Heresy and Freedom of Inquiry in Interpreting the Pure
Land: An Introduction to Kaneko Daiei’s
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ANEKO Darer 1 K% (1881-1976) was an influential and innovative Shin
Buddhist scholar and a follower of Kiyozawa Manshi &2 (1863-1903).
Kaneko lived a long life, from the Meiji Bi& period (1868-1912) until well into the
Showa HHH period (1926-1989). The 1920s was a turbulent decade for the Higashi
Honganji HUABESY branch of Shin Buddhism. The leading priests and intellectu-
als debated fundamental questions regarding the existence of the Pure Land and the
nature of human knowledge and faith. In 1928, this debate played out for a national
audience in the pages of Chigai nippo 4+ H#H, a newspaper focused on topics related
to religious organizations. In this article, I present summaries of, and some additional
commentary and background about, a series of articles by Kaneko entitled “Watashi
no Shinshiigaku” FAOE R (hereafter, “My Shin Buddhist Studies”), which were
written in response to criticisms of his interpretations of the nature of the Pure Land
presented in works published in the previous years, such as Jodo no kannen &+ O
(hereafter, The Idea of the Pure Land; 1925) and Shinshii ni okeru nyorai oyobi jodo no
kannen FE\ZRT B AR K & OB (hereafter, The Idea of the Tathigata and the

Tris ARTICLE was originally published as “Kaneko Daiei “Watashi no Shinshtgaku’ no honkoku to
kaisetsu (1): Kaisetsu hen” 47K [ROBEFES] OF% LH (—) M3 (“Kaneko Daiei’s
‘My Shin Buddhist Studies: A Transcription with Commentary, Part 17) in Shinshi Sogo Kenkyijo
kenkyii kiyo BSEAR SR ZERCE 29 (2012), pp. 41-58. A companion article, which reproduced
Kaneko’s newspaper articles and other materials, was published in 2013 in the same journal. Kaneko’s
The Idea of the Pure Land sparked a controversy that partly played out in the pages of the Chigai
nippo in the 1920s. Up until now, Kaneko’s articles have been difficult to access. With their republica-
tion, scholars and others can now easily learn about this debate over the existence of the Pure Land,

questions concerning heresy, and other topics that roiled the Shin Buddhist world a century ago.
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Pure Land in Shin Buddhism; 1926). 1 also discuss his critics and some other sources
that help to clarify the stakes of the debate.

As is well known, Kiyozawa used philosophical terms to interpret Pure Land Bud-
dhism. During the early modern period, the Pure Land was, on the one hand, the
subject of exegetical research by scholars and, on the other hand, the object of belief
for sincere practitioners. It is often said that Kiyozawa made Pure Land thought an
accessible object of study for generally well-educated people who were unfamiliar with
Buddhist terminology. Kaneko, along with Soga Ryéjin k&% (1875-1971), who
was also a student of Kiyozawa, inherited Kiyozawa’s intellectual orientation. In using
Western philosophical terminology to interpret the Pure Land teachings, Kiyozawa’s
work generally developed terminology to describe the finite and the subjective ele-
ment in Shin thought, using terms such as self (jiko HC.) and spirit (seishin ¥51f). In
addition, Soga, by employing terminology from the Buddhist Consciousness-Only
tradition, developed a unique vocabulary to discuss the infinite as the object of faith—
speaking of Dharmakara Bodhisattva (i.e., Amida FJ35FE Buddha before becoming a
buddha) as “a savior on earth.”! The unique role that Kaneko played in this process
of reexpression is characterized by his development of a terminology that described
the Pure Land as an ideal space where the infinite and the finite interact. His teacher
Kiyozawa remained silent (or suspended judgment) about the issue of the Pure Land,
saying that he could make no comment on that topic because he had not yet “experi-
enced” (jikken F25%) the Pure Land. In this process of reinterpretation, it is possible to
say that on the whole Kiyozawa was strongly influenced by Hegel’s vocabulary, whereas
Kaneko was more strongly influenced by Kant’s terminology.

In terms of “modernizing” Pure Land Buddhism, Kiyozawa placed Pure Land
thought in dialogue with the Western philosophy that had been introduced into Japan
from the end of the Edo VL7 period (1603-1868) through the Meiji period. At the
same time, Kiyozawa situated Pure Land Buddhism within the whole of Buddhism. In
particular, his Seishinshugi #5#i 35 (“Spiritualism” is an inadequate translation) was
an attempt to make faith an entirely interior matter while confronting, albeit obliquely,
the problems of capitalist society.

The word “modernization” has many meanings. One understanding of it in the con-
text of Japan sees it as the process of historical change through which preexisting ideas
were reinterpreted in light of Western thought, which arrived piecemeal throughout
the Edo period. These Western-inflected interpretations gained a significant number
of new supporters and subsequently became broadly influential (whether in harmony
with, or in opposition to, the progress of capitalist society). If “modernization” is
understood as this process of popularization, then Kaneko can be said to have supple-

1 See SRS 2: 408-21; Blum and Rhodes 2011, pp. 107-18.
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mented Kiyozawa’s project of modernization. Nonetheless, Kaneko modernized Pure
Land thought from a different perspective than that of Kiyozawa.

The purpose of this article is to provide some insight into the content of Kaneko’s
thought from the end of the Taishoé KIE period (1912-1926) to the beginning of the
Showa period for an English-reading audience, as well as to introduce the content of
some of the controversy that arose surrounding it, with the broader aim of providing a

fuller picture of the development of modern Pure Land thought after Kiyozawa Man-
shi.

KANEKO’S “MY SHIN BUDDHIST STUDIES”: FROM MEIJI TO SHOWA

Below I will discuss the contents of “My Shin Buddhist Studies” and the circum-
stances related to its production. First, I would like to give an overview of Kaneko’s
career from the Meiji era through the early years of the Showa era insofar as it is use-
ful for understanding “My Shin Buddhist Studies.” Kaneko’s life as a student of Shin
Buddhism began in Kyoto in September 1899, when he enrolled in the preparatory
course at Shinsht F5% University in Kyoto. This institution has its roots in a semi-
nary for the education of priests that was established at Shosei-en #i[, an annex of
Higashi Honganji, in 1665. In 1755, the seminary was moved a few hundred meters
to the north, to the corner of Takakura A& and Uodana £ streets and renamed
the Takakura Academy, where it flourished as an institution for doctrinal research and
ministerial education through to the early decades of the Meiji period. In response to
the need to provide general education in addition to specialized training for priests that
arose with the Meiji-period reforms of the educational system throughout the country,
the seminary (which had been renamed as the Great Shinsha Takakura Academy in
1882) was divided into two separate entities, Shinsha Takakura Academy and Shinsha
University.

The year Kaneko matriculated into the university’s primary course (1901), it had
been relocated to Sugamo 1, Tokyo, at the urging of Kiyozawa, who hoped to
eliminate the ambiguity that resulted from having two distinct educational institutions
located in the same facility in Kyoto. In 1899, Kiyozawa moved from Saihoji P87/5=F
in Ohama K, Aichi Prefecture, to Tokyo to prepare for the opening of the university
and to take up his position as university president. Kiyozawa also took over a dormi-
tory in Hongd A4F that was owned by Chikazumi Jokan ¥t/ #! (1870-1941),
who was traveling in Europe and the United States under the sponsorship of Higashi
Honganji in order to investigate Western religious systems. There, Kiyozawa opened
Kokodo i 4 il (Capacious Cave), a religious community, along with his students
Sasaki Gessho 1/« KA H#E (1875-1926), Tada Kanae % HI% (1875-1937), and Ake-
garasu Haya BESTE (1877-1954).
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In January 1901, the journal Seishinkai #1# 5% (The Realm of the Spirit) began pub-
lication under the direction of the members of Kokddo, who advocated in its pages a
new movement that they referred to as “Seishinshugi.” The journal was widely influen-
tial in intellectual circles, and became known to students studying at the various insti-
tutions of higher learning at the time. Kaneko was no exception. He read Seishinkai
from the time of its initial publication, while he was still a student in the preparatory
course. In February 1903, when Kaneko was enrolled in the primary course, he pub-
lished his “Sanshu no gedatsu” =D f#Ni (Three Types of Liberation) in Seishinkai
(vol. 3, no. 2), which was his first article to appear in its pages. However, it was only
after graduating from Shinsha University and returning home to Niigata that Kaneko
began to contribute regularly to Seishinkai and develop a full-fledged relationship with
the Kokodo. During this period, Shinsh@t University was moved back to Kyoto and
remerged with the Takakura Academy, reopening under the new name Shinshit Otani
FL5 R4 University in 1911. Kaneko’s contributions to Seishinkai attracted the atten-
tion of Kokodo members, and in 1914 he participated in a gathering of members from
around the country, where plans for the future of the movement were discussed. By
that time, he had also begun to write his first book, Shinshii no kyogi oyobi sono rekishi
BUROHFERIESL (hereafter, The Teachings and History of Shin Buddhbism; 1915).
The manuscript was reviewed by Tada and Soga, who were already active members of
the Kokodo community, and was published by Mugasanbo #3111/, a publisher with
close ties to the Kokodo group.

In light of the positive evaluation of his work by the leading members of the group,
in May 1915 Kaneko was appointed to serve as the editor-in-chief of Seishinkai and took
up residence at the Kokodo. The fact that Kaneko, a countryside priest with no graduate
degree, had become the editor-in-chief of Seishinkai, a journal that was receiving a great
deal of attention in Tokyo at the time, must have seemed like a “major promotion” to
most people. However, there were other factors within the Kokodd community that
led to Kaneko’s appointment. Sasaki had become a professor at Otani University, and
from 1912 he worked mainly at the university in Kyoto, with little time to devote to
producing Seishinkai. Tada and Akegarasu had come into ideological conflict with some
members of the next generation of K6k6do members, including Fujiwara Tetsujo /5
#k3fe (1879-1975) and Kiba Ryohon K¥; A (1885-1940). Akegarasu had created
a big commotion when he staked out an extreme position on “grace” (onchs ZHE),

arguing that “even our transgressions and evil are the gifts of the Tathagata.”? To some

2 Kikumura 1975, p. 36.

3 Akegarasu writes: “My saying that even our transgressions and evil are also the gift of the
Tathagata is a comment on the content of Professor Kiyozawa's My Faith” (Akegarasu 1976, p. 500).
And, “My Seishinshugi is the path for murderers, traitors, and thieves to find solace together with the
wise and virtuous” (Akegarasu 1976, p. 243).
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extent, this was an amplification of Kiyozawa’s own insistence on the crucial impor-
tance of other power (tariki ff17]), exemplified by his statement that the “infinitely
compassionate Tathagata™ takes entire responsibility for the finite individual. Ake-
garasu also came into conflict with the publishing house that printed Seishinkai, and
he was forced to step down from his position as head of the group. In addition, after
reports of an extramarital affair were published in the Chigai nippo, he had to leave
the Kokodo group altogether. At the same time, the situation at Tada’s home temple
made it difficult for him to devote time to editing the magazine. Furthermore, Tada
began to have doubts about whether the religion of other power could be academi-
cally proven and was starting to think that Kiyozawa’s Seishinshugi diverged from
the thought of Shinran ## (1173-1262). He wrote, “Ten years after the loss of my
teacher [Kiyozawa], after an unexpected turn of events, I came to feel that my teach-
er’s Seishinshugi did not perfectly match with the true teaching of the Buddha and
the patriarchs.”® By the time Kaneko became editor, three important figures—Sasaki,
Akegarasu, and Tada—had already lost their enthusiasm for the Kokodo. Various
final decisions about the dissolution of Kokodé and the discontinuation of Seishinkai
were left to Sekine Ninno FARAZIE (1868—1943). It was Sekine who asked Kaneko to
become chief editor.

