as a bodhisattva; to save Devas and devils, he appears as a Deva
oradevil; tosave a woman, he takes the form of 3 woman.* The idea may
sound somewhat eerie at first, but if we stop to consider that salvation
must have a specific society as its substratum and some specific culture as
its medium, and if we are convinced that the salvation of the individual
must be mediated by specific particularization,
that any clarification of the question of species is
concrete form.

To understand—or to prevent the re
that the representative democratic and s
dom or individual equality in our
when they turn from a “specific”
imperialism, a strict and detailed
“‘species” is necessary. Itis because
but simply leave events to follow th
and manipulated by them. The evil
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bound to rake extremely

currence of—the strange fact
ocialist states proclaiming free-
day betray the causes they profess
nationalism to the other extreme of
investigation of the significance of
we do not take the situation seriously
eir natural course that we get trapped

s of nationalism are hardly preferable
to the evils of a perverted democracy or socialism. Surely our own

misguided nationalism stands in need of metanoesis, but at the same time
so do the nationalistic perversions that infect democratic and socialist
states alike. The first step in reflecting on this matter must be to direct
our attention to the problem of “species.” Only from the standpoint of
“species” are we able to find a clue to the solution of the difficult problem
of nationalism, and this holds true even if conceived in terms of the
“class” problem that socialism takes as uniquely definitive. Classes
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ethical religions. In other words, it may be that metanoetics applies only
to doctrines of salvation and not to doctrines of deliverance from the
samsaric cycle of birth and death.

As suggested before, however, this disjunction is not afinal one. On
the one hand, the desire for deliverance from samsdra does not directly
mediate an ethic. As a demand of nature, it cannot be spoken of as an
“ought.” From its earliest period, Buddhism has based itself on the
problem of samsdra, which is an immediate fact of life that has no
connection to ethics. The contrast this sets up between Buddhism and
religious traditions of a strong ethical stamp like Judaism and Christian-
ity could not be clearer, and may well stem from strong differences in
social life between the Jews and the people of India. On the other hand,
going a step further we find the belief in primitive Buddhism that our
samsaric existence is in fact an illusion, and that deliverance consists in
insight into the truth of this illusion. In other words, even if its original
motive is not ethical but based directly on life, from the moment Bud-
dhism becomes a religion and a value-differentiation is set up between
truth and falsehood, enlightenment and illusion, itis clear that an obliga-
tion is imposed to actualize what is valuable and reject what is without

value. In this sense, Buddhism entailed a morality in the broad sense of

the term from its first beginnings.
Reason is not something opposed to life or merely appended to it

m without. It is the faculty of reflective activity proper to human life

as such, and thus something that develops from within life itself. The
idea of human life without rationality and ethical concern is a pure
abstraction that has nothing to do with actual reality. Because the ideas
of illusion and enlightenment derive from a distinction of intellectual
values, they immediately flow over into an ethical “ought.” To wallow in
illusion, unable to attain clear insight into the truth, is nothing other than
the very sin and evil that characterizes human finitude itself. Its roots lie
in the self-entanglement of egoity, our bondage to radical evil. Even in
Shinran’s Buddhist hymn entitled “The Hymn of Remorseful Reminis-
cences,” one finds frequent reference to compunction and regret for
intellectual illusion. To be caught in the cycle of samsdra and be unable
to escape is itself evil and sin. True knowledge ultimately lies on the way
of right action, an action that includes sarori, or enlightenment. The way
of enlightenment is deliverance, and samsdra is sin and evil; though
conceptually distinct, the two necessarily belong together in human seif-
conscious existence. Indeed, the genesis of self-conscious existence in
action may be said to consist in a dynamic that correlates the twWo.

fro
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Metanoetics begins from the consciousness of evil and its concomi-
tant remorse and despair over sin, but there is absolutely no reason to
conclude that it therefore lacks a doctrine of deliverance based on a
consciousness of the illusion of samsdra and the demand for escape and
liberation. In line with the structure of self-conscious existence itself,
metanoetics acknowledges this dimension of the human. We have there-
fore every reason to dispel the fear that viewing metanoetics as phi-
losophy narrows the reach of philosophy. On the contrary, it is making
self-deliverance the sole issue that is evil. There is no way actually to
escape the entanglements of egoity merely by yearning for escape. Rela-
tive beings can return to the absolute only through a relationship that
makes other relative beings its mediators; only through the action of
offering oneself up for other relative beings can one be delivered from the
egoity of self. If the desire for merely an sich deliverance therefore
necessarily converts into a demand for fiir sich salvation that entails
reconciliation and cooperation between self and others, we may rightly
view metanoetics as a necessary consequence of the spirit of Mahayana
Buddhism, and therefore as possessing universal significance.

Through metanoetics, we are truly promised an existence without
bonds or attachments. In the peace of soul of a conversion that carries us
beyond all distinction between being and nonbeing, we shall be able to
enjoy a sense of harmonious cooperation in an “ordered equality” where
all work together for mutual instruction and guidance. Culture is the
medium of such a community, and the control of nature aims to ensure
that the restraints nature imposes on us do not obstruct our cooperation
with one another. Experience has taught us that when science is viewed
merely as a way to satisfy natural human desires, it not only brings

happiness but becomes a source of unhappiness as well. The unhappi-
ness of being used by science rather than using it, of applying technology
for our own purposes and ending up being ruled by that technology, is
something of which we are all too painfully aware in our times. An
approach to life that makes human happiness its ultimate goal can only
frustrate our expectations and issue in unhappiness instead.

Moreover, human existence is not simply a human project. As it is
written, “He who finds his life will lose it, and he who loses his life for my
sake will find it.”” ® Everything in this world exists correlatively to every-
thing else. To seek existence for oneself alone by destroying all others is
to forfeit one’s own existence as well. Only by giving life to those who
exist as others, by seeking coexistence despite the tension of opposition,

and by collaborating for the sake of mutual enhancement can the self find
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life 1p its fullness. The absolute does not allow the self-indulgence of
relative beings who seek to adhere to the existence of the isolated self and
to attach themselves to material things in such a way as to exclude other
and lord it over them, monopolizing their possessions to advance theils"
own Wo?ldly success. Such persons will eventually end up in their own
de§truct10n. The absolute is absolute mediation, mediating relative
beings to one another and thereby mediating itself as well. And this
proces§ means continual transformation for relative beings: grounded in
a pothmgness that ensures mutual self-transcendence each relati
being finds itself in every other. ) e
The relative is thus being whose principle is nothingness: a re-
surrc?cted existence brought to life through death. This “existénce in
nothingness” through absolute transformation—or “empty being”’—
re.pre.sents the truth of existence: an existence without attachments
Chng1r%g to nothing. But the nothingness of absolute transformation Cazi
be achieved only through reciprocal mediation in society. The nothing-
nes‘s‘ of absolute transformation is realized only in mediating the dynamiis
ofh empi{y ?eing” in society. The world of absolute transformation
va ;)issi (§1;1‘11c1ple 1s nothingness is not the world of nature but the world
Unh'%(e nature, history has no structure that provides it with an
un.changlng substratum on which changes of attribution and relation-
ship take place. It has no structure within which a self-identical universal
cap regulate all phenomena according to its own laws, or within which all
things can be directed toward the realization of their essential nature: it
lacks a.Zelos for things to progress from the possible to the real, from t>h
potential to the actual. All these things belong to the subs;ratum 0e
§ubstgnce of being, and the logic that regulates them is the logic 0?
1dent1t3.7. It is otherwise with history, which has no permanen% and
unmediated substratum. History is set up in terms of “specific’” sphere
of fixed duration, and is held in existence as a cycle of activity in thé3 sen :
that the individuals who are determined by a specific sphere are able :s
tactu‘ahze nothingness by negotiating their own freedom and subjectify-
ing it 'through action. The periods of history correspond to particular
spegﬁc” societies. Both the individual and the society are limited
relat1v§ beings involved in a continuous process of renewal and trani—
fo.rrr.xatxon. Strictly speaking, any given period of time, far from main-
tamning an absolute constancy, is ultimately undergoing transfigurations
at ev<?ry moment. So long as time does not stop—that is, so long as time
remains the principal determinant of reality—reality is incessantly
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changing, an elliptical field with two focal points generating spheres of
ivi ove in cycles. _
aCtIXiyitsh?aferlrll known,ythe Greeks took constancy to be Fhe essential
determinant of being, and saw the heavenly bodies rota'tmg eternally
within their fixed orbits as representing that constancy in the natural
world. The periodicity of history, in contrast, is changeable anfi p.rone to
deviations. Within its “‘specifically” diﬁ"erent‘ gnd noncoincidental
cycles, history forms a circularity continually shlftxng from one cyclg _to
another. Its periodic nature should not be conceived in te'rms of orbits
running on strictly coincidental cycles but in terms of a c1rc.ular m'Lov'e-
ment of continually deviating cycles. This means that the specific societies
that correspond to these cycles are also in constant flux and trar.lsfor—
mation in the actuality of history through the death—and—liesurrecnor% of
the individuals who mediate these societies. As th.e s:,lb)ec'ts .Of a?tlo.n
mediating the historical transformations of “spe.mﬁc so'c1etles, mdl—f
viduals may be considered axes of nothingness as 1.t m(,)’ves in anc.l out o
the realm of species. That it to say, as “‘turning points ”ff)r nothmgne;s
through whose action-faith-witness the “‘eternal now” is reah;ed, t _e
individual self is the subject of Existenz; and con\(ersely, EX{stenz is
grounded on nothingness and becomes a manifesta'uc.)n of nothingness.
Moreover, by practicing—and being made to practlcc.z———a n(‘)‘nattach-
ment based on nothingness, individuals actualize a society 9f orde.red
equality’” based on coexistence, cooperation, and.mutua.l 1nstr\.10t1c;;1.
Such a society, as it passes through the course of history, is continually
renewed through their action-witness. It is a world of .br.otherhood
founded on human cooperation and reconciliat.ion, PI‘O.Vldlflg mean-
ing to human existence for those who rejoice in building it up and
mha'gfﬁltnagblstc;luteness of nothingness that brings us into thi.s society of
brotherhood is love; it is Great Compassion. Nothingness 1s lf)ve;rand
the Great Nay of absolute transformation is the Great C(?mpassmn. The
action-witness of this fact is itself the building of the ngd'om of God
and the fulfillment of faith in rebirth into the Pure Land. .It is here that
we find the meaning of history: that the Kingdom of God 1:3 made act‘ugl
in the course of history through the action-witness of nothl)ngne.ss. Th'ls
is not to be confused with the “‘goal’” of history or thc.: “end” of history H;
an eschatological sense. Such thinking locks us mté the conceptua
constructs of a teleological view of nature. My view is rather that t};e
Kingdom of God already exists in each “prt?sent” 1rlxsofar a§ the rea }11;
zation of eternal nothingness in one’s individual existence is broug
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to action-witness, enabling us to say in the words of the New Testa-
ment, “The Kingdom of God is within you.”’® At the same time, it
is also proclaimed that “The Kingdom of God is at hand.”” T his
“already” -qua—*“not yet” is not something that exists naturally, but
something being brought to faith-witness through transforming action.
This action-faith-witness of nothingness, a unity that can never
become the object of contemplation, displays what is distinctive about
history. Nonbeing is ever present in the depths of being, continuously
transforming it and converting it. The self-consciousness of action freely
performed in a spirit of detachment and impartiality, moving in and out
of being and nonbeing, represents the consummation of the Kingdom
of God in history. Even in Augustine’s The Ciry of God, the Roman
Empire, as historical state in the secular world, is not simply set up as the
earthly kingdom to contrast with the Christian church which is then
identified directly as the Kingdom of God. Augustine recognizes that
even within the Roman Empire there are persons of faith practicing a
religious life, just as there is impurity and worldliness within the church,
and therefore that the two kingdoms intermingle, their members forever
moving between the one and the other. It is the same with the historical
world where being and nonbeing are ceaselessly being transformed into
each other, interpenetrating and intermingling with each other, so that it
cannot be circumscribed systematically by a logic of identity or compre-
hended in unified form by intuition. Light and darkness continually give
way to each other like the flickering of a lantern; things are ever turning
inside out and outside in; being and nonbeing are engaged in incessant
interchange each with the other. In action the inner workings of this
transformation reach self-consciousness as the core of nothingness.
Such is the historical world.

