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It has een sa1d that “"the INOTC deeply PCISON probes into hıs OW' relig1i0us

1aıth, the INOTC he 15 able to understand the relıg10us faıth of others from the
insıde” an!: “conversely, the 1INOTC CISONM explores relıg10us convıctjons other
than h1s OWI), the INOTC he deepens his understanding of hıs O W: religion”
{t would be, of COUTISC, mistake to conclude from it that there 15 fundamen-
tal difference between 07381 relıgıon an the others. There dIC surely profound
differences, but it 15 nevertheless true hat the quotatıon above 5SdayS Only
ave to add, tOo be honest, that thiıs mutual understandıng 15 not NECECSSALY
CasSy task.

As contribution to thiıs difficult task 111 Lry tO summarıze here OUT O W'

reflections after readıng handy exposıtion of the fundamentals of the Buddhist
Sect Jödo Shinshü (The New Religion of the Irue Land). As ıt 15 ell known,
Jödo Shıinshuü 15 typıcally Japanese branch of Buddhism. Founded by
SHINRAN 1n the X 1H century, ıt 15 10 O!  (D of the three largest Buddhist secfts
1n thıs CounN(ITrYy. Ihe book AIc considering NO 15 by FUGEN DAIEN, professor
1n the Buddchist Universıity Ryükoku, who has attempted to gıve the personal
fruiıt of long lıfe of study.

'IThe hrst basıc problem hich aAaPpCars 1n dealıng ıth the question of (G0od
15 clearly that of his fundamental relatıons ıth the world of OUT experiıence.
Are G0od an the world 1n the last analysıs ONC, must end by admıting
their radical distinction”? Are absolute an relatıve iınally iıdentical, 15 ıt
NCCESSATY tO recogniıze 1ın total INAaNNCT that the Absolute 15 really Absolute
and that relatıve beings ATC really relative, not merely the surface but 1n the
total profundity of their being?

FUGEN 15 clearly of the fundamental importance of this problem, and
hence he deals ıth ıt at length. Hıs O W: posıtıion 15 clearly indıcated 1ın general
lınes, between two extremes hıch SCCIMH to hım inadmissible: the posıtıon otf
those who en! bDy dissolving the relations between “mortals” an the
Absolute 1ın real monistıic ıdentity, an the posıtıon of those who exaggerate
transcendence tO such degree that it renders logically impossible at least
positively inıntellıgible the relatıon Detween creatures, specifically INan, an
God, an! the possibilıty of Irue salvatıon. In both extiremes he inds values
hiıch ATC fo be safeguarded, but in both he Iso finds insuperable difficulties.

Hence he believes that the solution 15 to be sought 1n posıtıon whhich
synthetizes the values of each of the extremes and avoids their defects. Such,
it to hım, 15 the posıtion of Shinshu: engendered wıthin Buddhism, ıt has
recogniızed ıts oblıgation LO its monıiıstı1ıc tendencies an! insıst vigorously

the misery of mortals and the absolute character of N yoraı. hıs position
tOo FUGEN to be not at all Casy OLLC. On the CONtrary, he finds ın it

Man Yy N} diftficulties hich others A not of, but at the SAaInec time
specıal value, 1n that these difficulties ATC the birth-pangs of higher relıgıon.

>> For INOTE complete discussion of this topıc SC The an Missıonary Bulle-
tın AXV/10 Nov. 601—608; XV/11 Dec 1971 631—638; NTA
Jan.—Febr 1972 080
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As 15 to be SCCH from thıs, AdTiIC presented wıth nuanced posıtion hich
straıns tO safeguard the true relatiıvıty of relatıve beings an the frue absolute
character of the Absolute. All those who have SOoNC into these problems lıttle
Can, without much dıfficulty, apprecıate that this posıtion 15 not CasSYy OTIC.
Ihe danger of ending ın SOIMNEe relatıyızation of the Absolute, ıth ıts
consequent negatıon Absolute, ıdentifyıng relatıve beings ıth ıt, ıth
theır consequent negatıon relatiıve, 15 ON hıch incessantly stalks all thought
hıch ser10usly faces LO the radıcal problems of exıstence.

