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As I stated publicly at the Paekyang-sa Conference last summer, [ am
not so happy to be called a Critical Buddhist. In fact, I have never
advocated “Critical Buddhism” (#EH{A#0) as such. The term was coined
by Prof. Hakamaya, and I have criticized his theories on many points.
But it cannot be denied that the arguments and interpretations on Bud-
dhism by Hakamaya and myself have been called under the name of
“Critical Buddhism.” So I think I am here as a supporter of “Critical
Buddhism” as well as a criticizer of “Critical Buddhism.” Moreover, I
consider that incessant self-criticism is the essential factor of Buddhism.
Therefore, based on such a position, I'd like to state my critical comments
on Critical Buddhism in this paper.

Firstly, I'd like to clarify my critical position on Hakamaya'’s the-
ories. I have already stated my critiques of his arguments on many points.
But from my viewpoint, the most undesirable factor of his arguments is
his lack of logical strictness.

For example, his whole arguments seem to be based on one single
principle, i. e. “critiques of original enlightenment thought” (A& FEAEHE
¥)). But Hakamaya’s definition of “original enlightenment thought”

seems quite ambiguous, and logically unclear. His first definition in 1985
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is as follows : ("AB BN, p. 142) (omitted)

But I cannot grasp the logical structure of the theory which is here
defined as “original enlightenment thought.” Owing to the unclearness of
the definition, Hakamaya has repeatedly tried to redefine “original
enlightenment thought.” But I think he could not reach logical clarity to
the end. In his first paper on Dogen j&7C, where the definition above
quoted was stated, Hakamaya meant the theory of “eternity of mind and
transience of body” TUVE AW 34, the object of criticism by Dogen in his
Bendowa #1855, by the word “original enlightenment thought”. It goes
without saying that this theory represents “Buddha-nature Immanence
theory” (UAMEPSFEER) , to use my terminology. But, answering to my
critiques, Hakamaya has gone so far as to state that he has meant, from
the beginning, “Buddha-nature Manifestation theory” ({AM:BEZEZR) by
the term “original enlightenment thought.” But, “Buddha-nature Manifes-
tation theory” is not the object of criticism but Dogen’s own position in his
Bendowa. So if Hakamaya is right, his theory of “Dogen’s critiques of
original enlightenment thought” could not have been established. Thus, it
is clear that Hakamaya has fallen into logical confusion. The theories,
logically not well founded, will fall someday. I consider that Hakamaya’s
theory of “critiques of original enlightenment thought” was logically
denied when I proposed the hypothesis concerning the two types of
Tathagatagarbha theory mentioned above.

Hakamaya’s theory of “critiques of original enlightenment thought”
has been connected with his evaluation of Dogen. According to his initial
understanding, Dogen was regarded as a rare criticizer of “original
enlightenment thought”, which was considered by Hakamaya to be the
ideological cause for producing social discrimination. Thus, Dogen was
praised, idealized, and absolutized by him. On his praise or idealization of
Dogen, I criticized in 1991, stating that Dogen’s own position in his
Bendowa was but an extreme type of Tathagatagarbha theory, i.e.

)

“Buddha-nature Manifestation theory” and that Dogen was not entirely
free from the Tathagatagarbha type ways of thinking even in his last
days.

After my critiques were published, the object of Hakamaya'’s praise

or idealization seems to have gradually shifted from Dogen to Honen 4%,
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the main founder of Japanese Pure Land Buddhism. In his recent book,
Honen and Myoue TR & W, (1998), Hakamaya characterized
Honen’s thought as “Other-Power theory” (filiJ=F:%%) and praised the
theory as “the orthodox theory of Buddhism” ({AFDIE#EE). On this
interpretation, I could not help criticizing in detail.

In conclusion, Hakamaya’s arguments are, to my regret, too rough
and uncritical. He denounces some thinkers and praises others, too
quickly. Nowadays, his style of arguments became quite journalistic.
And I am very sorry to say that I am questioning his responsibility as a
writer.

Maybe he has misunderstood the meaning of “criticism.” Even if a
person criticizes someone or something, we can not always call him
critical. Thus, Hakamaya’s thesis “criticism alone is Buddhism” means
nonsense for me. If the thesis is right, we can say that Kant was a
Buddhist. For my part, I understand that the essence of “criticism” lies
in self-criticism or self-denial. So, criticizing or denying self (atman),
and asserting positively dependent-arising (&##2), I think one can be a
Buddhist.
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