The transformation through action in which the center of each self
mediates other selves and where past and future are converted into each
other stops at self-consciousness of this unity. Without centers of action
there is no historical world. A world of contemplation without them is in
fact not the historical world. This does not mean merely that a world of
mere conceptual construction cannot be considered as the historical
world, but also that even a world of “life and expression” or of artistic
“formation” does not belong to the world of history. The idea that
historical realities can be thought of as objects whose unity we can
contemplate as modalities of a basic archetype comes about because the
essence of history has been lost sight of. Ultimately, such a view comes
down to replacing the three-dimensional self-consciousness of abso-
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lute nothingness, with its characteristic interpenetration of being and
nonbeing through ‘“‘action-transformation,” with a two-dimensional
“action-intuition.”

Allow me to take the image of the pompon dahlia to symbolize what I
have in mind. It is customary in Buddhism to use the ““lotus in the
flames” as a symbol of the state of deliverance and salvation. The image
is well suited to suggest the immaculateness of the lotus flower. Emerg-
ing from the mud and mire and yet preserving its purity, the lotus
blossom ringed with fire easily comes to represent the constancy of a
faith that is not extinguished by the raging fire of the passions. The
symbol is profoundly touching, yet I wonder whether the pompon dahlia
would not be better suited to symbolize the action of ““‘empty being’’ in
nothingness that corresponds to historical reality.

Pascal, it will be recalled, likened nature to an infinite circle whose
center is everywhere and whose circumference nowhere. The develop-
ment of the historical world, however, may better be compared to an
ellipsoid whose rotation can generate an infinite number of ellipses with
foci of finite distance at the plane sections (image surfaces) of the cross
sections (ways of seeing). If we take the pompon dahlia as the symbol
of that ellipsoid, the petals or florets that make up the flower corre-
spond to the individual selves of a “‘specific’” society, and the central
floret situated on the floral axis corresponds to the manifestation of
God. If next we rotate this flower at different angles and project it on
the surface of a flat mirror, the ellipse formed by two foci at an equal
distance on either side of the absolute center would appear in the mirror
in various aspects and different shapes, and the successive transfor-
mation of their figures would symbolize the historical world. Then the
elliptic cycles that are produced at different angles by successively
changing the flower’s image surface may be seen as the periods of
history. The divine center, the floral axis, is reflected in the sphere of
action as the faith-witness of absolute transformation according to each
individual’s position and inclination. Each such reflection of the mirror
image is a floret of the total flower which in turn represents a cyclical
unity of all the reflections. Thus the rotation of the pompon dahlia
becomes a symbol of the historical world and at the same time a symbol
of the contents of philosophical consciousness. In Buddhism, the true
wisdom of the Buddha, the state of deliverance, is represented by the
picture of sacred figures drawn in concentric circles known as a mandala.

I trust it will not be considered improper if I take this image of the
pompon dahlia as the mandala of a metanoetics based on historicism.?
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In nature, myths have no significance. It is the business of natural
science to replace myths with laws. The object of its knowing is eternal
and universal order, not contingent occurrences. But history cannot
avoid absolute contingency. Why is there being? How does existence
exist? These are questions about primary contingency that necessarily
arise in connection with history. And yet there is no way rationally to
explain the why or wherefore of this contingency; if we could, it would
not be absolute. What is more, the mystery extends not only to Dasein
but also to Sosein, for existence is incomprehensible to us not only
because it is contingent but because it has the particular form of contin-
gency that it does. Thus an ineluctable antinomy arises with regard to
history: on the one hand, we must ask the question about the origin of the
world and the reason for existence, and on the other hand, we can never
answer our question. All we can do in our predicament is base ourselves
metanoetically on a self-consciousness of the contents of our action-faith
and turn our imaginations to mythical symbols and their interpretation.

Plato reckoned true knowledge to lie in the contemplation of the
realm of ideas, and saw this as the self-conscious activity of true eternal
being. Yet when it came to the realm of opinion of the phenomenal
world, he made use of myths to interpret the origins of the world. The
point has great significance even for present-day epistemology in clarify-
ing the difference between nature and history. It is not, however, Plato’s
“two-world” theory that we need, but a theory of absolute mediation
through action whereby the two worlds transform and interpenetrate
each other. In this regard, the doctrine of the absolute genso of the
bodhisattva Dharmakara’s religious discipline, when viewed from the
standpoint of religious salvation, gives meaning to the historical world
and contains a profound significance almost without parallel. To return
to our image of the dahlia, the central floral axis may be said to corre-
spond to the content of self-consciousness of Dharmakara as an absolute
genso representing the absolute. As the firstborn son of the Tathagata
entrusted with the supervision of his father’s house, Dharmakara always
represents his father and stands before all other sentient beings as their
absolutely more advanced, as the teacher and elder brother that guides
and instructs them as they advance toward the absolute. In my view, the
emphasis on historical society in religious communion symbolized in
these myths is the most important lesson metanoetics has to learn from
the Shin Buddhist doctrine. Moreover, when we pause to reflect on the
quality of gensé characteristic of Amida Buddha, as we have in the
previous chapters, the ““seniority” of Dharmakara is also relativized into
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a symbol of an ideal that can be realized only through the “ordered
equality” of mutual instruction in the human community.

At present our nation faces the task, imposed on it externally, of
performing zange for its past nationalism. That we, as a vanquished
nation, should now be forced by others to do what we should surely have
done before and of our own accord, occasions the very height of shame
and remorse. Yet even at this late hour we can at least perform our zange
out of deep inner conviction and so ensure our inner freedom. A liberal-
ism imposed from the outside is both nonsensical and contradictory.
The opportunistic advantage we take of this relative ““other-power” to
announce our own liberalism and culturalism is hardly less shameless
and unconscionable a posture. The turning point for a new beginning
lies in zange. Without it, we have no way to rebuild our nation.

And it is not only our own nationalism that stands in need of zange.
That liberalism finds itself in the same situation is clear to see both
from the inner contradictions that infect its representative countries and
from its opposition to the socialism represented by other strong nations
of the allied powers. Does it not look as if the socialist states who have
been brought to an impasse by insistence on their political theory are
revising their standpoints in large measure and falling with liberalist
nations into the trap of a nationalism that is as much the antithesis of
socialism as it is of liberalism—the very path that our nation has been
forced to abandon—and thus landing themselves in the tragic contradic-
tion of boldly leading one another into the morass of imperialism?
Obviously we are not the only country that needs zange. Other nations,
too, should undertake its practice in a spirit of sincerity and humility,
each acknowledging its own contradictions and faults, its own evil and
sin. Zange is a task that world history imposes on all peoples in our times.

I repeat: metanoetics possesses profound significance as a philos-
ophy for the present turning point in history. History is calling on people
of all nations to practice zange in order to build up societies of fellowship.
This is how I understand the meaning of philosophy as metanoetics.

Notes

1: 'THE PHILOSOPHICAL MEANING OF METANOETICS

. [Literally these terms refer to two © ‘aspects” or “‘phases” of a single process
that W1ll be treated at greater length in chaps. 6 and 7. ]

2. [The “qua’ here refers to the Sino- -Japanese copulative “soku,” which func-
tions as a sort of pivot around which two terms revolve and interchange with each
other as mutually defining elements in a single dynamic.]

3. [Wherever possible, references to the Kyagyoshinshd will be taken from the
abridged English version, The Teaching, Practice, Faith, and Enlightenment, vol. 5 of
the Ryukoku Translation Series, published in 1966 in Kyoto (RTS). Suzuki
Daisetsu’s translation, The Kydgyoshinshs (SD), was published in 1973 by the East-
ern Buddhist Society in Kyoto. Passages unavailable in either of these translations
will be taken from the more complete but dated translation of Yamamoto Kosho,
published in 1958 by Karinbunko in Tokyo (YK).]