FUGEN has trıed to clarıfy hi1s O W posıtıon confronting ıt ıth Christian
thought. In this connecti.on he speaks of the well-known dispute between BARTH
and RUNNER an finds unacceptable Christianity which would exaggerate the
trascendence of God ın such WaY that all continulty of whatever kınd between
God an the creatures would be destroyed. On the other hand, he finds himself
in agreement ıth opınıon such that of BRUNNER, hich both affırms
dıiscontinulty and at the SdIlNCc time recogn1zes SOI1NC form of continuıty.

It would, of COUTSC, be somewhat prec1pıtous to conclude wıthout urther ad
that there 15 radıcal difference between the thought of FUGEN and OUT O W

Still, CL} be glad to observe the fundamental agreement the startıng
poıint an the cConsequent exıstence of COININON ground for dialogue. But let

SCC hat he has to Sa y the other posıtıon an the 162450115 he SCCS for
abandoning it. hıs mMay perhaps aıd 1n determinıng 1NOTC closely the NS
of OUT dıialogue.

Buddhism 1n general, FUGEN tells uS, 15 consıdered 0) 01 of those doctrines
hıch hold moniıstic homogeneıty anı continulty. hat "“*all mortals POSSCSS the
nature of Buddha” 18 fundamental princıple of Mahayana Buddhism. Further
explanatıons dıvıde iınto t{twoO currents, but both these coincıde 1n admitting,
wıthout the slıghtest discuss1ion, that all POS5C55S the nature of Buddha 1ın its
fundamental ftorm (though the INAaNNCT of ConNce1ving thiıs form 15 diverse) an
that all the rest 15 only the removal of iımpedıiments to its development and
manıifestation.

From this conception there ollows ONSCYUCHNCC hich FUGEN cannot 1n
AnYy WadYy admıt lıberatıon salvatıon would not be gift purely derived
from the of the Other (zettaı tarıkı) but sımply the fruit of ne s () W
effort (72rik2) 1ın remoVvıng the ıimpedıiments an thus allowıng the manıtfestation
of hat OIl 15 In realıty.

Historically, FUGEN tells us, SHINRAN became convınced through his O W')

experıence that 1n thıs WaYy there Was possibility of salvatıon precisely
because all 1n purification reveals INOIC clearly the depths to hıch
vıl 15 ingrained 1ın the heart of 111A11. hıs experience of ne s Wn vıl and the
strong CONSCIO0USNESS of the absolute character of Nyora: AT the decisive
arguments ıth hich he presents agaınst an Yy kınd of monistıc Buddhism.

1{ prescınd from details into hıch cannot 110 ENtET: ıt 15 clear that
the twotfold antı-monistic argument attacks the contrary position ın ıts most
vulnerable poınt. If taken ser10usly, the profound experıence of nNne s O W:

m1sery makes ımpossible An Yy kınd of definitive identihcation of NeSs OW'

being, subjected to mi1sery an evil, ıth the Absolute.
In order CXPTCSS his OW: posıtıion FUGEN speaks of discontinous continulty

an! of heterogeneous homogeneity, hat certainly paradoxical, but ıt
to that these eXpress10ns Inay have true hıch ın the last

analysis would coıncıde ıth the radıical paradox of the analogy of being. We
00 admıiıt the infinite distance an radıical heterogeneıty between beings an
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Being, an spıte of this teel ourselves oblıged (0) admıt at the SdaIinec {1ime
the total analogous communıty bındıng beings 80) Being.

The real difficulty inherent thıs equilıbrıum natural CONSCYUCHCC of
the very nature ot thıngs, but 1t would SCC that it urther increased the
asc of FUGEN DYy CAPICSS desire pantheistic aspect along ith
the theıistic 11C hıs desire VCLY understandable when ONl  (D considers the
opposıte danger, hıch Very real that the eradıcatıon of the May Iso
11Cc2an the eradıcatıon of the truth hıch it contaıned and perhaps 1T 15 T1NOTE

understandable this present Aasc because ot fear of being branded nNt1-
Buddhist Nevertheless, though the desire IMay be understandable., 1T must Iso
be understood that 1t brings 1ıth 1l dangers of ending by attempüung to
combine elements hıch ATIC really incompatible.