In April 1916, Kaneko was invited to be a lecturer at Toyo University, which had
originally been established as the Tetsugakukan ¥ “%ff (Philosophy Academy) by
Inoue Enryo # BT (1858-1919), after he had, like Kiyozawa, studied in the phi-
losophy department at Tokyo University with a scholarship from Higashi Honganji.
Kaneko taught a course focused on Dasheng qixin lun KIFGEIEFR (Jp. Daijo kishin
ron; Awakening of Mahayana Faith). Kaneko said that he would never forget that
his students pointed out that his interpretation of the text was different from that of
Murakami Senshd # ¥ (1851-1929),% who had taught at Toyo University and
had become a professor at Tokyo University in 1917. Perhaps one reason that the stu-
dents’ comment became “unforgettable” for Kaneko was the fact that ultimately a con-
flict arose between Murakami and Kaneko over how to interpret Pure Land thought. It
was not only the members of the K6kodo who noticed Kaneko’s academic talent—so
did the teachers and students at Shinsht Otani University. Kaneko was welcomed as a
professor at the university in September 1916.

In 1919, Shinsha Otani University began to seek accreditation as a university under
the University Ordinance (Daigaku rei K74 )—new government regulations on the
purpose and organizational structure concerning the various types of universities. It

4 KMZI 6: 164.
> Tada 1977, p. 408.
6 Kikumura 1975, p. 52.
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was ultimately relaunched as a private Buddhist university (named Otani University)
in accordance with the University Ordinance. We should remember that this newly
accredited university had also been described as “a religious school” that was “devoted
to the study of Shin Buddhism” by Kiyozawa when he served as its first president in
his address at the Shinsh@ University relocation opening ceremony in 1901.7

As a government recognized, yet still Shin Buddhist, university, Otani University
needed to demonstrate that Shin Buddhist studies could meet serious academic stan-
dards. In October 1922, Kaneko gave a series of public lectures on the potential for
Shin Buddhist studies. He was in a sense serving as a representative of the university in
its attempt to respond to these challenges, in spite of the fact that he had only joined
the faculty a few years earlier. The title of the lecture series, “Prolegomena to Shin
Buddhist Studies,” seems to have been inspired by Kant’s “Prolegomena,” which refers
to a systematic introduction to an academic inquiry. Kaneko states, “With a spirit
like that [of Kant], I would like to talk about my ideas about Shin Buddhist studies.”®
Since Kants “Prolegomena” is also a summary of his Critique of Pure Reason, Kaneko
likely had in mind the methodology and structure of Kant’s transcendental philosophy
(critical philosophy), which Kant began to lay out in Critigue of Pure Reason. In this
work, Kant addressed the question of how it is possible to do philosophy (metaphys-
ics) as academic inquiry. Kaneko applied this same question to the academic discipline
of Shin Buddhist studies. A translation of Kants “Prolegomena” by Kuwaki Gen’yoku
ZARmEHE (1874-1946) and Amano Teiya KEFE#fi (1884-1980) was published in
1914,% which Kaneko probably read. In 1923, Kaneko’s lectures were published as a
book with the same title as that of the lecture series. After the lectures, from the end of
the Taisho era to the first years of the Showa era, Kaneko’s work as a scholar proceeded
smoothly, with articles and books appearing in rapid succession. In 1925, 7he Idea
of the Pure Land was published, and 7he Idea of the Tathigata and the Pure Land in
Shin Buddhism'? appeared in 1926. Criticisms of these two books forced him to write
“My Shin Buddhist Studies,” the series of articles that is the subject of this article, as a
response in 1928.

The main criticism of Kaneko targeted his theory of the Pure Land, as developed in
The Idea of the Pure Land and The Tathigata and the ldea of the Pure Land in Shin Bud-
dhism. First, I will briefly look at Kaneko’s theory of the Pure Land in these two books.

7 See Kokusai Bukkyd Kenkyit 2007, p. 85.

8 Kaneko 1966, p. 12.

? Kuwaki and Amano 1914.

10 For the first edition, the title on the cover of the book is Nyorai oyobi jodo no kannen (The
Tathagata and the ldea of the Pure Land), but the title page inside the book says Shinshi ni okeru
nyorai 0yobi jodo no kannen (The lathagata and the Idea of the Pure Land in Shin Buddhism). In this
article, I use the second title.
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This will give us an idea of the crucial and controversial features of Kaneko’s Pure Land
thought from the end of the Taisho era to the beginning of the Showa era. After that,
I will take a closer look at Kaneko’s thought by reviewing the criticisms of Kaneko and
then Kaneko’s counterarguments.

KANEKO’S THEORY OF THE PURE LAND

Kaneko’s book, 7he Idea of the Pure Land, was based on a transcription of lectures he
delivered in October 1924 entitled “The Idea of the Pure Land in Mahayana Bud-
dhism.” 7he Idea of the Tathagata and the Pure Land in Shin Buddhism is a transcript of
lectures given the following year. The first book focused on Kaneko’s interpretation of
the Pure Land, and the second focused on the Tathagata, rather than the Pure Land,
because he had already outlined his interpretation of the Pure Land in the earlier work.
The three characteristic features of Kaneko’s view of the Pure Land and his understand-
ing of Shin Buddhism during this period were: (1) his focus on the issue of the Pure
Land; (2) his use of introspection (naikan W) as his method; and (3) the fact that
his interpretations were heavily focused on explaining the Pure Land in terms of the
meaning it held in the actual experience of human life. I will look at the three charac-

teristics in order.

Focus on the Pure Land

During the Edo period, ordinary people generally believed that Shin Buddhism offered
salvation through “birth in a Pure Land paradise that was a real place, an actual world
that could be experienced with one’s senses, existing in the western direction with
myriad wondrous features.”!! In contrast, as is well known, in the Meiji era, Kiyozawa
said, “The Tathagata I believe in does not wait for the next life, but has already given me
great happiness in this life.”!? Concerning the Pure Land, Kiyozawa also said, “I have
not yet experienced the happiness of the next life. Therefore I can say nothing about
it here.”13 Taking the stance that he could believe only what he could experience first-
hand—that is, a position that prioritized actual experience—Kiyozawa concluded that
although Amida can be experienced, it is impossible to experience the Pure Land. From
a young age, Kaneko had been uncomfortable with a simplistic belief in the literal real-
ity of the Pure Land,# so it was not hard for him to accept Kiyozawa’s position. In this

' Tamura 1959, p. 246.

12KMZI 6: 162-63.

I3 KMZI 6: 163.

14 “T chant the nenbutsu %L and visit the Pure Land. This was the belief of our parents, which we
remember fondly. However, [nowadays] educated people find it difficult to sympathize with this belief
and consider it to be merely the superstition of the elderly. This is a question that I have been asking
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way, in 1915, with guidance from Soga, Kaneko published 7he Teachings and History of
Shin Buddhism, in which he wrote, “Shin Buddhist faith lies in grasping the relation-
ship between Amida and sentient beings.”!> Kaneko looked at Pure Land thought, not
from the perspective of the Pure Land, but from the perspective of Amida’s relation-
ship with sentient bf:ings.16 However, at the basis of Kaneko’s sense of alienation from
a naive belief in the literal existence of the Pure Land, there was also a strong desire to
recognize some sort of reality for the Pure Land, albeit not a simplistic physical reality.
That desire was one factor that later motivated Kaneko to develop aspects of Kiyo-
zawas position further and create a new theory of the Pure Land.

In addition to the influence of Kiyozawa from the Meiji era, there was another fac-
tor in the development of Kaneko’s theory of the Pure Land—a criticism of the Pure
Land made by Nonomura Naotard ¥ 4 #1EKHS (1870-1946) in the Taisho era.l”
Two years before the publication of Kanekos 7he Idea of the Pure Land, Nonomura
had published jodokyo hibhan & +2H4) (hereafter, A Critique of Pure Land Buddhism;
1923) which caused a sensation that Kaneko could not ignore. According to Nono-
mura, “The idea of birth in the Pure Land is [an outmoded way of thinking] from the
past, and this idea should no longer be accepted in the present or the future.”!® For
Nonomura, the Pure Land was nothing more than a myth that is not worth taking
seriously. “The existence of the idea of birth in the Pure Land is a matter of happen-
stance that has nothing to do with the essence of what makes a religion a religion.”!”
Kiyozawa, with his emphasis on “experience,” made no determination, one way or the
other, about whether the Pure Land exists. Nonomura may have intended his critique
of Pure Land Buddhism to “disseminate Pure Land Buddhism as true religion,” but

myself since I was a child. . . . Do paradise and hell really exist? If yes, then won’t someone [like me]
who doubts their existence be the first one to end up in hell? This was the anguish of my young mind
at age eight or nine. When I think back on it now, this doubt was destined to shape my life. Thanks
to that early anguish, I can now feel the guidance of the teachings deeply within myself. Therefore, I
intend to continue to study the true meaning of these teachings” (Kaneko 1946b, pp. 3—4).

15 Kaneko 1965, p. 10.

16 In The Idea of the Pure Land, Kaneko wrote: “I could not clearly grasp the Pure Land, and I
ultimately came to the conclusion that for our religious lives the Pure Land is of no great importance.
What is truly crucial is the Buddha. I came to think that the only thing necessary is to understand
the Buddha. In the past, I even considered creating a faith centered solely on the Tathagata” (Kaneko
1925b, p. 23). In the preface to the revised edition of Shinshi no kyagi oyobi sono rekishi (originally
published in 1941 and 1942 as two volumes entitled Shinshii no kyigi to sono rekishi Bom DI L £ D
JEEH2), Kaneko wrote: “I am the author of this book, but this edition has been made possible by Soga
Ryojin’s revisions and Tada Kanae’s enhancements. Their contributions have certainly added to the
value of this book, yet that has also led to some ambiguity as well” (Kaneko 1965, p. 11).

17 Editor’s note: see Kigoshi Yasushi’s article on Nonomura in this issue of 7he Eastern Buddbist, pp.
31-47.

18 Nonomura 1923, p. 21.

19 Nonomura 1923, p. 62.
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he fundamentally denied both the existence and significance of the Pure Land, treat-
ing it as something “superstitious” or “mythical.” In response to Nonomuras procla-
mation that the Pure Land was no longer necessary, Kaneko wrote, “Yet today, even
though the idea that faith and religion are entirely possible without concepts like the
Pure Land has become quite prevalent, I just cannot be satisfied with that and have
been possessed with the thought that in fact the Pure Land must hold some sort of
significance for us.”?? The 1910s and 1920s were a time when the idea that faith is an
interior, individual matter, originally introduced in the Meiji period, spread broadly
among a wide range of people together with the liberal trends of Taishd democracy,
taking on various concrete forms. On the one hand, there were people like Nonomura
who advocated “modern thinking aimed at this world and focused on human life in
the present,” a “so-called humanism”™! that rejected Amida Buddha and the Pure Land
as relics of the feudal era. On the other hand, Kaneko—while, like Nonomura, aiming
for an understanding of the Pure Land that was focused on human life in the pres-
ent—nonetheless thought that the Pure Land had a positive meaning for human sub-
jectivity. In this way, while following Kiyozawa and Nonomura in distancing himself
from a simplistic acceptance of the reality of the Pure Land, Kaneko, unlike Kiyozawa
and Nonomura, still hoped to acknowledge some form of reality or meaning for the
Pure Land. This was consistent with Kaneko’s boyhood concerns, and it also coincided
with the demands of the times. He thus turned to an interpretation of the Shin teach-
ings that was centered on the Pure Land.