In the passage cited here, Shinran is quoting Zends; see YK, p. 133.

4. Enneads 3.8.6.

5. English translation by Lee M. Capel (New York: Harper & Row, 1965).
[Tanabe read Kierkegaard in the German.]

6. Kyogyoshinshé 6:10; see YK, p. 251.

7. The passage is cited in Shinran’s Yusshinsho Mon I (Exposition of the Words of

Setkaku). See [ #I75 % (E 4 4] (Collected Writings of Shinran), ed. Kaneko Daiei

(Kyoto: Hozokan, 1979), pp. 563-564. Hereafter references to this collection will be
abbreviated as SZ.

8. 4:11; see YK, p. 138.

9. SZ, p. 457.

10. [Eké refers to the transference of merits by Amida Buddha to sentient
beings. In its gensd phase, it enables those who have been saved to return to the world
to save others; in its 650 it is composed of action, faith, and witness.]
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11. See especially the Philosophical Fragments and Concluding Unscientific
Postscript.

2: ABSOLUTE CRITIQUE: THE LoGIC OF METANOETICS

1. Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1929), p. 9. . ‘

2. [Tanabe understands the term here in the sense of a task thrown existentially
before us for the performing.] o

3. [Tanabe often cites this passage from Shinran’s Shéashin-ge (The Gatha of
True Faith in the Nembutsu), line 26 (Ryukoku Translation Series edition, K.you-),
1961, p. 23), without indicating its precise source. At times, as here, his wordmg is
closer to the final sentence of the ¥odo Monrui Fusho (S7, p. 362). Its Engl.lsh
translation, Passages on the Pure Land Way (Kyoto: Shin Buddhism Translation
Series, 1978), renders the passage as follows: ... so that without being made to
sunder their blind passions, they (foolish beings floundering in samsara) are brought
quickly to the realization of great nirvana” (p. 57).]

4. Enneads 3.8.6.

5. See E. Gilson, Introduction & Iétude de s. Augustin, 3d ed. (Paris, 1949).

3: ABSOLUTE CRITIQUE AND HISTORICITY
1. See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit: Erste Hilfte (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1935),

2. Ibid., pp. 192, 223.

3. Ibid., p. 192.

4. Ibid., pp. 284—285.

5. [The edition Tanabe was using of Was ist Meraphysik? (Bonn, 1929) predates
Heidegger’s later additions of an introduction and postscript.] o

6. [Tanabe translates this term of Heidegger’s idiosyncratically as dassai jizar.
The first two characters are a classical Chinese term that implies “leaving the world
of everydayness,” and the last two the ordinary expression for “‘at will.””]

7. A paraphrase from Thus Spoke Zarathustra, “On Redemption™ (11, 20).
Compare fragment 1041 of The Will to Power, and the following passage from .Ecce
Homo: ““that one wants nothing to be different, not forward, not backward, not in all
eternity” (trans. Walter Kaufmann [New York: Vintage, 1967], p. 258).

8. Was ist Metaphysik? p. 26.

9. Ibid., p. 285.

10. “Vom Wesen des Grundes,” in Festschrift Edmund Husserl zum 70. Ge-
burtstag gewidmet, Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phéanomenologische Forschung,
Erginzungsband (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1929).

11. Enneads 3.6.
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12. For my assessment of the work on Eckhart done by Oltmanns, one of
Heidegger’s followers, see chap. 5 below.

13. Sein und Zeit, pp. 375 1.

14. Ibid., pp. 366-368.

15. Ibid., p. 385.

16. See S. Kierkegaard, Reperition: An Essay in Experimental Psychology, trans.
W. Lowrie (Princeton, N.J., 1941).

17. Sein und Zeit, pp. 428435,

18. See Twilight of the Idols, trans. R. J. Hollingdale (Baltimore: Penguin, 1968),
pp. 35 ff.

19. Ibid., pp. 37-38.

20. On this point, compare Jaspers.

21. Thus Spoke Zarathustra, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Viking,
1966). See “On Redemption® (11, 20) and ““The Convalescent” (111, 13).

22. 1bid., “On Old and New Tablets” (T11, 12).

23. Ibid., “On the Great Longing” (111, 14).

24. Ibid., “The Other Dancing Song” (IT1, 15).

25. E. Forster-Nietzsche, The Lonely Nietzsche, trans. P. V. Cohn (London:
Heinemann, 1915).

26. Thus Spoke Zarathustra, ‘“Retired”’ IV, 6).

27. See Ernst Bertram, Nietzsche: Versuch einer Mythologie (Berlin: Bondi,
1918).

28. Thus Spoke Zarathustra, “The Magician” (IV, 5).

29. See Nietzsche, Vom Nutzen und Nachieil der Historie fiir das Leben, in
Gesammelte Werke (Munich: Musarion, 1920-1929), 6:227-326; Heidegger, Seinund
Zeit, pp. 396—397.

30. [Tanabe seems to be referring here to Nietzsche’s idea that the various

perspectives on history are like differing interpretations of a text whose original has
been lost.]

4: METANOETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

1. These are the words that Daito Kokushi, a Zen priest of the Rinzai sect
(1282-1337) and founder of Daitoku-ji in Kyoto, is supposed to have uttered on
attaining enlightenment.

2. [Literally, jinen-honi means “being what one is of oneself in virtue of the
Dharma that makes things to be what they are.” In the fifth Letter of his Matiosho,
Shinran notes that the term refers to the fact that what one is ““of oneself” one is
“made to become through the working of the vow of Tathigata.”” While this is
consistent with Tanabe’s approach, he does not elaborate on the term. Hence the
simple translation: “naturalness.”)

3. See his Six Theosophic Points, 1, 12, 15.

4. Sein und Zeit, pp. 286-287.
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5: ABSOLUTE MEDIATION IN METANOETICS

1. The {&.0 8 (Hsin-hsin-ming) is a short text of 584 characters composed by
Séng-ts’an (d. 606), the third patriarch in the lincage of Chinese Zen.

2. SZ,p. 74 )

i -1676.

3. The poem is by Bunan, 1602 16 . ]

4. Mysticism East and West, trans. B. Bracey and R. Payne (New York: Mac
millan, 1960), pp. 141-148.

5. Tbid., pp. 146~147.
. Ibid., p. 217.
. Ibid., p. 218.

Kite Oltmanns, Meister Eckhart (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1935).

. Tbid., p. 213. - ’ .

10. Henri Joachim Delacroix, Essai sue le mysticisme spéculatif en Allemagne au
quatorziéme siécle (Paris: Alcan, 1900).

11. Ibid., pp. 210-218. N ‘ ~

12. [Tanabe read Eckhart in the older Biittner edition, Meister Eckharts Schrif-
ten und Predigten, which we shall cite here.]

13. Ibid., 2:166. .

14. Essai sur le mysticisme spéculatif, p.

15. “Shobdgenzd Buddha Nature,” Part 111, trans. Norman Waddell and Abe
Masao, The Eastern Buddhist 9, no. 2 (1976): 75. .

16. Biittner, Meister Eckharts Schriften und Predigten 1:202.

© ® = O

6: From PASCAL TO SHINRAN

1. Pensées, trans. A. K. Krailsheimer (New York: Penguin, 1966), no. 774.
2. See his Ethics, IV, Prop. liv.
3. Pensées, no. 418.

4. 1bid., no. 599.

5. Ibid., no. 7.

6. Ibid., no. 960.

7. Ibid., no. 380.

8. Ibid., nos. 656, 111, 759.

9. Ibid., no. 933.

10. Ibid., no. 83.

11. Ibid., no. 14.

12. Ibid., no. 93.

13. Ibid., no. 91.

14. Tbid., no. 106.

15. Ibid., no. 200.

16. SD, p. 3. See RTS, p. 18.
17. See above, chap. 2, n. 3.
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18. Pensées, nos. 741, 445.
19. Ibid., no. 629.

20. Ibid., nos. 774, 192.
21. Ibid., nos. 734, 735.
22. Ibid., nos. 407, 564.
23. Ibid., no. 257.

24. [The Hébenkeshindo is envisaged as a purgatory surrounding the Pure
Land.]

25. RTS, p. 165; see SD, p. 176.
26. RTS, p. 194; see SD, p. 184.

27. RTS, p. 90; see SD, p. 88. [This is also referred to as the Original Vow of
Amida Buddha.]

28. RTS, p. 197.
29. SZ, p. 110.
30. This will be taken up again in chap. 8.

7: METANOETICS AND THE THEORY OF THE THREE MINDS

1. [The relevant works of Soga Ry&jin (1875-1971) are not yet available in
English, but a helpful reconstructed synopsis of his interpretation can be found in
“Dharmakara Bodhisattva,” in The Buddha Eye, ed. Frederick Franck (New York:
Crossroad, 1982), pp. 221-231.]

2. See his Compendium on the Meditation Sutra (Kangyagr).

3. For example, there is no reference to zange in the index to the three volumes
of Yamanobe Shiigaku and Akanuma Chizen, Kydgyashinsho Kogr (Lectures on the
“Kydgydshinshi””) (Tokyo: Hozdkan, 1913-1917).

4. [The Chinese rendering condensed the fuller Sanskrit, which can be found in
Buddhist Mahayana Texts, vol. 49 of Sacred Books of the East, ed. F. Max Miiller
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1894), 2:167.

To bring as much consistency as possible to the overlapping of terms, the
translations of RTS (p. 167, n. 2) have been adopted throughout this translation.
Thus the Three Minds of the Larger Sutra, which refer to the three aspects of faith
contained in the eighteenth vow of the Buddha, are Sincere Mind (shishin), Serene
Faith (shingyd), and Desire for Birth ( yokushd); and the Three Minds of the Medi-
ation Sutra, which refer to the three aspects of faith required of the aspirant to faith,
are Sincere Mind (shijoshin), Deep Mind (jinshin), and Mind of Aspiring for Birth by
Merit-transference. Though explicitly distinct, these two classifications are im-
plicitly the same.]