Prescinding from other questi0ns hıch cannot consıder here, let SE
hat FUGEN has tO tell of the Absolute ı iıtself an of it relations ıth the
world Hıs hirst afifırmation to contaın clear polemical nt1ı Christian

We quote hım textually Amida Budcha not the creator of the
9 but the tontal reality of the world Ihe INCAaN1Nns of the words would
SCC1HH to be clear, but before decıdiıng whether they ımply real negatıon of the
Christian concept of creatıon 1T NCCECSSATY to hıs IMNManner of CONCECIVINS
this tontal reality an hıis rCeC4aS0ONS for denyıng tOo 1t the character of creator of
the

According to him, the One {rom hıch absolutely everything proceeds the
Absolute Being hıch transcends all human thought an all human CAPDICSS1ON
hiıs being, however, not realıty separated from beings, but ON hich
contaıns, without eXceptı10n, all the distinct beings (dharmas) though not
their fixed forms If 1{ did not contaın them, 1t would being LO EINCTISC
Iirom nothing and hence could not be the fundamental reality of all beings;
ıf ıt contained them theıir fixed torms, 1t could not be the ÖT1S1N of all beings
{t present all 1{ fills all anı nothing Ca  - ex1st r from 1t All proceeds
from 1L and all eX1StSs 1t Since 1T beyond the order of an! effect 1t
Can be the OT1S1N of Causes an eitects Sınce 1T does not contaın an y cConcrete
INAaNnNNeTr torm, color, etic ıt Ca  w} produce these hence must Sa y of 1t that 1T
color wıithout color, torm wiıthout form, eifc that to 5aYy, 1t S50CS beyond the
concrete determinations, contaiınıng them hıgher INAaNnNner Fıinally, it the
lıte hich Causcs all lıving things K0) lıve, an the wısdom hıch Causes all
thinking things LO thınk

It would SCCH1 that al these statements Ca  — be interpreted correctly irom
within Christian philosophical posıtıon, though SOTNC of them there LTCINAa11S

certaın ambiguity hiıch would 1Iso allow pantheıistic ınterpretation
compatible ıth creation At an y rate, the pantheistic ınterpretation not
the only possible and 1t would 9 ımply that homogeneity between
mortals an! Absolute agaınst hich FUGEN continually ArSucs hıs polemic ıth
other Buddhist seCts, 1t LO that there neCeESSILY to read thıs
pantheıstic interpretation the statements to consıder them 4S real negatıons
of the concept of creatıon But 1t 111 be here useftiul to insıst SO1INC pom1nts
which ATC often SOUTCEC of confusion

The Christian Concept of creatiıon nıhılo does not at all SiIgNiIy that God
produces from nothing something hich he himself 15 absolutely devo1d of
On the contrary, the Christian concept of creation fundamental
princıple that God POSSCS55C5S himself all the perfections of creatures, though
not the lımıted relative and iımperfect form hiıch these EX1ST the
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creatures themselves. God possesses all, absolutely all, of these perfections, iın
emıınent INAaNNeETr hich WwWe Ca  - only CXPICSS analogically, sımultaneously

affırming the perfections anı denyıng that imperfection ıth hıch they S  1G
realized 1n creatures. Hence, creatıon nıhalo 15 not sımply the equivalent of
cCausıng being 9} CINCTSC from nothing. Being Ca  -} have foundation other than
being. Ihose beings hıch oMme to be (creatures) have the orıgın an
toundation of theır existence the Necessary an Eternal Being (Creator) and
hence do not sımply CMETSC from nothing. The eXpression nıhılo merely
signıfes the absolute an total nature of God’’s causalıty, hıch does not SUPPDOSC
CVEn the materıal uponNn hıch ıt might work ıts creatıve effect but hıch sımply
produces the totalıty of being 1n his creatures. Hence when hear FUGEN
assert that it the Absolute did not contaın all beings thıs would ımply the
production of being from nothing, find ıt impossible to ımagıne that these
words could be real refutation of the Christian Ooncept of creatıon.