Introspection as a Method

Following Kiyozawas emphasis on experience and the method of introspection,
Kaneko adopted introspection as his method for Shin Buddhist studies. In the first
chapter of 7he Idea of the Pure Land and in The Idea of the Tathigata and the Pure Land
in Shin Buddhism, Kaneko considers Amida Buddha and the Pure Land as they appear
through introspection or self-reflection. For Kaneko, this introspection is multilayered.
As it develops, one becomes aware of oneself as an ordinary person and feels a sense
of anguish over one’s own impurity and a consciousness of one’s limited, evil nature.
Kaneko employs Kiyozawa’s vocabulary, where introspection, meaning “to regard one-
self,” is equated with self-reflection. Kiyozawa said, “When it comes to self-cultivation,
doesn'’t reflecting on oneself mean reflecting on the reality of one’s own actions? If that
is the case, it must be entirely introspection.”?? Introspection in Kiyozawa’s Seishin-
shugi was the impetus for his extreme emphasis on other power, which was finally fully

20 Kaneko 1966, p. 3. Translation from Conway, forthcoming.
21 Nonomura 1923, p. 22.
22KMZI1 7: 210.
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expressed in his final essay, “Waga shinnen” %54 (My Faith).?3 For him, introspec-
tion means a psychological and epistemological inquiry into one’s own existence, as
well as ethical reflection and spiritual cultivation. Kaneko’s introspection has a similar

coloration.

The Meaning of the Pure Land in Actual Human Life

In Prolegomena to Shin Buddhist Studies, Kaneko defines “pure Shin Buddhist stud-
ies” by stating that “the fundamental idea of Shin Buddhist studies” is not to study
how Shinran “researched texts” but to “study the way that Shinran studied.”?* Kaneko
expressed the same idea in a different way in 7he Idea of the Tathigata and the Pure
Land in Shin Buddhism based on Kant’s statement in Critique of Pure Reason that “we
do not learn philosophy. As far as reason is concerned, at best we can just learn to
do philosophy,”2> writing, “We do not learn Shin Buddhism, we do Shin Buddhist
studies.”?® “Doing Shin Buddhist studies” means “learning from one’s whole life,
learning the totality of the path that one should follow in one’s life.”?” Kaneko’s stance
that seeks to see the significance of the Pure Land in terms of one’s own life is a form
of practical study, or gydgaku 177, which is realized within one’s individual experience
through action and is contrasted with study that leads to understanding on an intel-
lectual level (gegaku f#+7). In Kaneko’s Shin Buddhist studies, Buddhism and the Pure
Land are considered in terms of their meaning or reality for human beings living their
lives, or for human life in the sense of the totality of the ordinary, daily activity of liv-
ing.

So how does Kaneko understand this daily life? He holds that human life is made
up of discreet, concrete “sensations.” “Our lives are direct sensations, directly felt
with this very skin and heard with these very ears. In that sense, our lives are direct

experience.”?8 Kaneko posits a gradation in these sensations, going from the impure to

23 KMZI 6: 160—64; Blum and Rhodes 2011, pp. 93-98.

24 Kaneko 1966, p. 30. See Blum and Rhodes 2011, p. 179.

25 A 837 / B 865. For references to Critique of Pure Reason, “A” cites the page number in the first
edition (Kant 1781) and “B” those in the second edition (Kant 1787). See Meiklejohn 1934, p. 474,
for an alternate English translation.

26 Kaneko 1926, p. 3.

27 Kaneko 1926, p. 3.

28 Kaneko 1968, p. 49. In addition, he writes that direct sensations are what can really be believed.
“Religion is just one type of belief. And this belief is something that is directly sensed” (Kaneko 1966,
p. 18). These “sensations” are sometimes described as “feelings” (kanjo J&1%). Kancko may also be
influenced by Schleiermacher’s view of religion as a feeling of pure devotion. In 1914, Kiba Ryshon
published a translation of Schleiermacher’s Monologen: Nebst den Vorarbeiten in Seishinkai (vol. 14,
nos. 5, 6, 8, 10, 12). In Shikyoteki risei 7=#MH %, Kaneko describes religion as “a feeling of utmost
pure devotion” (Kaneko 1922). However, in contrast to Soga, who generally emphasizes the unique
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the pure. The everyday self senses objects based on impure sensations and lives its life
in a world that is composed of the totality of these sensations. This is the way an ordi-
nary person lives in the world of ignorance. Through reflection and introspection on
the nature of this inauthentic self, the senses are purified. Kaneko refers to the object
of pure sensation as “pure objectivity.”?? Whereas for each individual, ordinary self is
something that has been created by that deluded self and is solely immanent to itself,
pure objectivity is both immanent and transcendent, subjective and objective: “In that
it is purely objective, it transcends me, but in its transcendence of me, it is also envel-
oping me.”3% Pure objectivity has a different mode of existence from “what we ordinar-
ily mean by ‘existing.””3! Kaneko’s terminology is not exactly the same as Kant’s, but
in Higan no sekai 17 DG (hereafter, 7he World of the Other Shore), published in the
same year as 1he Idea of the Pure Land, he often used the word “a priori” (senken 5%
or senkenteki JE5%11)3% instead of “pure,” suggesting that he wanted to affirm the tran-
scendental reality found in Kant’s philosophy.3?

Kaneko applies the concept of pure objectivity to the three treasures (Buddha,
Dharma, sangha), stating that the dbarmakiya of Dharma nature (hossho hosshin
FEF ) as the essential element of the dbharmakiya of expedient means (hoben

position of feelings in faith, Kaneko mainly discusses faith in relation to sensations (see Murayama
2012).

29 Kaneko had already used the term “pure objectivity” before The Idea of the Pure Land. For
example, in his article “Nija no sekai” “EOHSE (hereafter, “A Dual World”) published in 1918 in
Seishinkai (vol. 19, no. 9), he used “pure objectivity” to refer to the Pure Land as the Other Shore. See
Kaneko 1921, pp. 110, 112.

30 Kaneko 1925b, p. 21.

31 Kaneko 1925b, p. 19.

32 Kaneko 1925b, pp. 3, 90, and elsewhere. The adjective senkenteki J:BRHY (a priori or
transcendental) is a translation of the Kantian term #ranszendental. In Kaneko’s time, transzendental
was translated as senkenteki but it is now translated as chdestsuronteki &Y. Starting around 1922,
Soga began to use the words senken J55% and senken suru 95573 % prolifically. See note 34.

33 Concerning Kaneko's idea of the a priori reality of the Pure Land, see Murayama 2011. Kaneko’s
use of the word “pure” (jumsui #i¥¥) may have been influenced by neo-Kantian thinkers, as well as by
Nishida Kitard’s concept of “pure experience” (junsui keiken #i#¥:#55%). As to the relationship between
Saihé Jodo and Nishida’s pure experience, see “Saiho Jodo” P77 1. in Kaneko 1963, p. 125. Early
on, Kaneko read Bergson, who touches on the concept of “pure continuity” (see Soga Rydjin Sensht
Kankokai 1971, p. 13). In the philosophical world of the Taishé era, Henri Bergson (1859—-1941) and
neo-Kantian philosophers such as Hermann Cohen (1842-1918) and Heinrich Rickert (1863-1936)
were popular, and Kaneko’s reading of Bergson may have been connected to Nishida. In Nishida’s
Zen no kenkyi FHEDWIE (An Inquiry into the Good), he emphasizes the relationship between pure
experience and will. Kaneko thinks that the original vow can be described as “pure will” (or pure
desire). He writes that “the original vow is clearly described as ‘pure will” in Vasubandhu’s commentary,
Mahayanasamgrahabbisya, on Asangas Mabayanasamgraha (Ch. She dasheng lun FBRIFER).
Nowadays, we use junsui (pure) instead of shdjo {5t [i.e., the traditional Buddhist term for pure]
when talking about ‘pure’ will. So perhaps ‘pure will’ is the original vow” (Kaneko 1926, p. 48).
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hosshin J7f#{%: £ ) is pure objectivity as an object of pure sensation. Vairocana Buddha
and Amida Buddha are said to be the personification of “Great Sékyamuni,” which
Kaneko holds is the essential element that makes Sakyamuni Sakyamuni. Furthermore,
it is nirvana that makes the Dharma the Dharma, and being a bodhisattva with the
mind that seeks enlightenment is what makes a monk a monk. Regarding the sangha,
Kaneko calls a community where pure objectivity plays an integral role the “world
of the idea” (kannenkai Bl/&5). In contrast to society as a totality whose members
act in accord with social principles, what is generally called the church (or the reli-
gious world) refers to a totality where the members are encompassed under religious
principles. Kaneko holds that the world of the idea is the “invisible church” that lies
behind the “visible church” and makes the visible church what it is. It is clear that this
conception of the “world of the idea” is influenced by Plato’s realm of ideas and Kant’s
“realm of wisdom” (mundus intelligibilis), which is said to serve as the object of pure
enlightenment. It is also influenced by Kant’s “kingdom of ends” (Reich der Zwecke),
which he sets forth in his practical philosophy and the Reformed Church’s concept
of the “invisible church,’34 which he adopted in his theory of religion (in Religion
within the Limits of Reason Alone). These latter two—the “kingdom of ends” and the
“invisible church”—are both Idee (i.e., conceptions of reason, principles, or ideals).3>

341n 1918, Hatano Seiichi #%% % #— and Miyamoto Wakichi & 417 published a translation of
Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason. In 1921, Amano Teiyt published a translation of Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason. Although there were no Japanese translations of Kant’s works on religion at that time,
Kaneko probably learned about Kant’s theories from the classes and writings of two of his colleagues:
Tomonaga Sanjurd ®7k=71H#E (1871-1951), a historian of philosophy who was known for his
Kinsei ni okeru ga’ no jikaku shi: Shinriso shugi to sono haikei w2517 % [Fl OHEL « FHEA
5L Hi5 5 (The “Self” in Modernity and the History of Self-Consciousness: New Idealism and its
Background, 1916) and Kanto no heiwaron 71 > b OV-H5 (hereafter, Kants Theory of Peace; 1922)
and who often contributed to Seishinkai; and Kihira Tadayoshi #*1E3 (1874-1949), who was well
versed in German idealism (see notes 38 and 49).

35 In contrast to my position here that Kaneko’s use of the term “idea” was primarily influenced by
Kant’s philosophy (and by the theory of the idea in Plato’s philosophy which is the source for Kant’s
concept of the /dee) Hataya Akira and Tatsutani Akio present a different interpretation, arguing that
“Kaneko’s focus on the term idea was likely based in large part on the Platonic thought regarding
the idea, as well as being influenced by the Neo-Kantian epistemology that was popular at the time”
(Hataya and Tatsutani 1993, p. 330). However, as I have argued elsewhere (Murayama 2011, p.
115), their stance is insufficient for the following two reasons. First, they do not state what portion
of Kaneko’s work serves as the basis for their claim. Second, they do not clarify the specific content of
the “Neo-Kantian epistemology” that they hold influenced Kaneko, leaving open questions such as
whether it refers to the Marburg school or to the Southwest German school, and which philosopher in
particular influenced Kaneko. Regarding these questions, Kaneko does mention Hermann Cohen of
the Marburg school in his Prolegomena to Shin Buddhist Studies, where he says, “I think it was Cohen
who says that a principle is the self-consciousness of a concept, which I believe is quite an interesting
stance. . . . There must be something in the basis of a concept. In the foundation of a concept, there
is a principle, an Idee. When that Idee appears it takes the form of a specific concept” (Kaneko 1966,
pp- 42-43). Kaneko may have read the translation of Cohen’s Logik der reinen Erkenntnis (Logic of



MURAYAMA: “MY SHIN BUDDHIST STUDIES” 61

On the other hand, while Plato and Kant tend to emphasize the active nature of the
subject acting upon the world rather than as a passive recipient of sense information,
Kaneko’s emphasis on sensation is due not only to the structurally passive nature of
other-power religion, but it also seems to have been an attempt on Kaneko’s part to
avoid the danger of being overly identified with Western philosophy by giving his
interpretation a strong tone of passivity.