5. See his “Tradition and Evidence,” in vol. 3 of [BREBEHE] (Collected
Essays of Soga Rydjin) (Kyoto: Teishiya, 1948).

6. See YK, pp. 96-97.

7. [See Shinran, vol. 11 of the [ | A< B A4 4& ] (Library of Fapanese Thought)
(Tokyo: Iwanami, 1978), p. 78.]
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8. See above, chap. 2, n. 3.

9. [The translation was adjusted to suit the context, though Tanabe reverses the
order in his text.]

10. See, for example, Passages on the Pure Land Way, pp. 47-57.

11. This is the view expounded in his Exposition of the Words of Seikaku. See
87, pp. 556—557.

12. See RTS, p. 173.

13. The Sanzengi is the fourth part of Zendod’s Compendium.

14. YK, p. 93; see SZ, p. 92.

15. RTS, p. 109; see SD, p. 114.

16. RTS, pp. 106—108; see SD, pp. 108-109.

17. One of the sacred texts of Shin Buddhism, of undetermined authorship and
composed somewhere between 1270 and 1351.

18. Notes on the Inscriptions on Sacred Scrolls, ed. Ueda Yoshifumi (Kyoto: Shin
Buddhism Translation Series, 1981), p. 50.

19. RTS, pp. 104-105; see SD, p. 105.

20. See above, chap. 2, n. 3.

8: METANOETICS AS A RELIGIOUS VIEW OF SOCIETY

1. [Tanabe is clearly referring here to Nishida’s final essay, “The Logic of
Locus and a Religious Worldview.” While Nishida’s “place’ (basho) is commonly
rendered by the Greek word ““topos,” “locus” seems preferable here, both because
it preserves the everyday quality of the Japanese word and because it conveys the
play on words that Tanabe intends by “location” (bamen).]

2. Scripture of the Lotus Blossom of the Fine Dharma, trans. Leon Hurvitz (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1976), p. 22.

3. [The allusion is to Nishida’s final essay. See above, n. 1.]
4. Scripture of the Lotus Blossom, pp. 314-315.

5. Matt. 10:39.

6. Luke 17:21.

7. Mark 1:15.

8. [This final image of Tanabe’s is difficult to understand, both mathematically
and visually. It is hard to see how the “‘rotation” of an ellipsoid makes any difference
to cross-sectioning. The main point in his choice of the ellipsoid seems to be to set
up a contrast with Pascal’s circumferenceless circle whose center is everywhere
(actually a much older idea that goes back to a Gnostic text, the Liber Trismegisti,
Cod. Par. 6319 and Cod. Vat. 3060), by insisting that each “center” is only one of two
determining foci of “finite distance” from each other. (Foci of infinite distance would
generate a straight line, and foci that coincide would generate a circle.) The pompon
dahlia is made up of elliptical shaped petals folded around a central floret rising up to
about the middle of the whole blossom (and thus midway between the foci of the
ellipses), giving a globular, and hence perhaps “cyclical,” effect to the whole.]
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being as updya, 47, 220
being-in-nothingness, 159
being-in-the-world, 93
being-qua~emptiness, 79
being-qua-nothingness, 18, 39, 43, 123
being-qua-self-consciousness, 180
being-qua-upava, 50. See also being as
upaya
being-toward-death, 85, 162
being-within-the-self, 156
being-without-the-self, 156
Bekennen, 54
belief, religious, xlii, liv, 26, 53, 82, 98,
138, 142, 148, 156, 157, 158, 166, 170,
172, 192, 203, 204, 228, 250, 252, 258,
289; secular, Ixi. See also faith
belief-witness, 97
Bergson, H., xi, xvii, 109, 268
Bertram, E., 299
biology, xxix, 110
birth, as rebirth in Pure Land, 14, 202~
205, 208-209, 220, 229-231, 237
248, 270, 289, 301; of Son of God in
soul, 179, 185
birth-and-death, 251, 288
Blondel, M., xxiv
bodhi, 201, 202
bodhi-citta, bodhi-mind, 201
bodhisattva, lv, 48, 109, 113, 143, 157,
211, 215, 232, 235, 243, 251, 274, 280,
287, 288, 295, 301
bodhisattva-ideal, 210, 211, 270, 280
body-and-mind, 49
Boehme, J., 135, 144—145
bonnd YE %, 15, 190
bonum consummatum, Kantian
antinomy of, 203
bothjand, 23, 133, 164—168, 176. See also
neither|nor
bottomlessness. See nihility
breakthrough, xliv, 4, 42, 72, 73, 75,
77-81, 85, 86, 97, 106, 107, 114, 244
brotherhood, 278-81, 284, 286, 295, 296
Buchner, H., xxvii
Buddha, Buddhas, passim; three bodies
of, 234-237. See Amida-Buddha
Buddhahood, 89, 119, 124, 157, 160,
168~170, 201202, 215, 274
Buddha-nature, 160, 169, 186187, 215
., Buddhism, xiv, xxi-xxii, xxvili, XXX,

INDEX

xxxvii, x1, xlii, xlv, liii, 3, 8, 37, 56,
81, 103, 112, 128, 131, 155156, 168~
172, 182, 186, 187, 203, 210, 212,
213, 216, 221228, 245, 247, 252254,
260-262, 266, 270, 280, 281, 285,
287-290, 294, 298, 302; Nara sects,
224; sectarianism in, 225. See also
Hinayana, Mahiyana, Shin
Buddhism

buji M. See no-occurrence

Bultmann, R., xxii

Bunan 8, 49, 300

Buri F., xxviii

Butsubutsu-kod-soshé 11, % 1) B,
280

capitalism, 262, 278, 279

Carlyle, T., xxvii

categorical imperative, 221

categories, Kantian, 33, 55, 59, 60, 89,
91

Catholicism, 176, 279-280

causality, cause-effect relationship,
59-60, 273, 277

Cervantes, M., xxvii

Ch’an-yuan-chu-ch’uan’chi
T B 2R 2R, i, xlori

Chevalier, J., 12, 196

China, Chinese, xIv, xlvi, xlvii, liii,
55, 200, 228, 245, 298, 301

CRk’ing dynasty, 128

Christ, 10, 99, 117, 158, 266, 279

Christianity, xv, xxi, xxii, x1, xlii, lv,
lviii, 53, 82, 94-95, 101, 104, 117, 155,
167, 174, 182, 195, 213, 221-222, 225,
227, 266—269, 276, 288289, 293

circularity of critique, 39—41, 6163,
73-74, 92, 93, 95-97, 99, 101, 107, 110
132, 187, 188, 191, 210, 211, 277, 292

class, 225, 284, 287

coequality, of relative beings, 217

cogito ergo sum, 12

cognition, xxxi, 108—109

Cohen, H., x—xii, xxxiv

coming-to-faith, xxxviii

coming-to-the-Pure Land, xxx

COMMUNLO SANCLOTUIN, XV

communism, Xiv

compassion, passim. See Great
Compassion

Compendivim on the Meditation Sutra,
231. See also Zendd
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Confucius, 201

conscience, 54, 78, 79, 83, 127, 128, 139,
148, 149, 193, 207, 232, 237

conservation-gua-development, 62

constitutive and regulative unity of
knowledge, 33

contingency, and freedom, xvii, 117,
132; in history, 61, 64—67, 73, 95, 97

contradictories, identity of absolute
¢., xviii, lvi, 8, 10, 165; unity of in
absolute nothingness, 68, 88, 133—
134, 226, 232

conversion, passim; c.-and-resur-
rection, li

Cooke, G., xxv

creatio ex nihilo, 62

creativity in history, 62, 114, 241

credo ut intelligam, 31, 35

cross of Christ, 158, 167

culture, xxv, xxviii, xxxviii, Ixi, 64, 92;
¢.-worship, xiv, Ixi

culturism, Ixi

Daie & %, 126

daihi K38, 8, 79. See also Great
Compassion

datht K&, 8, 79. See also Great
Negation

daimon, Socratic, 16

Daité Kokushui F 1% [E i, 56, 299 -

damnation, 176

Dasein, 65, 78, 87, 91, 93, 103, 115, 129,
130

dassai jizai B8 B 15, 298

dead: becoming as one d. while yet
alive, 50, 52, 55, 56, 119, 120, 121, 158
161-166, 172
death, xv, xxx, xliv, li, Ivi, 4, 5, 7, 8,
11, 29, 30, 31, 44, 47, 48, 51, 54, 55,
56, 62, 76, 84, 85, 91, 102, 104, 111,
117, 120, 121, 130, 133, 140, 148, 149,
155~173, 178, 188191, 197, 201, 203,
204, 208, 214, 220, 231, 238, 242--244,
248. See also being-toward-death,
Great Death

death-and-life, xxxvii

death-and-negation, 48

death-and-resurrection, xliv, lii, lv, Ivii,
5,12, 28, 30, 37, 41, 42, 44, 50, 55, 84,
91, 97, 99, 107, 115, 120, 121-123, 127,
158, 165—-167, 173, 237, 253

Dedekind cut, xlii, 165
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Deep Mind. See jinshin
deification of self, 89, 110
Deissman, G., xlvii
Delacroix, H. J., 185-186, 300
democracy, xiv, xxix, xxxix, lv, Ixi, Ixii,
9495
demythologization, xxii
departure-qua-return, 235
Descartes, R., v, 12, 194
descent. See ascent
descent-qua-ascent, 235
Desire for Birth. See yokusho
desire of no-desire, 247
despair, xxxv, xliv, I-lii, Ix, 5-7, 26,
29--31, 124, 155, 204, 209, 243, 248
detachment, lix, 9, 48, 81
determination-qua-reverse determina-
tion, 417
Deus absconditus, 198
Devadatta, 198
development-qua-return, 74
devil(s), 112113
devolution, 110
Dharma, 200202, 239, 240, 242-243,
252, 299, 302
Dharmdkara, 157, 210—215, 232~239,
243-245, 252, 301
dialectic, dialectics, xii, Xiv—%X, xl—xlvi,
Ivi, vii, 13—17, 28, 32-34, 51-53, 56,
57, 60, 63, 68, 73, 76—78, 83, 8994,
98, 101, 103, 108, 115, 1138, 119, 129~
134, 140, 141, 145, 147, 148, 154, 160,
164, 167, 174—185, 190, 196, 198-200,
206—213, 222, 226, 229, 232234, 238
242, 245, 248
differential vs. integral standpoints,
xlv, 50, 121, 164, 165, 189
Dilthey, W., xvi, Xxxiv
Dionysian, 104-106, 112
Dionysus, 84, 103
discrimination of nondiscrimination,
171
disruption-gua-unity, 46
divine, d. and human, 26, 50, 54, 82, 89,
90, 94, 98100, 117, 122, 135, 137, 139,
142, 145, 148, 156, 174, 177-179, 182,
185, 188, 195-196
Dogen g7, xliv, 126, 186, 187, 211
dogmatism, xii, 29, 32, 101, 108,
146-—-147
doing of not-doing, 103
Donran &, 212, 233, 245
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dualism, 180, 181, 198, 213, 238
dubito, 12
Durchbruch, 4. See also breakthrough