'CThe second point hich should like tOo insıst 15 that 1n Christian thought
the affırmation of the transcendence of God 1n WaY implıes the negatıon Oof
h1s immanence. God 15 not distant (G0d, ost 1n transcendence infinitely
removed trom the world There 15 of COUTSC that transcendence an qualitatively
inhinıte difference hıch impedes consıderation ot God sımply ONE being
7g others, ven though the most excellent;: but this transcendent God 15
ıntımately present 1n all hıs creatures, nothing exısts separated {rom him, he
fills all. anı all exıst ın him Ihe transcendence of God, far from being
obstacle 9} hıs ımmanence, 15 rather ıts condıtion. God Ca  - be truly immanent
in each being precisely because he trascends them, he 15 beyond them all

In the third place, have LO SaVvy something the relatıon between creation
and causalıty because ıt 15 ‚0) 81° of the difficulties hich FUGEN finds ın the
Christian doctrine which, accordıng K0) hım, prescınds {rom causalıty an has
being CINETSC from nothing an creates all beings. Anyone who has SOTNC ea
of the fundamental role played by the law of causal connection 1n Buddchıist
thought 58 easıly understan the grea importance of thıs objection. But ıt
cannot be saıd at all that the Christian concept of creation prescinds from the
law of causalıty that ıt sımply holds the production of being from nothing.
TIhe opposıte 15 rather tIrue: the concept of creatiıon 15 the ultımate CONSCYHUCNC
of causalıty carrıed through to ıts logical conclusion. Creation o€s not signify
that creatures begın to be without ‚U:  ‚9 but rather the opposıte, that 15, their
exıistence depends the causalıty of the Fiırst Cause hıch 15 DYy antono-
masıa, since iıts causalıty 15 not limıted to SOINC aspect of the effect, ın the
Case of intramundane Causc5S, but extends to the totalıty of the eifect under iıts
posıtıve aspects. All that there 15 1ın creafures 15 effect of the causalıty of the
Creator, and to consıder the being of creatures the fruit of nothing (or
produced without Cause) would be to allow oneselt 89 be deceived by the sound
of SOMME words (exX nıhılo) hich do not POSSCSS that meanıng.

For Buddhism., all thıngs ATIC subject tO the of karma, and this
that V  v effect depends direct (272) an ser1es of condıtions
anı of indirects Causes (en  Sn his doctrine tO make iINOTEC complicated the
problem of causality. FUGEN insısts ıth vigor that all 15 subiected to this law
and he expressiy OPPOSCS ıt, not only to the Christian doctrine of creation, but
Iso to that of Providence. But Are convınced that most of hat he Sa y5S
admits of Correct interpretation wiıthout the consequent necessity of denying
either creatıiıon provıdence, for it 15 false assert that provıdence SOVETNS
the world prescinding from the law On the contrary, 1ın OUT Christian WaYy ot
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conce1ıving creation and provıdence, fundamental point 15 that God creates
order of beings whose laws A partıcıpation 1ın an manıiıfestation of his

eternal an infinıte wisdom.
We think that the real problem ıth Fugen 15 the radical problem of the

reedom of creatıon. We have not een able to find it clearly posed 1ın FUGEN
who would VCMN SCCII to deny it Dy implicatıion. Nevertheless it to us that
it 15 only ın the recognıtion of the reedom of the creatıve act that 1t 15 possible
to recognıze the ultımate basıs of that profound heterogeneity an discontinulty
between mortals an the Absolute of hıch FUGEN speaks much. Between God,
who exısts necessarıly anı ıth absolute independence {rom all, and the
creatures, who ATIC the fruiıt of hıs creatıve ireedom, there exısts, along wıth
the profound bond of the total causalıty of God an the total dependence of
creatures, the radıical an infinıte difference between the Necessary an the
Contingent. Discontinous continulty an: homogeneous heterogeneıty here find
their ultımate explanatıon anı grounding. We ATC convinced that the whole
thought of Shinshü, it 15 exposed for by FUGEN, 15 directed owards thıs
solution, VCMN though ıt does not MAaANaS tOo arrıve at it.
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