This emphasis on the relationship between religion and the world of the idea was
already apparent in Kaneko's Prolegomena to Shin Buddbist Studies,3® and it con-
tinues to guide Kaneko’s theory of the Pure Land. In chapter 2 of 7he Idea of the
Pure Land, Kaneko divides the Pure Land, as described in Buddhist scriptures since
ancient times, into three types: the Pure Land of the Idea (kannen no jodo Biz®
# 1), the Pure Land as an Ideal (risd no jodo PR D 1), and the Pure Land of
Actual Existence (jitsuzai no jodo EAEDE ). The Pure Land of the Idea is said to
be the foundation of the visible (experiential) world, but it itself is invisible and does
not exist as an empirical object. The Pure Land as an Ideal does not exist now, but
it can be realized (materialized) as an ideal of society and the church by using the
Pure Land of the Idea as a model. It is a Pure Land whose purpose is to come into
existence. It is distinguished from the Pure Land of the Idea, which may or may not
exist as an empirical object and the empirical existence of which does not matter one
way or the other. There is some ambiguity in the distinction between the two in 7he
Idea of the Pure Land. However, in Jodo no shomondai &+ O 7% (Issues Concern-
ing the Pure Land), Kaneko makes a distinction between the Pure Land as an Ideal,
which corresponds to the “relative ideal”—that is, “the ideal that can somehow be
attained by human effort”—and the Pure Land of the Idea, which corresponds to the

“absolute ideal” (the pure ideal) that “cannot be attained by human effort, no matter

Pure Knowledge) that was published by Iwanami Shoten &35/ in 1921. Yet since it is only natural
that a Neo-Kantian philosopher like Cohen would make reference to Kant’s /dee, this one statement
does not serve as a sufficient basis to argue that Kaneko’s idea is based specifically on Neo-Kantian
epistemology and not just on Kant himself. In 7he Idea of the Pure Land, Kaneko refers just to Kant
and not to Neo-Kantian philosophy. The attempt to see the source for Kaneko’s concept of the idea in
Neo-Kantian philosophy may be Mori Rytkichi’s statement about the situation in which 7he Idea of
the Pure Land was written: “It seems to be heavily influenced by Taishé-period philosophy, particularly
the German idealism of the Neo-Kantian school” (Mori 1982, pp. 162—63). Mori, however, does not
set forth any basis for this claim.

36 “T think the people of the past perceived the ideal world much more clearly and perceived the
actual world as dreams or illusions to the same degree that we now consider the actual world to be
real. When we experience this reversal, when this ‘floating world’ becomes empty, we perceive that
there is something to this ideal world which we have taken to be empty. Furthermore, we come to
perceive that we are fulfilled only in that ideal world. Without such reversal, I dont think religion
would exist” (Kaneko 1966, p. 25; Rhodes 2011, p. 109).
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how hard we might try.”3” Kaneko uses the terms “absolute,” “pure,” and “a priori”
almost synonymously. It seems that this absolute ideal might correspond to the “unat-
tainable idea” (unerreichbare Idee) or “unrealizable idea” (unausfiibrbare Idee) in Kant’s
philosophical terminology.3® Kaneko writes, “It must be the world of a priori. If you

37 Kaneko 1968, pp. 230-31.

38 See Tomonaga 1931, pp. 74-75. The first edition of Tomonaga’s Kanto no heiwaron 71~ + O
*PHIGR (Kant's Theory of Peace) was published by Kaizdsha tZi#4t: in May of 1922. I believe we can
surmise that Kaneko’s understanding of the Pure Land was influenced by Tomonaga’s interpretation of
Kant’s theory of the ideal community discussed in that work. Although it is necessary to consider this
possibility at greater length, here, I would just like to quote Tomonaga’s discussion of Kant’s theory of
the ideal community. He writes:

The meaning of Kants term “priniciple” seems to be well known to those who have
general knowledge about his philosophy . . . but I would like to make reference to Kant’s
own explanation here. It seems that the passage in the section on “Ideas in General”
in book 1 of the “Transcendental Dialectic” in his Critigue of Pure Reason is most
appropriate to our purposes. It is here that Kant makes reference to Plato’s ideal state
(Republik), the first work to bring the word principle (Zdee) into philosophical discourse,
saying as follows:

The Platonic republic has become proverbial as an example—and a striking
one—of imaginary perfection, such as can exist only in the brain of an
idle thinker. . . . But we should do better to follow up this thought, and
. employ new efforts to place it in clearer light. . . . A constitution of
the greatest possible human freedom according to laws, by which the
liberty of every individual can consist with the liberty of every other
.. is, to say the least, a necessary idea, which must be placed at the foundation
not only of the first plan of the constitution of a state, but of all its laws. And in
this, it is not necessary at the outset to take account of the obstacles which lie
in our way—obstacles which perhaps do not necessarily arise from the character
of human nature, but rather from the previous neglect of true ideas in legislation.
For there is nothing more pernicious and more unworthy of a philosopher, than the
vulgar appeal to a so-called adverse experience . . . while instead of this, conceptions,
crude for the very reason that they have been drawn from experience, have marred
and frustrated all our better views and intentions. The more legislation and
government are in harmony with this idea, the more rare do punishments become,
and thus it is quite reasonable to maintain, as Plato did, that in a perfect state
no punishments at all would be necessary. Now although a perfect state may never
exist, the idea is not on that account the less just, which holds up this maximum as
the archetype or standard of a constitution, in order to bring legislative government
always nearer and nearer to the greatest possible perfection. [English translation

from Meiklejohn 1934, pp. 220-21.]
The meaning of Kant’s “/dec” as a norm that is an eternal imperative—an imperative
that transcends time, an imperative that is charged upon one yet not given resolution—
seems to be explained very clearly here using the practical example of the problem of
politics. The fundamental significance of the 1dee lies in the fact that it is an imperative.
Whether it will someday be fully realized, or whether it will ever be fully realizable does
nothing to affect its appropriateness. Even if its realization were absolutely impossible, it
still has immense value. Why? Because in the realm of ethics, law, and religion, ## is nor
that one can derive those principles from the experiential facts of reality, but that the idea as



MURAYAMA: “MY SHIN BUDDHIST STUDIES” 63

don’t like the word a priori, then you can call it the world of the pure ideal. . . . Not
the ideal that can be realized, but the ideal that we cannot imagine being realized . . .
yet existing in the true sense of the term.”3? The Pure Land of Actual Existence is the
Pure Land as an Ideal that can actually be realized. It exists somewhere, and it is the
Pure Land to which the teachings say we will go.

Of the three types of Pure Lands, the Pure Land of Actual Existence is a Pure Land
of naive belief, and the Pure Land as an Ideal shares some characteristics with the Pure
Land of Actual Existence in that it is oriented toward being actualized in this world.
Kaneko’s choice to remove these two types of pure lands from the focus of his discus-
sion indicates that he did not at the outset intend to emphasize them in his consider-
ations of the topic. From the standpoint of other-power religion, which takes a cautious
attitude regarding the human capacity to realize ideals through individual effort, it was
necessary for Kaneko to maintain a certain distance from both the Pure Land as an
Ideal and the Pure Land of Actual Existence. The Pure Land as an Ideal, the realization
of which becomes a practical goal, takes on the meaning of an ethical or moral com-
munity, while the Pure Land of Actual Existence refers to a world where that ideal has
been realized, so both prioritize the autonomous efforts of individual actors in order to
bring about the realization of the goal, which shifts the locus of agency for liberation
from Amida and his vows to human subjects. Kaneko writes, “The aspiration to create
in this world a buddha land (as an ideal world) is nothing more than a sort of theory of
morality and not something that can genuinely save us. . . . All we can do is to eternally
hold the world of the other shore in our minds.”49 Thus, the Pure Land of the Idea is
emphasized. The Pure Land of the Idea, which transcends individual existence—in that
sense, the “other shore”—and which makes individual existence possible—in that sense,
actually existing—is described as “a world as yet unseen, yet also the familiar home for

which we long.”41 It is “the real world in the true sense of the word.”42

an (organizing) principle is what first makes such experiences possible. Yet while the reason
that those ideas are not fully realized may inevitably lie in human nature itself, the most
essential reason is that one does not admit this significance in the /dee and, based on the
fact that their complete realization is impossible, one immediately disparages them as
empty fantasy, instead taking coarse concepts derived from experience to be principles.
(Tomonaga 1931, pp. 80—84. Italics are Tomonaga’s.)

39 Kaneko 1975, p. 98.

40 Kaneko 1925b, p. 169.

41 Kaneko 1925b, p. 1. Earlier than 7he Idea of the Pure Land, Kaneko had already written
something similar in “A Dual World”: “Is the nirvana that we long for and seck in fact literally
emptiness? . . . If anything, nirvana is the true existence, and our world of various beings is nothing
but emptiness” (Kaneko 1943, pp. 108-9).

42 Kaneko 1925b, p. 153.
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CRITICISMS OF KANEKO’S WORKS

What kind of criticism was leveled at Kaneko’s theory of the Pure Land? These criti-
cisms constitute one part of the so-called “Kaneko problem,” that is, the accusation
that Kaneko promoted heretical beliefs.43 After various turns of events, Kaneko was
eventually forced to resign from the university,** and he had to resign from the priest-
hood as well.

According to Kikumura Norihiko, the background to this “Kaneko problem” was
the conflict between the old and new schools of thought at Otani University.#> From
the time that Shinsha University was established in Tokyo, there was a conflict between
the scholars trained in the older Takakura Academy system,%¢ who practiced the tradi-
tional Edo-style exegesis of doctrine, and the “modernist” followers of Kiyozawa who
had studied at Shinsha University, or its preceding modern academic institutions—
in other words, a conflict between traditional and modern approaches to Shin Bud-
dhist studies. Indeed, there must have been friction between professors such as Saito
Yuishin 7F#EMERE (1864—1957) and Kono Houn ¥ #ZE (1867-1946) on the one
hand and professors such as Kaneko and Soga (who also ultimately left the university in
the wake of Kaneko’s departure). However, if you look at the details, the issue is more
complicated than just the interpersonal politics of one university. Saité and Kono were
both members of the Jitoryo FF# %, a separate body under the jurisdiction of the head
temple that was responsible for doctrinal research and various deliberations. As mem-
bers of the Jitoryo, they passed judgment on the “Kaneko problem.” Kaneko’s ideas first
became an issue outside the confines of Otani University politics when a Shin follower
who was concerned about the heretical nature of Kaneko’s writings brought that ques-
tion up at Ryukoku University, a sectarian university of the Nishi " Honganji sect.
After that, Higashi Honganji came to regard Kaneko’s ideas about the Pure Land as a
problem, but students at Otani University formed a movement to defend Kaneko. The
Chiigai nippo reported on the particulars of all these different events and also published
the opinions of readers with various perspectives—including graduates of Otani Univer-
sity, Zen priests, and Christians—such that the incident attracted the attention of people
from a wide range of backgrounds and positions in society. There were two particularly
strong and vocal critics of Kaneko’s interpretation of the Pure Land. One was Murakami

43 For more details on the “Kaneko problem” as a whole, including the expulsion of Soga, see
Miharu 1990.

44 Official university records show that Kaneko resigned from his position of his own accord on
June 12, 1928.

45 Kikumura 1975, p. 82.

46 Among the scholars in the Takakura Academy, there were also two camps: those who tried to
maintain the traditional scholarly interpretations and those who wanted to modify and modernize the
tradition. See Yasutomi 2010, p. 75.
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Sensho, a former president of Otani University who himself had been accused of heresy
for stating that the “Mahayana scriptures were not preached by the Buddha” in his book
Bukkyo toitsu ron {LEGE—7Fm (hereafter, On the Unification of Buddhism; 1901) and had
left the priesthood. The other critic was Tada Kanae, who, like Kaneko, was a follower
of Kiyozawa and had helped to publish Kaneko’s works. From our perspective today,
the “Kaneko problem” may appear to be a problem within a single university belonging
to a single sect, but the coverage in the Chigai nippo reveals that it also encompassed a
complex, conflicting, and interlocking set of issues connected to the myriad of compet-
ing positions and interests brought together under the terms “university” and “sect.”