Fast/Bastern, vii, xi, ¥iv, xvii-xviii,
Xix, x%, xxi, 37, 48, 156

easy (easy-going) way of salvation, lii,
206, 243, 252—-253

Eckhart, Meister, xiv, lviii, 173-187

ecstasy/ek-stasis, 72-73, 76, 79, 90, 106,
167, 174

ego, Ixii, 7, 12, 102, 110, 120, 124, 137,
197, 207

egoism, 110, 112, 157

egoity, xviii, 136, 167, 188

egresses est regressus, 182, 211

eitherfor 163, 166

eko |4, 188, 210, 237, 297

ekié-hotsugan-shin [8] [5) F8FH L, 204, 220,
230, 239. See also merit-transference

elitism, 114

emanation, in pantheistic theories,
xviii, 23, 76, 167

emperor, Japanese, Xvii

emptiness, 18, 23, 78, 122, 131, 133, 143,
154, 167, 183-184

empty being/self, xvii, 27, 39, 42, 43, 50,
81, 87, 103, 122, 123, 159, 165, 187, 199,
203, 209, 214-215, 219, 237, 252

enlightenment, xxxviii, lili, 20,22,48, 56,
112, 123-126, 131, 152~153, 155-157,
168, 169, 170, 171, 177, 187, 202, 212,
224, 236, 246, 247, 250, 253, 297, 299

Enneads, 297—298

Entwurf, 65, 70, 77, 129. See also project

Erasmus, Xxvii

Erinnerung, 100

eschatology, 21, 95, 200, 231

eternal now/present, 69-70, 75, 92, 96,
132, 137, 235, 242; as nunc stans, 69

eternal recurrence, 5—6, 110—-112

eternity, lii, 6, 69, 70, 75, 76, 7983,
90-93, 97-101, 106, 114, 115, 124,
130-132, 136, 156, 161, 177, 182, 185,
249, 298

ethics, 42, 79, 81, 9093, 116, 127, 128,
131, 138~139, 154~156, 171, 172, 179,
189, 190

everydayness, 129, 131, 298

evil, liii—xliv, lii, Ivii, Ixi, 3-4, 15, 16,
21, 23-25, 42, 50, 53, 54, 86, 99, 105,
106, 112, 120, 127, 133142, 146—159,

INDEX

162, 167, 169, 171, 179, 184, 188-191,
198, 201, 221, 227, 231, 232, 246,
249251

evolution, 110

evolution~gua-involution, 62

ewige Wiederkunft, 6. See eternal
recurrence

existentialism, xiii, xxviii, xxxix—xl,
Ivii, 72, 90, 146, 148-150, 178, 182~
185, 224, 252

Existenz, xvi, xix, x1, xlii—xliii, 72, 81,
84, 86, 92, 134-136, 147, 152, 171, 182,
183

expression-formation, 42—43, 45, 47

facticity, 39, 76-81, 91, 130, 131
fact-qua-act, 39
fact-qua-reason, 106
faith, passim; biblical . of Christianity,
53. See also belief, shin.
faith-action, 247
faith-consciousness, 226, 227
faith-evidence, 195
faith-in-practice, 56
faith-interpretation, 229
faith-qua-action, 252
faith-witness, Ix, 89, 15, 18, 19, 31, 50,
52, 89, 91, 123, 125, 130, 134, 166, 173,
180, 191, 253, 254
fascism, xvii
Faust, 47-48
Jelix culpa, 198
Fichte, J. G., xii, 72, 120,
finite/finitude, xiv, 1, 6, 20, 23, 24, 38,
54, 68, 75, 86, 91, 93, 100, 113, 130,
153, 154, 156, 159, 174, 182, 183, 190,
238, 302
forerunning, 129
forgiveness, 25, 99, 133
for-itself, 169-173, 175178, 182, 185,
188, 191-192. See also fiir sich
for-others, 172~175
Forster-Nietzsche, E., 299
Franck, F., 301
freedom, xvi—xviii, xx, xlix, 1, Iv, }vii,
Iviii, Ix-1xii, 45, 7, 10, 16, 19, 24, 31,
38, 43, 45, 49, 53, 60, 64~91 passim,
116-150, 152, 156—157, 170, 177181,
184-189, 192, 197, 201, 249
Funayama Shin’ichi (112 —, xxix
Jiir anderes, 110. See also for-others
Jiir sich, 10, 17, 41, 79, 84, 110, 169, 198,
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212, 213, 215218, 220, 227, 233-237,

242, 249-251. See also for-itself
Jutai mo kurai AS3B D A7, 237
future-past-present, 218

Gadamer, H. G, xix
Galileo, ix
Gansho-ge BEH 18, xxxvii
Gathd of True Faith in the Nembutsu,
233, 298
genjo-kéan B N %, 126, 172
genso 5518, xx, xlvi, lviii, 3, 7, 10, 11, 29,
41, 42, 53,57, 79, 93, 103, 106, 115,
127, 131, 139, 143, 144, 152, 157, 164,
171172, 189, 193, 211-221, 226-227,
235236, 243254, 297
gensG-ekd 3B E [, 1v, 24, 203-204,
210, 212, 214, 224, 227
genso-hoon B A, 48
genso~qua-~0so, 210, 216, 220
gensoteki 3B, 84
genso~upaya, 218
genus-nation, xvii
Gesinnung, 179
geworfener Entwurf, 70, 77, 129. See also
thrownness, project
Geworfenheit, 65, 70. See also
thrownness
Gilson, E, 298
God, xiv, xxvii, xxix, xxx, xlv, xlvi, 12,
14, 31, 43, 44, 50, 54, 75, 76, 82—83,
85-87, 90, 93~95, 98, 110, 117, 118,
135-137, 142-148, 153, 155, 157,
174—198 passim, 221
godhead, 167, 174, 176, 177, 185-187
God-gua-love, xiv
Goethe, J. W., 4748, 102, 130, 158
Gospel, xxii, xl, 94, 98, 182
Gotama, 200, 212, 217, 224, 231. See also
Buddha
Great Compassion, xxxvii, xlii, 24, 47,
48, 79, 95, 128134, 141146, 155, 157,
169, 170, 185, 188—-191, 211, 214, 236,
242, 245, 252, 254, 256-257, 261, 265,
279, G.C.-qua-Great Nay, Great
Nay-qua-G.C., xli, xliv, li, lvii, 817,
44, 52, 55, 85, 8790, 168, 215, 271,
273, 292 G.C.~qua-Nothingness, 141;
vow of 208210, 214, 231, 236, 237,
2504
Great Death, 37, 126, 161162, 186—187
Greece, ancient/Greek philosophy,
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xxvii, xliii, 16, 53, 55, 59, 98, 104,
116117, 137, 180, 182

groundlessness, 87, 136, 137, 143

Grund, in Schelling, 143—144, 157

2v6 77, 6, 139, 166, 199, 203, 211, 218,
227, 235, 245

gve-shin 718, 1, 6, 11, 81, 82, 86, 107,
140, 195, 211, 247

gyo-shin-shé 171&3F, 11, 2, 6, 7, 8, 12, 22,
88, 123, 197, 199, 208

gyo-shd 173, v, 8284

gyGteki-ji 1713 5, 39

hallucinations, by female mystics, 174

Hamann, J. G., 424

Hase Shotd £ 44 1F 4, xxv

having-no-thing (by nature), 49-51, 55

Hegel, G. W. F./Hegelian philosophy,
Xil, Xvi~xvii, XiXx—xxii, XxVili~XXix,
xxxiil, x1, xlv, liii, lvi—lvii, 4, 23, 28,
37, 44—45, 51-55, 93, 98-101, 122,
134142, 147, 182, 213, 217, 224, 227,
249, 254

Hegelians, xxvi, 52—-54, 57, 93, 98, 100~
101, 135, 138, 141, 142, 147, 224, 227,
249

Heidegger, M., viii, xi, xiv, xxvii, lvii,
70~102 passim, 114, 115, 129, 130,
148-149, 162, 178, 182, 224, 298, 299

Hekiganshu 28 g £, 126

hell, xxxv, 17

hermeneutics, xxxiv, 78, 86, 90-92, 98,
130-131, 148149

Hinayana, 103, 240

historicism, xxxii, lii, liv, 53, 64, 77, 92,
98, 115

historicity, xii, xx, 37, 41, 58, 61, 93, 95,
97-101, 115

historicity-through-action 41

hoben J5 (g, 23—24, 209. See also skillful
means

hoben-keshin J7 V. B . See trans-
formed body of expediency

Hobenkeshindo 7 #8 ¢ & 4= , 200, 203,
301

hoben-shinjitsu J5 fF B35, 209, 212

hobenteki 1 HT, 43

hobenteki-sonzai Fj BB {E 15, 122

Honen 58, xxxvil, 231, 233, 246, 247,
252

honganbokori &R FEIF Z V), 12, 14-16

hé no jinshin % O 5 L, 230, 239

INDEX

honrai-muichimotsu < 3 & —4. See
having-no-thing by nature

Hozo-bosatsu 3 88 5 , 157, 210. See
Dharmékara

Hsin-hsin-ming {8 0> 8%, 300

Hua-yen. See Kegon

Hui-neng Z4&, 51

Hume, D., 59-60

Hurvitz, L., 302

Husserl, E., xi—xii, 70, 72, 298

hypothesis, 34, 41, 61,

idealism, xii, lvii, 37, 72, 79, 120, 122,
171,173, 179-180, 182, 184, 224, 232,
244, 249

ideal-qua-reality, 42

1gyodi 551138, 1il, 85. See also easy way

immanence, 7, 14, 44, 53, 75, 79-89, 93,
96, 98, 106, 131, 134, 148-150, 179, 188,
191, 195, 226, 227, 249, 253

immanence-gua-transcendence, 245

independence, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 34, 49,
76, 86, 114, 137, 139, 154, 159, 182,
196, 213, 214, 217, 219, 236, 250

independence-qua-dependence, 217~
220, 236

individualism, lvii

individual-species, xx

infinity, lii, 38, 73, 110111, 130, 174

in-itself, 169-174, 177, 178, 188, 191~
192. See also an sich

innere Handlung, 71, 180

mni K7, 233

instinct, 108—110

intelligible act, 137, 159,

intelligible world, 110

intentionality, 69, 70

interpenetration, 182; of absolute
nothingness and relative being, 184,
252; of action and intuition, 45-46;
of action and witness, 250; of
annihilation and preservation; 218;
of divine and human, 179; of faith
and witness, 88; of immanence and
transcendence, 14; of nihilism and
metanoetics, 115; of past and future,
90, 221, 242; of reason and fact, xlv,
40; of science, critique of science,
and history, 97, 226-227; of tariki
and jiriki, 6—7, 181

interpersonal relationship, 125, 234

introspection, 126, 181

INDEX

intuition, xi, xii, xxv, xlv, 2-3, 9, 11,
45-50, 56, 71, 75, 76, 109, 118, 120,
132, 134, 165168, 174, 177, 178, 181,
185-187, 191

intuitionism, xxxi, 11

invocation of name. See nembutsu

irrational/irrationality, ix, xvi—xviii,
liv, 26, 97, 165, 181

irreversibility, 204

I-Thou, xvii, xviii, xx, lvii, 234

It6 Kichinosuke & 2 8f), xxxiv

Jaspers, K., xxiii, 299

Jeremiah, Ixi

Jesus, x1, xli, 117. See also Christ

Ji, xlv, 39-42, 53, 107

Jiji-muge B 2 SE 5, 220

Jinen-howi B SRIEH, 27, 30, 81, 127,
153, 207, 208, 214, 299. See also
naturalness

Jinen-honi no gyo B IRIER D 1T, 218

Jinen-honiteki ni B SRETE 17, 53

Jinshin &0y, 220, 230, 239, 301

Jriki By xliv, 1, 2, 6, 7-9, 11, 28, 124,
127,128, 176

Jiriki-qua-rariki, 107, 167, 184

Jeriki-shédomon B F1E23EH, 25

Jiriki-soku-rita B J B0 R4, 113

Jisho HEE, 248

Ji-soku~ri BRI, 106

Job, 181

Jodo ¥ -, 298

Jodo Monrui Fushs 1%+ 15545, 251,
298

jodomonteki %+ P31, 28

Jodo Shin-shii % + B52, 1ii, 156, 203.
See also Shin Buddhism

Judaism, 95, 155

Judeo-Christian tradition, 137

kalpas, 21, 211, 251

Kammuryoju-kyé 45 8 5455, 203. See
Meditation Sutra

Kaneko Daiei 4 7k 25, 297

Kangyogi Bl#% 3%, 301

Kant, 1., xi, xii, xiv, xxvii, xxxiii, x,
xlv-xlvii, lvi~lvii, 4, 19, 28, 3234,
3738, 40, 42, 43, 5054, 57, 59-64,
72, 79, 84, 90, 93, 98, 107108, 114,
118, 137, 138, 148, 149, 179-180, 184,
196, 203, 221, 226~227

Kanzan (Egen) 8 111 (£ %), 166
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karma, 21, 24, 111, 137, 246

Kaufmann, W., 298, 299

ke fi7, 183

Kegon #EiE, xlv, 220

kemon {9, 214

kensho R 1%, 169

Kierkegaard, S., xiv, xx, xxiv, x1, xlvi,
Ivii, 17, 28, 37, 44, 45, 51-53, 57, 82,
85, 90-91, 101102, 115, 127, 138, 156,
168, 189, 190, 193, 225, 297, 299

ki no jinshin ¥ 2 78 1, 230

kban I\ % , xv, 56, 126—128, 131, 168,
171, 190

koan-Zen 126127

ko1 1T 5, 139

Ko&saka Masaaki & 3% 1F 58, xxviii—xix,
XXXV, X1

koo zen [IFEFE, 172

Koyama Iwao & 115 5, xxix

Krailsheimer, A. K., 300

kil 72, 23, See also kiu, sinyatd,
emptiness

kau 7275 , 27, 43, 50, 103

kyé %, 203, 247

Kydgyoshinsho $47 183, xxii, xxxvii,
xl, xlvii, lii-liii, lv, lviii, 10, 17, 20—
21, 29-31, 155, 200, 203, 218, 221, 224,
226, 228-229, 233, 237, 247, 250, 254,
297, 301

Larger Sutra, 14, 201-203, 211, 212,
217, 224, 233-234, 237, 301

Laube, J., xxviii, xxx

Lebensphilosophie, Iv

Leibnitz, G., xxxvii

Leibrecht, W., xxxvii

Desprit de géométrie/de finesse, 194-196

Lévy-Bruhl, L., xvi

liberalism, Ixi; atomistic 1., 92

Liber Tresmegisti, 302

life-and-death, 152

life-and-resurrection, xxiii

life-energy, 104

life-expression, 11

life-force, 104

limit-situation, 85, 162

locus, xii-xiii, xv, xvii, xxx, 118, 132,
133, 154, 164—~166, 302

locus-~intuition, 165

logic of species, xv—xvii

lotus in fire/in mud, 191

love, xiv—xv, xl, xlii—xlvi, liii, Iv, Ixii, 8,
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21, 44, 82-83, 94-95, 113, 115, 132—
145, 155, 156, 170, 193, 194, 202, 203,
206, 214, 231

love-qua-absolute nothingness, 8

Luther, M., xxvii

Luz, U., xvii

Mahayana, lv, 103, 183, 210, 212, 240,
252,

Maitreya, x1

Mallarmé, S., xxii

many-qua-one, 215

mappa ik, 200, 206, 231

Marx/Marxism, xii, xvi, Ivi

Matsumoto Bunsaburd #8430 = #j,
xxxvi, xlvii

Mazttosho, 299

mediation, passim; m.-through-action,
41, 235

meditation, 126,

Meditation Sutra, 203, 209, 212, 217,
218, 228, 229, 233, 234, 238, 245, 252,

meian soso PARGEE 4,121

merit/merit-transference, lii, 20-21, 25,
188, 201-207, 210220 passim, 227
233, 236-246, 248, 301; nontrans-

ference of, 205, 208, 210, 240, 241

metaphysics, xii, xxvii, xlv, 33-34, 38,
52, 63, 79, 83, 104, 109, 117, 142

metempsychosis, 76

Middle Ages, 17, 98, 117, 175,

Miki Kiyoshi, xii

Milhaud, G., 12

Minami Dentard F{% K BB, xlvii

Ming dynasty, 128

misericordia and misery, 198

monism, 213

moralism, 106—-107

morality, 42, 59, 60, 64, 98, 104, 154,
201, 231232, 237239, 243~245, 248;
Tanabe’s sense of, viii, xii, xvii, xxi—
xxil, xxiv

muichimotsu # —4%). See having-no-
thing

mui no 1 50D %, 103

Mumon, See Wu-men

mundus sensibilis-qua~mundus
intelligibilis, 110

musa-honi E{RIER, 27

musa no sa WA{E D &, 27, 103, 106

Muté Kazuo, xxix, xxx

mutuality-in-equality, 19
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Myocho b #8 . See Daito

wunio mystica, 213

mysticism, xlii, 2, 3, 10, 52, 75~76, 80,
89, 90, 166168, 174181, 185, 187,
192, 222, 229, 300

myth/mythology, xix, 19, 118, 157, 172,
211, 213, 214, 225

Nagarjana, 252

Nakano Hajimu b 7 88, xxxviii, xxx

Nakayama Enji dr11%E —, xxx

Namu- Amida-Butsu 75 ¥RFE1L ,
235, 245--246

nationalism, xiv, xvil, xxi

Natorp, P. G, x

naturalism, 104, 106, 224

naturalness, 27, 30, 81, 120, 123, 127,
153-155, 201, 204, 207, 208, 218, 219,
235, 241, 248, 253, 299