In the following, I will limit my discussion to the criticisms made by Murakami and
Tada. Since those criticisms motivated Kaneko to write “My Shin Buddhist Studies,” 1
will then explain Kaneko’s rebuttals. I will conclude this article with a simple interpreta-
tion of “My Shin Buddhist Studies” that points out some problems with Kaneko’s ideas.

Murakamis Criticism of Kaneko

Murakami’s criticism of Kaneko’s interpretation of the Pure Land, published in Chigai
nippo in June 1928, was written when he was in Atami #4f, Izu 5, recuperating
from an illness. At that time, Murakami reported that he had not yet read Kaneko’s
two publications connected with the heresy question and did not have the publications

at hand. Murakami’s articles are listed below.

June 10, 1928. “Honganji no anjin mondai (1)” ARFEF D% LRI (—) (The Issue
of Orthodox Faith at Higashi Honganji, Part 1).

June 14, 1928. “Honganji no anjin mondai (2)” ABESF D% (7)) (hereafter,
The Issue of Orthodox Faith at Higashi Honganji, Part 2).

June 15, 1928. “Honganji no anjin mondai (3)” ABASF D% LR (=) (The Issue
of Orthodox Faith at Higashi Honganji, Part 3).

June 16, 1928. “Otani Daigaku kydju Kaneko-kun ni atauru kékaijo tsukeri
chinami ni dodaigaku ni keikoku su” KRG RFHEETFE 12T 5
B NBHIR B D RAZRRFIZE S S (hereafter, An Open Letter
to Professor Kaneko of Otani University and a Warning to That
University).

Later, after reading Kaneko’s responses to his criticisms in the same newspaper,
Murakami read Kaneko’s two books and promptly published a more detailed opinion,
in a short book entitled Shinshit no shinmenmoku wa nahen ni zonsuru ka F5% O EH
EIHRLIZAES % F (hereafter, Where is the True Essence of Shin Buddhism?) that was
published on August 15.
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In “The Issue of Orthodox Faith at Higashi Honganji, Part 2,” Murakami writes
that professors who want to resign should be allowed to resign, students who make
trouble and will not listen to the university’s explanations and admonitions should
be expelled, and the university should be temporarily closed. In part 3, Murakami
writes that Kaneko should take responsibility for his actions and resign of his own
accord, while Soga, who shares Kaneko’s views, should take the same course of action.
Murakami was upset that Kaneko had called Shinran simply “Shinran,” without an
honorific, and had denied the existence of the Pure Land. In Murakami’s opinion,
anyone who would refer to Shinran in such a disrespectful manner “should not be a
professor at Otani University” and someone who denies the Pure Land is “a great sin-
ner who seeks to destroy the sect from its very foundation,” and he likened Kaneko to “a
worm in a lion’s body” (that is, someone who will destroy the sect from within).

The front page of the June 16 issue of Chiigai nippo was entirely devoted to Mura-
kami’s “An Open Letter to Professor Kaneko of Otani University and a Warning to the
University.” There, Murakami makes the following points. First, he holds that the Pure
Land teachings recognize the existence of the Western Pure Land from the standpoint
of shiho risso 1677 3HH (provisionally designating a specific direction where the Pure
Land exists and setting forth specific adornments that are expressive of ultimate truth) as
clarified by Shandao 3 (613-681), and it is not for the Zen monk Zhijue %% (i.e.,
Yongming Yanshou 7kKBIIEZF [904-975]), or the philosopher Kiyozawa, or a Shin Bud-
dhist priest, or a scholar of Shin doctrinal studies (shjo 53%)*7 to refuse to acknowledge
this. Murakami had been the fourth president of Otani University (serving from 1926
to 1928), which had its roots in the Shinshii University established under Kiyozawa’s
leadership in Tokyo. This statement essentially amounts to him saying that Kiyozawa—
the first president of Otani University, who declared it to be “an institution for the study
of Shin Buddhism”—completely lacked a grasp of the basic tenets of Shin Buddhism.

Second, Murakami states that “free inquiry” within universities is generally permit-
ted as long as the discussion does not “conflict with the state or harm the dignity of the
Imperial Household.” In the case of a university run under the auspices of a sect, how-
ever, such free inquiry should only be permitted to the extent that it “does not conflict
with the doctrines of the sect,” and students who do not accept this should withdraw
from the university. In short, what Murakami wants to say in his Chigai nippo article
is that anyone who, in the name of free research, does not respect the doctrines of Shin
Buddhism—and the word “doctrine” includes both “the character of the person who

47 In many schools of Buddhism, the study of a denomination’s own doctrine was referred to as
shuijo (the “sectarian vehicle”) whereas research on doctrines of other Buddhist schools was called
yojo 4% (“other vehicles”). The term shijé was used during the Taisho period in the Shinshii Otani
University curriculum. Until Kaneko spoke of the significance of using the new appellation “Shin
Buddhist studies” in 1922, the term shijo was widely used to refer to Shin doctrinal studies.
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conveys the teachings” and “the truth of the content of the teachings”—should leave
the university, whether they are a teacher or a student.

Next, let us consider his stance in Where is the True Essence of Shin Buddhism?
Murakami wrote the first four Chiigai nippé articles, with their tone of rebuke, without
having read Kaneko’s two books. Murakami was then criticized from many quarters
for thinking that he could write the articles without knowing the content of Kaneko’s
books. One person wrote, “I want you to avoid being so derisive, which is not like a
scholar, and I would like you to know Professor Kaneko’s theory thoroughly and refute
it academically.”#8 Based on this type of public response to his criticism, Murakami
changed his method of criticism in Where is the True Essence Shin Buddhism? After first
“perusing” the two books and admitting that Kaneko “has a philosophical genius,”49
Murakami slightly softened his high-handed preachy tone and pointed out Kaneko’s
errors—but still from a condescending point of view. The errors are: (a) contradictions
between Kaneko’s stance and the Shin Buddhist teachings (taking up the position of
other schools of Buddhism); (b) destruction of the Shin doctrinal classification system;
(c) confusing philosophy and religion; (d) disregarding scriptural evidence; (e) denying
the unique characteristics of Shin Buddhism. To put it simply, in his criticism of (a),
Murakami writes that Kaneko took the position of “self-nature and mind-only”—that

48 Chigai nippo, June 17, 1928, front-page editorial.

49 From the preface of Where is the True Essence Shin Buddhism? (Murakami 1928, p. 4).
Murakami describes Kaneko’s philosophical qualities: “I have heard that Kaneko studied Western
philosophy with Dr. Kihira [Tadayoshi] and others at Otani University. I also heard that he was
inspired by Kiyozawa Manshi during the time he was involved with Kokodo in Tokyo. I can
imagine that he is a person who is naturally skilled at philosophical thought, and he seems to be the
sort of person who cannot understand anything without deeply considering it himself” (Murakami
1928, p. 5).

The following are some of the (partially overlapping) factors that may have prompted Kaneko’s
move toward Western philosophy: (1) He was naturally inclined to want to think about and
understand things for himself; (2) He was influenced by his teachers, including Kihira and
Tomonaga, when he studied at Shinshit University; (3) His inclination to study Western philoso-
phy broadly was fostered by his relationships with various people connected to Kokodo, including
Kiyozawa and, through Kiyozawa, Ernest Fenollosa (1853-1908), who lectured on philosophy at
the University of Tokyo; (4) There was a mutual influence between Kaneko’s thought and Soga’s
research, which analyzed the Cheng weishi lun WM, which in itself has strong psychological and
phenomenological overtones, using Western philosophy; (5) After Kaneko joined Shinsh@ Otani
University, he interacted with Tomonaga and other colleagues—including part-time lecturers such
as the Kant scholar Kuwaki Gen'yoku and Nishida Kitaré, who taught at Shinshit Otani University
for more than a decade, starting in 1911; and (6) The 1922 University Ordinance mandated that, in
order to be certified, a university must employ academic methodologies. It is likely that the above six
factors also led Kaneko to focus particularly on Kantian philosophy grounded in subjectivity.

In contrast to Kiyozawa, whose background in Western philosophy came mostly from his
association with the University of Tokyo, Kaneko was influenced by philosophers from both the
University of Tokyo and from Kyoto University (i.e., Kihira, Tomonaga, and Nishida, the founder of
the Kyoto school).
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is, he asserted that Amida exists only in the mind and the Pure Land exists only within
one’s own body>’—a stance taken by exegetes of many different schools of Buddhism
but explicitly rejected by Shinran, who writes that “the monks and laity of this latter
age and the religious teachers of these times are floundering in conceptions of ‘self-
nature’ and ‘mind-only”” (Kyagydshinshs, Chapter on Faith).>! Murakami holds that,
as a result, (b) Kaneko ends up destroying the doctrinal classification system of Shin
Buddhism, which clearly distinguishes its teachings as the Pure Land Gate over against
the other schools of Buddhism that view the Pure Land teachings in terms of “self-
nature and mind-only,” which in turn destroys Shin Buddhism itself. Further, this atti-
tude of Kaneko’s means that (d) he does not employ all three modes of valid cognition
(direct perception, inference, or through the authority of the scriptures) necessary in
doctrinal interpretation, but only the first two, ignoring the authority of the Shinsha
scriptures as an absolute standard and instead simply judging the meaning of the scrip-
tures through his own interpretation and argumentation. This results in (c) a confu-
sion between philosophy and religion. As far as Murakami was concerned, Kaneko’s
two books were “an attempt to pander to the ideology of young people”? and “the
result of his understanding Buddhism through elements of Western philosophy.”>3
Therefore, Kaneko’s position, which mixed in elements of Western philosophy, ignores
(e) the essential characteristic of Shin Buddhism as a “religion of compassion” that
values compassion over wisdom. For Murakami, this valuation of “compassion” takes
the form of “abandoning all reason and logic and simply accepting salvation as beyond
conceptual thought”>4—that is to say, being without both intellectually generated
meaning and logic—while also “aiming at people in the lower social classes”™> who
lack the resources to engage in lofty philosophical pursuits. The view in (e) is based on
Murakami’s idea that philosophy is primarily concerned with “intellectual idealism,”
while religion is concerned with the realization of “emotional satisfaction.”>®

To summarize Murakami’s view, Kaneko’s introduction of the method of intro-
spection as a type of philosophical speculation with the aim of realizing wisdom into
Shin Buddhism makes it essentially the same as the “Gate of the Path of the Sages”
(shodomon B23E["), or non-Pure Land Buddhist schools, thereby denying its distinc-

50 Murakami consistently uses the term “within one’s own mind” (koshin Tlo(s), rather than the
more common “within one’s own body” (koshin T.&) in both his Chigai nippo articles and in Where
is the True Identity of Shin Buddhism?

S1TK, p- 95 CWS 1: 77.