Natur in Gott, 135

negation. See affirmation

neither-identity-nor-difference, 13

neither [nor, x, 41, 56, 57, 133, 164—167,
176, 233

neither-one-nor-two, 13

nembutsu, xxi, xxxvii, 1xii, 21, 25, 128,
152, 172, 176, 199-209, 214-220, 222,
224, 228, 233, 237, 243, 245247, 252,
298

nembutsumon, 17

Nembutsu-Zen 128

neo-Kantian philosophy, x, xi, xii,
XXXiv, 224

neo-Platonists, xviii, xxiii

Newton, 1., 59

Nichiigkert, 78, 83, 148

Nicht(s), 78, 83

WNietzsche, xiv, lvii~lviii, 5, 72, 82—85,
90, 101115, 182, 224, 299; as anti-
Christian, 102; antimoralism, 104,
106, 112; as self-proclaimed Anti-
christ, 82; Thus Spoke Zarathustra,
110, 113115, 298, 299

nihilism, xxxix, 72, 83, 87, 103-104, 115

nihility, 78~79, 82-83, 85, 130, 148; as
bottomless abyss, 87, 130, 136, 141—
145, 205

nirvana, 7, 45, 48, 157, 190, 198, 210,
211, 227, 250, 251, 298

Nishida Kitard 74 H 8 £ 85, vii, xi~xiv,
XIX—XXi, Xxiil, XXV, XXVi, XXviii—
xxx1v, xlvi—xlvii, 302
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Nishitani Keiji #5259, vii, xiv,
XXiX, XXX, X1, xlvi

no-Buddha, 122, 186

no-hearing, 49

no-mind, 122; n.-gua-mind, 49

nonbeing, 74, 167, 174

nondifference, 15

nondifferentiation, 142143, 152156,
163

nondiscrimination, 56-57, 157, 169, 171

nonexistentialism, 1vii, 253

nonfreedom, 120

nonidentity, 15

non-re(tro)gression, 237, 251

no-occurrence, 171

no-seeing, 49

no-seeking, 240

no-self, 1xii, 8, 199. See also empty self

nothingness, and being, 18, 68,
157-159, 182~184, 253; and death,
164—~168, 244; Dogen and Eckhart on,
186~188; and freedom, 118~149
passim, 156; nothingness-qua-love, li;
and radical evil, 154; and time, 69—
115 passim; and self-consciousness,
7111, 160, 164; See absolute nothing-
ness and Shinran’s theory of Three
Minds, 232-237, 241; and Shinran’s
understanding of Other-power, 197—
200, 203, 209, 212-220

nothingness-qua-being, 121. See also
nothingness and being

nothingness-qua-eternity, 90

nothingness-qua-love, xiv, xx, li, Ixi,
Ixiv, Ixvi, :

nullification, 133—-134

numinosity, 181

obedience to Other-power, 30, 81, 107,
118, 164, 195, 232, 235, 239, 241

object-gua-subject, 34

Oltmanns, K., 178, 181-185, 299, 300

omakase ¥ ¥ » -+, 153

one-gua-many, 167, 215

onsha, 209

Ontik|ontisch, 82, 149

ontology, xix, xxvii, xlii, 8, 52, 55, 57,
69-70, 72, 76, 78, 82, 85, 91, 101, 105,
117, 118, 144, 146, 148150, 160, 168,
179-184, 212, 217, 229. See also
metaphysics

Orient. See Hast
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Oshima Yasumasa & TF, xxvii,
XXXV

050, XX, XIvi, 3, 40, 42, 53, 57, 79, 93, 143,
144, 152, 154, 171, 209-220, 227, 233,
235236, 244, 249, 250, 252, 297

oso-ekd £ fH [l A, 203, 204, 209-210, 214

0s0-qua-eko, 211

0so-qua-genso, 211, 216, 244

0so-teki, 84

Other-power, passim; O.-gua-self-
power, 41

Other-power-qua-the realization of
self-power, 184

other-gua-self, 9

Otto, R., 175-178, 181, 185

ought, moral, 5, 42, 79, 83, 84, 86, 104,
159, 180, 197, 232, 238, 239, 243

paenitentia, 1x

pantheism, 23, 52, 98, 167, 171, 194

Parmenides, 89

Pascal, B., xiv, xxiv, lviii, 193-199, 302;
wager, 194

passivity: of negation, 103, 162, 241; of
Other-power, 18, 30, 246; p.~qua-
activity, 103; of reason, 53; of relative
being/self, 24, 30, 88, 97, 103, 195,
234, 243

past-present-future, 218

Paul, 8t., 176-177, 181

pensée de derriére, 196, 198

pessimism, xxxviii, lviii, 103

phenomenology, xi, xii, xvi, Xvii, XX,
lv—-1vi, 37, 51-55, 6970, 72, 76, 86,
93, 98, 130, 135, 140, 141, 147, 212,
213, 217, 225, 227229

Piovesana, G., xxviii

Plato, ix, x1, xlii, 89, 94, 104, 118;
Phaedo, xxvii

Plotinus, xviii, xxiii, 11, 45, 76, 89, 166,
167, 174, 176, 182

politics, xxix, 92, 94

positivism, 60, 77, 92, 108, 224

practice-faith, Ivii, 6

practice-faith-witness, li

pratyekabuddha, 48

prayer, 128, 193, 224, 247

predestination, 137

preexistent: being, 118; past 111, 129

project (pro-ject), 65, 67, 70, 73, 77-80,
87, 95, 96, 127, 129-130, 132, 134
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Protestantism, 10, 99, 100

providence, divine, 50, 196, 198, 206

Pure Land Buddhism. See Shin
Buddhism

qua, 297
quid facti, 39, 61
quid juris, 39, 59, 61

raison des effets, 196, 198

Rajagriha, 198

rationalism, xviii, xxxiii~xxxiv, 60, 138,
249

real-ideal, 175

realism, 137, 179-180

rebirth, xv, xxxvii, lv-lvi, 14, 156, 160,
180, 201206, 208, 210, 215, 216, 218~
221, 228, 230~232, 237242, 245, 247,
248, 251, 252. See also resurrection

reciprocity-in-equality, 22

recitation of name. See nembutsu

reformation-qua-renovation, 122

relative-qua-absolute, 92, 98, 100

relativism, 92-93

religion, vii, xiii, xv—xvi, xvii, xviii,
xx—xxiii, xli, xlv-liii, 17, 20, 26, 35,
38, 41—42, 44, 45, 50, 52—55, 63, 76,
79, 81, 92-93, 98—101, 106, 110, 113,
116, 122, 137140, 148-152, 154156,
158, 160, 171, 179-181, 184, 190, 193,
195, 196, 198, 201, 210, 213, 221, 222,
224228, 248, 253, 254; r.-without-
religion, 115

remorse, xliii, Ix, 4, 21, 155, 190, 207

ressentiment, x, 114

resurrection, li-lii, lvi, lix~Ix, 5, 7, 8,
11-14, 20, 28, 42, 48—51, 55, 84-89,
121, 127, 141, 160, 164—169, 197, 203,
204, 238, 241, 244, 250

retrogression, 110. See also non-re(tro)
gression

return-qua-departure, 132. See also
egressus est regressus

revolution, 117, 178-180, 184

revolution-qua-restoration, 23, 62, 63,
91

ri B, xlv, 39-42, 53, 107; ri-without-ri,
42

Rickert, H., x—xi, xvi, xxxiv

Riehl, A, xi
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riji-muge PR3 M, xlv, 220
riji-sonyi B8 2 AH A, x1v, 40
Rilke, R.-M., xxii, xxxvii
Rinzai, 126, 299

Rosenberg, A., 176

rupa, 18

sage/sagehood, xiv, xxxvii, 25-26, 31,
47, 85, 87, 90, 101, 112-115, 123125,
128, 153, 170-172, 176—178, 189, 194,
195, 196, 199, 200, 202, 204, 206207,
225, 240, 251-253

saint/sainthood, xiv, 26, 113, 123-125,
128, 153, 170-172, 176178, 194~195,
200-202, 252

Sakyamuni, 198. See also Buddha

salvation, xliv, xlvi, lii-1iii, Ixii, 5-8,
12-17, 20-26, 30, 41, 44, 53, 85, 112,
115, 133, 153, 156, 157, 160, 168, 175—
192, passim, 197, 199, 200, 205~210,
212--221 passim, 228, 230, 231, 236~
238, 241, 242, 244, 247, 249253

samsara, 155, 231, 238, 240, 298

samurai, 224

sangantennyi = FEEL A, 22, 200, 202,
204, 209, 217-218, 221, 250

sanshin =, liii

Sanzengi % 3%, 237, 302

Satan, 112, 113, 177. See also devil

satori 1&, 125, 126, 131, 153, 160, 168—
170, 187, 188, 192

Schelling, F., xii, xiv, xvii, xxvii, lvii—
Iviii, 37, 52, 53, 83, 118, 134-149, 156,
157, 180

Schiller, J., xxvii

schlechte Unendlichkeit, 73

schone Seele, 99

Schon-sein-in-der-Welt, 77

Schuld, 78

Schweitzer, A., xlii, xlvii

science/scientific theory, %, xv, Xix, xxi,
XXIX, Xxxi—-xxxiv, xlii, 13, 26, 28,
33-35, 40—42, 52, 55, 59-65, 72, 97,
108-111, 157, 225-227

scientism, 110

Sein ber, 130

sein-konnen, 77, 129

Selbstsein, 130

self, passim; self-abandonment, 12, 15,
16, 19, 20, 31, 46-49, 81, 87, 114, 127,
139-141, 185, 186, 188, 190, 203, 238,
251 -
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self-affirmation, 5, 12, 16, 27, 29, 101,
110, 139, 203, 207, 238, 243, 244, 248

self-alienation, xviii, 99, 100, 209

self-assertion, 7, 14, 16, 23, 30, 47, 110,
124, 137, 139, 141

self-attachment, 16, 46, 206

self-awakening, 2, 3, 188

self-awareness, xliv—-xlv, 1, 24-27, 38,
42, 46, 54, 63, 70, 74, 75, 82, 8486, 91,
109, 120, 122, 123,134, 148, 185, 224

self-centeredness, Ixii, 114, 137, 244

self-conceit, 199

self-confidence, 32, 103

self-consciousness, passim

self-consciousness-qua-generation, 182

self-contradiction, xvi, 8, 42, 44, 53, 54,
63, 75, 81, 82, 160, 161, 205, 206, 208,
219, 227

self-control, 107, 112

self-criticism, 1vi, 19, 38, 39, 41, 43

self-deception, 128

self-deepening, 51

self-denial, li

self-deprecating, xxxii

self-destruction, 47, 51, 122

self-detachment, 185, 253

self-determination, 61, 118, 175, 235

self-discipline, viii, 155, 204, 211, 213,
215, 234

self-disruption, 38, 43, 49, 54

self-effort, 232

self-enclosed, 132

self-enlightenment, 176

self-estrangement, 54, 206

self-evident, Iv ’

self-existence, 232

self-expression, 47

self-formation, 47

self-generating, 182

self-generation, 179

selfhood, 18, 54, 137, 186

self-identity, xvi, xliv, Ivi, 8-10, 44-52,
55-57, 63, 72, 74~77, 82, 88-91, 98,
105, 107, 127, 129, 131, 133, 141, 145,
159, 160, 164174, 188, 191, 207, 241