52 Murakami 1928, pp. 23-24.

53 Murakami 1928, p. 22.

54 Murakami 1928, p- 88.

55 Murakami 1928, p. 87.

56 Murakami 1907, p. 144.
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tive features as a religion of compassion oriented toward ordinary people who lack
wisdom. In his Chigai nippo articles, Murakami gives this as a concrete example of
what he means when he talks about the prohibition against ignoring the doctrines of
a sect in the name of free discussion. Reading Kaneko’s two books probably did not
change Murakami’s view of Kaneko’s research. At the end of Where is the True Essence
Shin Buddbpism?, Murakami reflects that he himself had also made the mistake of
“pandering to the ideology of middle-class society”>” by setting forth the theory that
the “Mahayana scriptures were not preached by the Buddha” (in On the Unification of
Buddhism) and had been accused of heresy for it, but now that time had passed and
he stood ill, facing his approaching death, he had attained an “intuition” whereby he
came to understand the “practical study” of compassion he presented in this article.
Murakami’s choice of words here is clearly intended to ridicule Kaneko’s interpretation
of “practical study” and his methodology of introspection based on Kiyozawa’s focus
on “actual experience.” Murakami closes the book expressing his hopes that someday
soon Kaneko will also be able to reach the same stance that Murakami himself had
been able to attain.

Tadas Criticism of Kaneko

In contrast to Murakami, who initiated his criticism of Kaneko in Chigai nipps, Tada
had already criticized Kaneko in other publications. Tada criticized Kaneko in his arti-
cle “Jodo no kannen’ o yomu” [ D8] %5Hits (On Reading 7The Idea of the Pure
Land) in Midorigo £ 1) Z (vol. 4, no. 2), published in December 1926. Tada, who
was not convinced by Kaneko’s response one month later in Bussuza 1L, published
“Kaneko shi no ‘Jodo no kannen’ ni taisuru kansatsu” 1K [# T O@i& ] 12k
§ %1% (hereafter, “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land”) in Chiigai
nippd in eight parts between June 17 and 26, 1928, making essentially the same points
that he had made in his Midorigo article. In addition, after Kaneko’s further response
in Chigai nippo, Tada published “Busso kaiken no jodo” 1AtHFHSAMD &1 (The Pure
Land Revealed by the Buddha and the Patriarchs) in fourteen parts from July 19 to
August 3. Here, I will focus on “Observations on Kaneko’s 7he Idea of the Pure Land,”
which presents most of the points of Tada’s criticism. The eight articles, all with the
same title, were published on June 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 26.

Tada’s eight articles can be roughly divided into two sections. The first four articles
mainly target the incorrectness of Kaneko’s academic attitude as expressed in chapter 1
of The Idea of the Pure Land. In the fifth through eighth articles, Tada enumerates the
problems that are caused by Kaneko’s attitude, which are apparent in chapter 2. I will
look at Tada’s criticisms in order.

57 Murakami 1928, p. 91.
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Tada identifies the problems he finds in Kaneko’s work by using three terms: “trans-
mitted Dharma” (densho 1z7K), “individual realization” (koshd C.iE), and “personal
understanding” (jige Ff#). The “transmitted Dharma” constitutes the truth of Bud-
dhism as revealed by Shinran and by the Buddha Sikyamuni and the patriarchs who
followed after him, written in the scriptures, and handed down to those who read those
scriptures. “Individual realization” means to understand the transmitted Dharma for
oneself, while “personal understanding” is an individual realization “based on one’s
own experience and ideas”® and not on the transmitted Dharma. Tada agreed with
Kaneko’s idea of distinguishing between the transmitted Dharma and individual real-
ization, but Tada concludes that Kaneko’s individual realization was actually a form of
personal understanding. So, what is wrong with personal understanding? From Tada’s
perspective, individual realization that prioritizes personal understanding ultimately
means one is relying on one’s own discursive thinking (judgment based on dualistic dis-
crimination) and is thus necessarily tarnished by a self-power attitude. In contrast, Tada
believes that genuine individual realization can only arise through what Shinran called
“listening to and reflecting on” (monshi FH!&) the teachings. The transmitted Dharma
is not something that one can attain through introspection; rather, it is received only
through humbly listening to the teachings. We can see here Tada’s view that Kaneko’s
way of thinking was overly active, whereas a religion of other power should be passive.

Based on this reasoning, Tada criticized Kaneko’s prioritization of “practical study”
(gyogaku) over study that leads to intellectual understanding (gegaku) as overly empha-
sizing the active nature of the individual, writing, “Authentic practical study must be
based on true intellectual understanding. True listening is true study that leads to intel-
lectual understanding.”59 According to Tada, Kaneko’s position was one of “self-nature
and mind-only,” that “would make Shin Buddhism a philosophy of introspection or,
at the very least, turn Shin Buddhism into a branch of the so-called Path of the Sages.
It definitely is not something that fully grasps the true significance of the teaching of
birth in the Pure Land for foolish, ordinary people.”®” Tada’s criticism here is almost
the same as Murakam(’s criticism in Where is the True Essence of Shin Buddhism? In gen-
eral, previous scholarship has depicted the approaches of Murakami and Tada to the
“Kaneko problem” as fundamentally different. Murakami is said to have ranted against
Kaneko without understanding him, whereas Tada is said to have offered constructive
scholarly criticism.®! However, this interpretation needs to be reconsidered based on
an accurate understanding of Murakami’s views expressed in Where is the True Essence

of Shin Buddhism?, which presents criticisms very similar to Tadass.

58 Part 2 of “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nippo, June 19, 1928.
59 Part 4 of “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nippo, June 21, 1928.
60 Parc 5 of “Observations on Kaneko's The Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nipps, June 22, 1928.
61 See Kikumura 1975, p. 95; Hataya and Tatsutani 1993, p. 287.
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With regard to Kaneko’s theory of the three types of Pure Land, Tada accepted
Kaneko’s use of the term “idea,” which Murakami did not, and Tada does not deny
Kaneko’s position that the Pure Land is pure objectivity. However, according to Tada,
the Pure Land of the Idea is the shining “world of the idea of Sakyamuni Buddha,”¢2
not “our human world of the idea,” which would necessarily be a land of despair
because it is based on an ordinary person’s personal realization resulting from an ordi-
nary person’s introspection and self-reflection. Here, too, Tada denies that individual
introspection or self-reflection, which he interprets as a kind of personal understand-
ing, plays any role in religious experience. Tada says that the Pure Land as the world of
the idea as perceived by the Buddha is received “not by introspection or reflection, but
by listening to the true meaning of our sutras.”®3 This means that the actually existing
Pure Land described in the sutras is not mere words from the distant past but rather an
actual reality existing in every present moment. Thus, Tada believes that the Pure Land
of the Idea is the actually existing Pure Land, and that only the Pure Land of the world
of the idea seen from the Buddha’s perspective, which becomes manifest through lis-
tening, exists. What we have here is a disagreement between Kaneko and Tada over the
term “actually existing Pure Land”—or more specifically, the expression “actually exist-
ing.” Kaneko’s understanding of “actually existing” has a dual meaning, whereas Tada’s
has just one.

Tada says that Kaneko took up “this philosophy that prioritizes one’s own
introspection”® because he was “led on by a couple of brash scholars.”®> Who were
these “couple of brash scholars™? It is helpful to look at Tada’s “Kiyozawa Manshi shi
no shogai oyobi chii” # iRl fili O L JE K 07 (The Life and Position of Reverend
Kiyozawa Manshi, 1933). Here, Tada points out what he considers to be the falla-
cies of Seishinshugi, making two main points. The first is that in Kiyozawa’s think-
ing the Tathagata is the God of Western philosophy or the Confucian mandate of
heaven—not Amida Buddha. The second fallacy is that overcoming self power is
not something that happens through the gradual development of cultivation (with
all the ethical nuances contained in that term), but rather occurs in a single instant
of transformative insight in hearing the teachings. Tada argues that Kiyozawa made
these errors because he failed to understand that “we are not made right based on our
own experience, rather it is the experience of the true Dharma that make us right.”60
If we compare this with Tada’s criticism of Kaneko in Chigai nipp above, we can
see that the content of insight based on “our own experience” corresponds to “our

62 Parc 7 of “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nipps, June 24, 1928.
63 Part 7 of “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nipps, June 24, 1928.
64 Part 8 of “Observations on Kaneko's 7he Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nippé, June 26, 1928.
65 Part 8 of “Observations on Kaneko's The Idea of the Pure Land,” Chigai nipps, June 26, 1928.
66'Tada 1977, p. 409.



72 THE EASTERN BUDDHIST 1, 2

human world of the idea,” while the content of the awakening in “the experience of
the true Dharma” corresponds to the “world of the idea of Sikyamuni.” Tada says, “In
this way, my teacher and his followers at the Kokodo together misunderstood the true
meaning of other power and believed that the other power that they wrote about based
on their own philosophical reasonings and religious sentiment was the other power
of the Tathagata’s original vow, thereby fooling themselves and misleading many oth-
ers. Thus, my teacher unintentionally became a source of heterodox positions in Shin
Buddhism.”®7 From this, it is not unreasonable to assume that Tada had in mind Kiyo-
zawa, along with Soga and other followers of Kiyozawa, when he referred to “a couple
of brash scholars.” If this is the case, then Tada’s criticism of Kaneko is not simply a
criticism of Kaneko individually, but is also a criticism of his late teacher Kiyozawa
(whom, out of deference, it was impossible to criticize directly), because it was Kaneko

who inherited the tradition of K6kodo, which Tada himself had left.

KANEKO’S RESPONSE TO THE CRITICISMS

Kaneko’s responses to his critics begin with the statement, “This is the first time I
have written a response to criticisms directed against me,” which is the opening line
of Kaneko’s article “Kyobo to naikan: Tada Kanae shi no hihy6 ni taisuru benmei”
Yok L NEL - ZHEROHEFIS 03 2 7B (Doctrine and Introspection: A Response
to the Criticisms Made by Tada Kanae), published in the journal Butsuza (no. 12,
January 15, 1927). His responses on the pages of the Chigai nippo begin with the
piece entitled, “To no Kaneko kydju wa donna kimochi de iru ka” B4 7#izid
EALEFTWS D (“How Does Professor Kaneko Himself Feel about This?”),68
which appeared on the second page of the June 15, 1928 issue, just days after Kaneko’s
resignation from Otani University on June 12. This first article sets forth the salient
points of Kaneko’s response to his critics, but since Murakami’s criticisms had also
appeared in the newspaper, Kaneko responded to each of those one by one (while also
taking account of Tada’s criticisms) in the first four installments of “My Shin Buddhist
Studies,” which appeared in the Chigai nippo between June 17 and 23. Kaneko must
have known that Tada’s criticisms would also be published, since he wrote, “I looked
at Dr. Murakami’s article firs#” in a note that appeared in the June 17 issue under the
title “Genkd ni soete” J5f 24k 2 T (Along with My Article). The fifth to tenth install-
ments of “My Shin Buddhist Studies” are primarily rebuttals of Tada’s criticisms, which
began appearing in the newspaper on June 17. Two additional articles—designated
as appendices to “My Shin Buddhist Studies”—provide supplementary explanations

67'Tada 1977, p. 410.

68 The same statement was also published in the June 22, 1928, issue of the Otani University
newspaper (Otani Daigaku shinbun KAKFHH).
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of terms that were often misunderstood.®® The dates of publication and full titles of

Kaneko’s Chigai nippo articles are as follows:

June 15, 1928.

June 17, 1928.

June 19, 1928.

June 20, 1928.

June 23, 1928.

July 1, 1928.

July 3, 1928.

July 4, 1928.

July 5, 1928.

“T6 no Kaneko kydju wa donna kimochi de iru ka” 24?41 Hd%
T EALREFFTWA (hereafter, “How Does Professor Kaneko
Himself Feel about This?”).

“Kyobo ni taisuru gaku no taido: Watashi no Shinshagaku (1)”
FUE\H T B A DREE - FAOEIEY (—) (hereafter, “My Academic
Attitude toward the Teachings [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 1]7).
“Genko ni soete” J5FE 123 2 T (Along with My Article).
“Shinshtigaku no nito: Watashi no Shinshagaku (2)” FEiE70
T OB (7)) (hereafter, “Two Paths of Shin Buddhist
Studies [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 2]7).

“Shamon daigaku no shimei: Watashi no Shinshagaku (3)” %1
KFEOMd - FADEFEE (=) (hereafter, “The Mission of a Sectar-
ian University [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 3]7).

“Koshin no jodo to saihd no jodo, Murakami hakase ni kotau:
Watashi no Shinshagaku (4)” C/.LoO@Et WO+ #f Bt
W& 5 ROERES () (hereafter, “The Mind-Only Pure Land
and the Pure Land of the West: My Response to Dr. Murakami [My
Shin Buddhist Studies, 4]7).

“Naikan ni yoru hoho (jo): Watashi no Shinshagaku (5)” W#1IZ
KTk (1)« FAOERESF (1) (The Method of Introspection,
Part 1 [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 5]).

“Naikan ni yoru hoho (ge): Watashi no Shinshagaku (5)” W#{IZ
K253 (F) : AOESES (F) (hereafter, “The Method of Intro-
spection, Part 2 [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 5]7).

“Hantai no tachiba (jo): Watashi no Shinshiagaku (6)” bxt®
¥y (b))t RAOESEF () (hereafter, “The Opposing Position,
Part 1 [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 6]”).

“Hantai no tachiba (ge): Watashi no Shinshagaku (6)” S o
¥ (F) : FAOERS: (5) (The Opposing Position, Part 2 [My
Shin Buddhist Studies, 6]).

09 The issue of Butsuza that was published on July 1, 1928 (no. 31) and that Kaneko donated to
the university in commemoration of his resignation contains two articles with content that overlaps
with “My Shin Buddhist Studies”: “Shinshiigaku no gainen: ‘Kydgyoshinshé’ o yomite (28) HE%% 0
W& [$ATEFE | %5iA T (28) (The Concept of Shin Buddhist Studies: Reading the Kyagyashinsho
[28])” and “Senpai no gakuge” JeFE D% (Study for Intellectual Understanding for My Senior

Colleague).
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July 6,1928.  “Denshoé to koshé (jo): Watashi no Shinshagaku (7)” {2 & CUiE
(L) - R BEFES (L) (“Transmitted Dharma and Individual Real-
ization, Part 1 [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 7]7).

July 7, 1928.  “Densho to kosho (ge): Watashi no Shinshigaku (7)” {2 & CUiE
(F) - BOEFES (L) (hereafter, “Transmitted Dharma and Indi-
vidual Realization, Part 2 [My Shin Buddhist Studies, 7]7).

July 11, 1928.  “Ni san no hoi (jo): Watashi no Shinshiigaku (fu)” ~ =i (L):
FADESES: (M) (hereafter, “A Few Addenda, Part 1 [My Shin
Buddhist Studies, Appendix]”).

July 12, 1928.  “Ni san no hoi (ge): Watashi no Shinshagaku (fu)” —=4#
(T) : BOEFS () (hereafter, “A Few Addenda, Part 2 [My
Shin Buddhist Studies, Appendix”]).

In the following, I will introduce Kaneko’s specific responses to the criticisms made
by Murakami and Tada. I will divide Kaneko’s responses into three categories and

briefly describe them.

Respect for Shin Buddpist Doctrine

In “How Does Professor Kaneko Himself Feel about This?” and in the first installment
of “My Shin Buddhist Studies” entitled “My Academic Attitude toward the Teach-
ings,” Kaneko writes that his research “is about trying to understand [the teachings]
correctly,” so that itself is a sign that he respects the teachings. Furthermore, in the
second installment, “Two Paths for Shin Buddhist Studies,” Kaneko states that unlike
academic research in general, which simply accepts the results of previous academic
research exactly as it is, his work is based on an “academic spirit” that both respects
previous advancements, but also has the potential to develop further, awaiting future
developments when necessary. He holds that he will surely receive something from his
“academic attitude that seeks to understand things for myself as much as possible””?
because “the Shin Buddhist teachings are an inexhaustible treasury of the Dharma.””!
This is an attempt to admit the possibility of independent research in Shin Buddhist
studies as a counterargument to Murakami (and Tada). In “The Mission of a Sectarian
University,” Kaneko explains the reason that he takes this attitude toward the teach-
ings. He writes that Shinran “has a universal significance that can be understood by

anyone who has reason founded in religious seeking.”’? Kaneko writes that he has

70 See Murayama 2013, p. 121.
71 See Murayama 2013, p. 122.
72 See Murayama 2013, p. 122.
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always believed that “the truth belongs to all sentient beings”’3 and his ultimate goal
is to make Shinran’s philosophy intelligible to all people, including himself. Kaneko’s
scholarly attitude is, on the one hand, oriented toward his own rational self—as if
he could not understand things otherwise—and, on the other hand, oriented toward
his relationship with other people or with the public, based on his responsibility as a
researcher, a promoter of the Dharma, and a representative of ordinary people, mean-
ing that he could not explain it to others unless he himself could understand it.”4
Kaneko also defends himself against Murakami’s accusations that (1) he had disre-
spected Shinran by not calling him “Saint Shinran,” and (2) he denied the significance
of the teaching that the Pure Land exists in a designated direction with specific form
and asserted that it exists only in people’s minds, both of which Murakami says are
evidence that he had disregarded the Shin doctrinal classification system. First, con-
cerning the accusation that referring to Shinran without the honorific title “Saint” is
disrespectful, in “A Few Addenda, Part 1,” Kaneko writes that “although ‘Saint’ is an
honorific, using the term ‘Shinran’ alone is not disrespectful,””> arguing that the use
of the term “Saint” is appropriate when calling to mind one’s relationship to him as a
member of the sect that he has founded or as disciples following his spiritual guidance,
but when writing as a person in the same religious frame of mind, or when addressing
him as an object of scholarly inquiry, it is more respectful to call him Shinran.
Concerning the criticism that he denied the significance of the teaching that the
Pure Land exists in a designated direction with specific form, Kaneko explained his
position in “How Does Professor Kaneko Himself Feel about This?” and in “The
Mind-Only Pure Land and the Pure Land of the West: A Reply to Dr. Murakami.”
Here, Kaneko says that he had written that “the Pure Land as an actual reality is not
something that can be believed” in order to distinguish “actual existence based on the
teachings” (or “the idea of actual existence as shown by the teachings”) from “actual
existence based on common sense” (or “a view [or conception] of actual existence
based on a commonsensical viewpoint”).”® The latter “common sense” is a naively lit-
eral belief in the Pure Land, a position that Kaneko did not accept. This naive belief in
the Pure Land produced, as a reaction, the “modern commonsensical view that ignores
the actual existence of the Tathagatha and the Pure Land,””” which had been set forth

73 Kaneko 1943, p. 55.

74 Kaneko says that he learned the “way of thinking” (probably derived from Kant’s “Denkungsart”)
or “academic style” that turns toward others through this sort of self-reflection from Kiyozawa, and
that because of his inheritance of this stance, he is a member of the “Kiyozawa faction.” Kaneko 1975,

p- 8.
75 See Murayama 2013, p. 132.

76 See Murayama 2013, p. 117.
77 See Murayama 2013, p. 117.
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by people like Nonomura, and thereby threatened the idea of the actual existence of
the Pure Land indicated in the teachings. Kaneko himself does not believe in the literal
existence of the Pure Land, but at the same time he is also not convinced that all the
populace from the Edo period onward believed in the Pure Land in a common sense
way, either. He writes: “It is rather dangerous to assume that people in the past really
believed that the Pure Land existed in the western direction. In the sensibilities of old
men and women who say that they chant the nenbutsu &1L and will go to the Pure
Land, perhaps nine among ten of them are thinking in terms of a map of the universe.
.. . The more serious older folks who come to temples do not think of the Pure Land
as a place with some strange sparkling gold, silver, and lapis lazuli.”’8 Tamura Enché
HFS[EIE (1917-2013) argued that the so-called good men and good women (i.e., vir-
tuous laypeople) actually did believe in the literal reality of the Pure Land, so Kaneko’s
theory of the Pure Land did not “directly target the farmers” and therefore “did not
advocate the emancipation of the peasantry from the feudal system””9—a rather forced
criticism of Kaneko, in my opinion. We have already seen that Kaneko’s theory of the
Pure Land was born from the demand of the times to ascribe a meaningful reality to
the Pure Land that was not a simplistic acceptance of its actual existence. However,
according to Kaneko himself, he was not only following the currents of his time but
also using new terms to reaffirm the original meaning of the reality of the traditional
concept of the Pure Land. Kaneko argues that in this sense, his own view of the Pure
Land did indeed account for the significance of the teaching of the existence of the
Pure Land in a specific direction and with set form. “I believe that ‘designating a direc-
tion and setting forth specific forms’ does not refer to commonsensical existence. . . .
It is only because of this teaching that we can transcend commonsensical existence . . .
and aspire to birth in the Pure Land as a higher reality.”8% In “My Shin Buddhist Stud-
ies,” in order to avoid confusion, Kaneko used expressions such as “idea” or “a priori”
sparingly, but here what he refers to as the Pure Land that “transcends commonsensi-
cal existence” is the same as the “Pure Land of the Idea” as described in 7he Idea of the
Pure Land, and “a higher reality” refers to an a priori reality.

With regard to the criticism that afirming the Pure Land of the Idea is tantamount
to asserting that the Pure Land exists only in people’s minds, while acknowledging that
his discussion of the Pure Land of a specific direction and with set form as becoming
clear through introspection “might give the appearance of a mind-only Pure Land,” in
“A Few Addenda, Part 1,” Kaneko states that he uses the word “idea” (kannen #i4) in

the philosophical sense of Idee. It is “something purely objective that is the object of

78 Kaneko 1925b, pp. 31-32. Translation based on Conway forthcoming.
79 Tamura 1954, p. 206.
80 See Murayama 2013, p. 118.



MURAYAMA: “MY SHIN BUDDHIST STUDIES” 77

reason” and “dispels all shadows of individual subjectivity.”8! Kant described the ele-
ment of pure subjectivity that transcends the individual and remains valid for all other

subjectivities as transcendental (a priori), and here Kaneko is following Kant’s example.

The Mission of a Sectarian University

In “The Mission of Sectarian University,” Kaneko clarifies that his attitude as a
researcher on Shin Buddhism is based on his awareness of himself as a member of a
Shin Buddhist university. Here, he writes that the mission of a Shin Buddhist univer-
sity is to make the teachings of Shin Buddhism known to the public through scholar-
ship, and, when this mission is fulfilled, a Shin Buddhist university will have social
value. Thus, “the mission of a Shin Buddhist university is not for the sake of the visible
denomination, but for the invisible denomination.”8? The “invisible denomination”
here can be expressed as “the denomination of the idea.” Kaneko’s theory of the Pure
Land was connected to the need for spiritual reform of the denomination, and it
included a theory of the denomination that could explain the underlying principles
for the organization. Earlier, Kiyozawa, in his movement to reform Shin Buddhism
through the Shirakawa [1)Il Coterie, stated that “the Otani branch of Shin Buddhism
exists where the religious spirit of the Otani branch resides.”83 Kaneko’s word “idea”
resonates with Kiyozawa’s earlier use of the word “spirit.” At the time that Kaneko was
writing about the significance of the university for the invisible denomination, he had
already been forced to leave the university and was also aware that he might have to
leave the priesthood, which makes this piece seem to be an expression of considerable
determination on his part. At any rate, it goes without saying that this theory of a Shin
Buddhist (or any sectarian) university is a response to Murakami’s endorsement of

restrictions on academic freedom in sectarian schools.