self-interest-gua-altruism, 113

selfishness, 156, 199

selflessness, 122, 123, 134, 248

self-mediation, 12, 25

self-negation, xx, xliii-xliv, 4, 9, 24,
27-30, 51, 89, 94, 113, 123, 136~142,
145, 154, 158, 161, 167, 169, 173, 175,
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180, 183, 199, 204, 207, 211, 232, 238,
242, 243, 248, 251, 252

self-power, xiv, xlii, xliv, li-1vi, 2,8,
13-19, 25--31, 45, 47, 55, 71, 81, 82,
85-87, 91, 113-115, 124128, 139, 150,
152155, 160, 165, 167-170, 175182,
184-190, 192, 194, 197, 199-210, 214,
218-220, 229, 238-240, 243, 248,
251-253

self-qua-other, 9

self-realization, 1, 12, 120

self-reflection, 10, 22, 175, 204, 232

self-reliance, 42, 45, 178—181, 204, 219,
220

self-renunciation, 179

self-revelation, 94, 183

self-righteousness, 99

self-sacrifice, 225

self-satisfaction, 26

self-shattering, 43

self-sufficient, 12

self-surrender, i, 5~7, 12, 2629, 49,
243, 244

self-torment, 21

self-torture, 114

self-transcendence, 1i, 41, 47, 48, 86, 88,
106, 130, 167, 183

self-transformation, 24, 220, 250

self-will, 243

self-witness, 248, 250

sensationalism, 108

sense-certainty, 51

sentient beings, 169, 171, 172, 186, 187,
190, 200-203, 210-216, 219, 220, 227,
229-~240, 243246, 250, 251, 297

serene faith. See shingys

Shan-tao. See Zendo

shijoshin F 350, 230, 251, 301

Shimomra Toratard F#tg KER, xxiv,
XXviii

shin {2, 81, 88, 203

Shin Buddhism, xx, xxi, xXXii, XXX, %1,
xliv, lii-liii, Iv, 3, 17, 20, 25, 28-29,
31, 36, 153, 155, 156, 169, 245, 247

shingvé {247, 242, 301

shingin {302, 230, 243, 251

shangitsu-hoben B 5 J5 (8 |, 209

shinjitsu-hajin, 234, 236

shinkii-myou B 224, 183

shinmon E.FY, 214

Shinran, xiii, xxx, xxxvii, xl-xli, xlvi,
lii~lvii, Iviii, Ix, Ixii, 10, 17, 20, 21,
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28--31, 36, 37, 45, 81-82, 155, 157, 192,
198, 200, 202, 203, 207-209, 213-215,
218, 221, 224, 225, 228-254 passim,
297, 298, 299, 301

shinshé B3E, 1ii, Ix, 8, 9, 123, 125, 166,
195

Shinto, xxi

shishin % .0 . See Sincere Mind

sho 3, 3, 6, 7, 85, 88, 107, 140, 204, 247

shobé 1F %, 200

Shobogenszo 11 13 BRE , 300

shodomon B23E T, 17, 28, 251

shajoju \F E S, 14, 157

Shéshin-ge IE 1518, 298

shé-zo-matsu 1F 5K, 200

Shozomatsu Wasan IF 5K 1, lii

shut no ronri FE O im R, lviil

sich-Vorweg-sein, 77

sin, xliii, li, liv, 4-7, 14~15, 2025, 44,
54, 117, 124, 133, 176, 190, 198, 199,
221, 231, 232, 238, 250, 251

Sincere Mind, 218, 239, 251

sinfulness, xiv, xxiii, xliv, xlv, 7, 25, 26,
54, 99, 128, 146, 202, 206, 207, 230,
231, 239, 240, 242, 252

skillful means, 200, 219. See also upaya,
hoben

socialism, xiv, xxxix, lv, Ixi, Ixii

Socrates, xxvii, 16-17, 104, 113

Soga Ryojin & % & 4%, 1iii, 228, 230, 301

soku BJ1, 297

Songo-shinzo-meimon 5 B AR §C,
246

Sophocles, 103

Sorge, 77

Sosein, 182

sosoku FEE[, 216

S6t6 Zen B A, 126

soul, xxiii, xxxiii, 14, 21, 51, 54, 70, 76,
99, 156, 157, 167, 174~179, 182-187,
225, 231, 244

sé-zange FEEE M, 1x

species, Xii, Xv—xviii, xx—xxii, x1, xlii—
xliii, tviii, 11, 19, 93, 104, 110, 129, 137

Spinoza, B., lvii, 83, 98, 137—138, 194

“Stirb und werde!” 48, 158

subjectivism, 92

subject-qua-object, 34

sublation, 95, 132

sublimation, 132

sub specis mortis, 127

suffering, liv, Ix, 5, 6, 24, 99, 103, 112,
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113, 115, 124, 156, 191, 197, 199, 242,
243, 251

suicide, 30, 162, 243

Sukhdvarivyitha Strra, 201. See Larger
Sutra

sunyatd, 18, 23, 122, 159, 167, 183

superman, 101, 104, 105, 110-115

suprarational, xli, xlv, 28

Suzuki Daisetsu £ AR & #i, xxxiv, 297

symbol/symbolism, xv, xvii, 19, 42—43,
47-48, 59, 73, 106, 118, 122-123, 126,
130, 134, 157, 189-190, 211, 212, 225,
233, 235, 237, 245, 246, 249, 253

taigyd K171, 47, 81, 91

Takahashi Satomi =45 B 2%, xxvii,
XXX1, xxxiv, x1vi

Takeuchi Yoshinori i &y 35 %, xv,
xxiv—-xxxi passim, liii

T’ang dynasty, xlvii

Tanm-sho 5 85, 1, Ixii, 224, 247

tartki i 77, xxxv, li, Ix, 2, 3, 5~9, 11, 17,
128, 176, 224, 225

tariki-eko fb F3 1@ A, 176

tariki-qua-iriki, 7, 103, 167, 184

Tathagata, 82, 215, 218, 220, 233236,
240, 242244, 247, 251, 252, 299

tathata, 215, 220

teaching-action-faith-witness, 247

teleology, xii, 53, 196

temporality, 79, 93, 97, 101, 130, 227.
See also time

Tendai X &, 224

theism, 19, 23, 32, 82, 83, 87, 90, 93, 94,
95, 98, 194, 213, 225, 234

theology/theologians, xxi, xxiii, xxvi,
XXX, XXXiX, ®1i, 10, 29, 32, 82, 94, 98,
167, 207, 222, 225-227; t. of crisis, 167

theosophy, 145, 299

thing-in-itself, 105, 122

thinking-afterwards, xxxiii, 3

Three minds-qua-one mind, 230, 238,
245

thrownness, 65, 67, 70, 74, 77-80, 96,
127, 129, 132, 134

thusness, 182

Tillich, xxviii

time, 59—115 passim; assymetrical
quality of, 69, 72-73; t.-conscious-
ness, 229

topos, 11, 18, 19, 302. See also basho,
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Tosaka Jun S8, xii

totality, xxi, xlv, 45, 54, 154, 183, 236

traditionalism, 92

transcendence, xxxvii, xliv, xlv, 14, 39,
79, 80, 86, 88, 90, 92, 93, 98, 105, 106,
130, 143, 148, 149, 152, 166, 167, 174,
196, 226, 227, 239, 249, 253; t.-qua-
immanence, 150, 227

transcendental, xvi, Ivi, 13, 32-34, 39—
41, 51, 57, 59~64, 70, 72, 98, 107

transcendentalism, xi

transformation-in-negation, 131

transformed body of expediency, 234,
236

transiency, 91, 185

transrational, 28, 39, 42, 44, 50, 51, 138,
142

transtemporal, 100

transvaluation of all values, 224

"Treatise on Faith, 300

truth-to-upaya, 218

Tsujimura Koichi i 49 23—, viii,
xxVili, xxxvii

two-world theory, 42, 105

tiber sich hinaus, 77

Ueda Yasuharu [ Z874, xxix, xxxv—
XXXVI

Ungrund, 136, 142—145

unhappy consciousness, 182

unity, passim; u.-in-contradiction, 69;
u.-in-transformation, 47

universal-qua-individual, 121

unmediated becoming, 109; u. absolute/
transcendent, 9, 98, 101, 152, 213, 236;
u. being, xviil, 9, 82, 199; u.will/self-
affirmation, 93, 94, 113, 120, 140, 147,
171, 220, 240, 253

upaya, 22-24, 39, 40, 42, 109, 122, 131,
200, 206, 209, 212~221, 233, 236, 237;
u.-body, 234; u.-mediation, 216, 217

updaya-to-truth, 218

Urgrund, 143

Urteil, xviii, 249

Valéry, P., xxii

Van Bragt, ., 425
Verdnderung, 109
verification, 40, 62, 194
Vernunft, 104

Viglielmo, V., xxv—xxvi, xlvi
vitalism, xi, xv, 104
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Vorstellung, 52

vows of Buddha, 8, 12, 14, 16, 201-252,
299, 301

Waddell, N., 300

Wagner, R., 114

wahre Sittlichkert, 23

waka M, xv

Watsuji Tetsurd Fit 2 55, xxix, xlvi
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Weierstrassian curve, 164

Werden, 109
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Whitehead, A. N, xxiv, xxix
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will-to-salvation, xx

Windelband, W., %, xxxiv
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88, 96, 101, 107, 119, 121, 125, 134,
140-143, 146, 157, 159, 164, 165, 170,
184, 191192, 199, 203, 204, 208, 222,
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world-weariness, 103

Wu-men, 55-56
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172, 176, 182, 185192, 212, 222, 224,
225, 299, 300



316

Zendo #3&, i, liii, 20, 207, 228-233,
237239, 243, 245, 246, 297, 302
zenkyd ¥, 168

INDEX

zenpon tokuhon no shinmon
WAREA O M, 207
20-b3 1§13, 200

Designer:
Compositor:
Text:
Display:
Printer:
Binder:

U.C. Press Staff

Asco Trade Typesetting Ltd.
103/13 Plantin Light

Plantin

Edwards Brothers, Inc.
Edwards Brothers, Inc.