The Conflation of Philosophy and Religion

The issue of Kaneko’s conflation of religion and philosophy was the crux of Murakami’s
and Tada’s attacks on Kaneko, the core criticism from which the other issues they raised
derived. Murakami accused Kaneko of confusing philosophy with religion, which
resulted in losing sight of the distinctive features of Shin Buddhism. For his part, Tada
argued that Kaneko’s method of philosophical introspection was laced with “personal
understanding,” resulting in a confusion between “our human world of the idea” and
“the world of the idea of Sakyamuni.” Kaneko’s defense against these criticisms can be

81 See Murayama 2013, p. 133.
82 See Murayama 2013, p. 123.
83 KMZI 7: 103.
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summed up in one phrase: introspection is indispensable to respecting the teachings.
Let us take a look at some of his responses in the seventh to tenth installments of “My
Shin Buddhist Studies”—the four articles from “The Opposing Position, Part 1”7 to
“Transmitted Dharma and Individual Realization, Part 2.” Tada makes a sharp distinc-
tion between Sikyamuni’s perspective and our own, but for Kaneko, basing himself
on introspection, there is no essential difference between “Sikyamuni’s wisdom” and
“my own awakening” insofar as they are both manifestations of se/f-awareness, although
there is a difference in degree—and Kaneko stresses this difference in degree. Kaneko
holds that when it comes to self-awareness, we can only stand in “our own” position.
This being the case, he asks how Tada can claim to know things from the perspective of
Sikyamuni. Kaneko argues that this is because Tada, in spite of being one of us deluded
human beings who take Sakyamuni as an object of cognition, mixes in his own errone-
ous personal understanding, mistaking “our” position for Sakyamuni’s position—or else
in some places, confusing himself and Sikyamuni, taking himself to be the Sakyamuni
of the “present moment.” Thus, from Kaneko’s point of view, it is none other than Tada
who has mixed in his own personal understanding and discursive thinking.

Tada rejected introspection and said that the only way to hear the teachings was
through passive listening. Kaneko responds, “At the limits of my introspective contem-
plation of my inner life, I always sense the profound reverberations of the teachings of
Shin Buddhism”84 and “touching one part of them eventually leads to being moved by
the whole.”8> In other words, the only way to hear the teachings is by “sensing” their
“reverberations” in this kind of introspection. The expressions “moved by” or “deeply
impressed by” refer to a reverberation in the heart, indicating a passive sensation or
emotional reaction. Kaneko writes, “The truth of the teachings reverberates only in the
heart of introspection. In other words, for those who adopt an attitude of introspec-
tion, it is none other than the true words of the Buddha that reveal the truth of that
stance.”80 It is said that Kaneko had a hearing impairment.8” That difficulty may have
been a factor, but clearly Kaneko has an acute sensitivity that sets great value on sound,
in spite of our tendency to focus on the visual in our daily lives. Generally speaking,
Kaneko lays great emphasis on the sensory content of the five senses, but his stress on
the auditory aspect is particularly one of the unique features of his understanding of
the Pure Land.8® This emphasis on the auditory aspect in introspection is developed

84 “The Method of Introspection, Part 2” in Chigai nippé, July 3, 1928. See Murayama 2013, p.
126.

85 “A Few Addenda, Part 2” in Chigai nippé, July 12, 1928. See Murayama 2013, p. 134.

86 Kaneko 1966, p. 103.

87 See Kikumura 1976, p. 57.

88 Kaneko's father is said to have been a master of the traditional Japanese flute and the hichiriki 855,
a double-reeded flute with a high-pitched sound (Kats 1978, p. 18).
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in works such as 7he World of the Other Shore, where he describes the Pure Land as a
world of music, or world of pure auditory perception, in addition to presenting the
more traditional view of the Pure Land as a world of light, or pure visual perception.
This sort of theory of the “musical nature of the Pure Land” is unique to Kaneko’s
thought.?

Kaneko writes as follows: “In my Shin Buddhist studies, I try to understand the
teachings, with myself as one ordinary person representing the inner needs of the pop-
ulace. In Tadas Shin Buddhist studies, he explains the teachings to ordinary people,
with himself acting as a ‘good teacher’ (zenjishiki ¥ 515#).”%0 Here Kaneko is able to
speak of himself as being one of “the populace” because his awareness of being an ordi-
nary person develops through introspection. For Kaneko, introspection is the “intro-
spection of transgressions and hindrances,”! and his pure Shin Buddhist studies, based
on this introspection, is precisely the study of “the religion of the entangled masses”
(or the “religion of the masses”).9? Kaneko comes to describe his method of introspec-
tion as “listening to and reflecting on the teachings,” wherein “one considers what one
has heard and applies it to one’s entire being.”?3 He says, “The Shin Buddhist studies
which I aspire to realize aims to conceptualize, based on the logic of self-awareness,
the experience of aspiring for birth in the west by awakening to the transgressions and
hindrances within one’s own mind and coming to know the transgressions and hin-
drances within one’s own mind by aspiring for birth in the west.””* This is a rebuttal
to Murakami’s criticism that Kaneko negated the essential characteristic of Shin Bud-
dhism (i.e., its orientation toward ordinary people) by introducing the philosophical
method of introspection. In other words, Kaneko is saying that Murakami should be
criticizing Tada, not him.

CONCLUSION: SOME REMAINING PROBLEMS

Reading the exchanges among the three writers reveals a failure to communicate
throughout the discussions, with both sides misinterpreting the other. Murakami and
Tada focus their criticisms of Kaneko on his method of introspection, but they them-
selves lack sufficient understanding of introspection. Even Tada, who is usually cred-
ited with offering constructive criticism, does not correctly grasp Kaneko’s concept of

89 See also Kikumura 1975, pp. 7, 9; Hataya and Tatsutani 1993, p. 311.

90 “Transmitted Dharma and Individual Realization, Part 2,” in Chigai nipps, July 7, 1928. See
Murayama 2013, p. 131.

91 “A Few Addenda, Part 2” in Chiigai nipps, July 12, 1928. See Murayama 2013, p. 134.

92 Kaneko 1975, p. 93.

93 Kaneko 1956, p. 275.

94 “The Mind-Only Pure Land and the Pure Land of the West: My Response to Dr. Murakami,” in
Chiigai nippo, June 23, 1928. See Murayama 2013, p. 124.
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introspection. From my perspective, Kaneko’s ideas about the Pure Land have a unique
significance in the history of Pure Land thought in modern Japan. I would say that
critics have no right to misunderstand others’ ideas and attribute their own mistakes
to them, much less to try to make others responsible for their own misunderstand-
ings. On the other hand, it is also true that if we evaluate “My Shin Buddhist Studies,”
which was written at a tumultuous time for Kaneko, today after the passage of over
nine decades, it is clear that Kaneko’s method of introspective reflection had ambigui-
ties that inevitably led to misunderstandings because this was an early stage of Kaneko’s
thought, where his understanding of the Pure Land was just beginning to take shape.
In many of his articles, Kaneko pledges to purify his Shin Buddhist studies and to
devote himself to making his approach more generally acceptable. Lastly, I would like
to conclude this article by briefly summarizing some of the problems I see in Kaneko’s
Pure Land thought.

Problems with the Structure of Introspection

In his notes for lectures that he gave at Kyoto University in 1925 and 1926 (“A History
of Buddhist Ethical Thought”), Watsuji Tetsurd AL HE (1889-1960) described why
he, a non-specialist in Buddhism, chose to take up the study of Buddhism. He writes,
“Buddhism has not been liberated from the church and there is no history of Buddhist
philosophy. . . . Category 2: Propagation of sectarian positions. Kaneko Daiei et al.
have no method (Methode). Not scholarly.”> Given that Watsuji is criticizing Kaneko’s
method, it is highly likely that Watsuji had read Prolegomena to Shin Buddhist Studies,
but we do not know this for sure. In any event, Watsuji’s comment on Kaneko was
scathing. But precisely since Watsuji was not a specialist in Buddhism, he could unhes-
itatingly identify the problems with Kaneko’s scholarly method. Given what Kaneko
aimed to achieve with his presentation of Shin Buddhist studies, Watsuji’s criticisms
cannot just be ignored.

Despite Kaneko’s attempts at explanation in his repeated responses to the criti-
cisms directed at him, it is not easy to understand the structure of Kaneko’s concept
of introspection. Kaneko’s essays have a unique format, which cannot be found in any
other field of academic study, such that his articles (even the ones that were not origi-
nally lectures) and the transcripts of his lectures are scarcely distinguishable, except for
some slight variations in tone (the same can be said for Soga). It is not easy to extract
Kaneko’s true intention from his writings, because they are filled with subtly chang-
ing terminology and almost no annotation. Nevertheless, if we look at other works
by Kaneko, aside from the two that were the focus of his critics, and attempt to grasp
the overall structure of what he calls introspection, then we can see that, as I pointed

95 Watsuji 1963, pp. 384-85.
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out above, on the whole it is made up of “sensations” or “emotional reactions.” If we
describe the function of those intermittently repeated “sensations” or “reactions” using
a spatial metaphor, they can be said to be multilayered. Setting aside the question of
whether this multilayeredness should be seen as one of depth or progressive develop-
ment, Kaneko clearly posits movement within a hierarchical structure, from impure to
pure sensation. Impure sensation takes the form of being unaware that one is a foolish,
ordinary person, while pure sensation takes the opposite form, awareness that one is
a foolish, ordinary person. The subjective awareness of oneself as an ordinary person
brings about the pure perception of the Pure Land of the Idea as pure objectivity. The
first thing that can be said here is that even though Kaneko uses the word “sensation”
to emphasize the passive nature of this experience, it is impossible to describe such an
experience without including the sense that each occurrence of self-reflection that hap-
pens in introspection does in fact take place as a cognitive function of an active indi-
vidual. This problem—that the self is active, not passive, in Kaneko’s introspection—
is the reason why Murakami and Tada criticized Kaneko’s introspection as being like
the Path of the Sages (i.e., not Pure Land Buddhism) or as being philosophical, not
religious, reflection.

Second, if impure sensation is the unawareness of being an ordinary person while
pure sensation is the awareness of being an ordinary person, then even if introspection
is “introspection of transgressions and hindrances,” the overall structure of introspec-
tion, which proceeds in an asymptotic curve from lower values (unawareness) to higher
values (self-awareness), will necessarily become colored with nuances of the need to
conform to ethical standards or engage in spiritual cultivation to reach those higher
values. This way of thinking was a natural conclusion for Kiyozawa, who had studied
Hegel’s philosophy—which teaches that the spirit, as a form of reason, has a progres-
sive nature that drives self-development—from Ernest Fenollosa (1853-1908) and
held that the “essential feature” of Seishinshugi was “a focus on introspection.”® But
from the standpoint of other-power religion, which takes a cautious attitude toward the
individual subject’s capacity for self-determination and autonomy, the ethical expecta-
tions placed on the individual in that sort of a stance becomes a stumbling block that
cannot be overlooked. This is what led to the criticism that Kaneko’s introspection was
too much like the Path of the Sages or was too philosophical. This problem was also the
reason why Tada criticized Kiyozawa’s Seishinshugi as a system of thought that advo-
cated self-cultivation. Tada believed that the transformation of the human psychological
makeup that leads to faith does not occur through a process of gradual self-cultivation,
but instead is an instantaneous shift in values that occurs as a “sideways leap” (dcho i),
or in a way that transcends the conventional steps toward awakening.

96 KMZI 6: 97.
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Third, as Kaneko pointed out,?” if the terminology of Western philosophy itself—
self, self-reflection, etc.—is emblematic of self-power thought and should be avoided
by an other-power religion, then the problem becomes even more complicated for
those who use the terminology of Western philosophy, especially Kants. Kaneko’s
method of introspection starts from “a standpoint that seeks to understand somehow
or other,”?® which means one must maintain an attitude of self-reflection until one
comes to understand things for oneself. Soga also adopted this type of method that
emphasizes “self-awareness and self-realization,” but in Shin Buddhist studies such a

method is complicated by the fact that it may come too close to a self-power position.

The Problem of the Existence of the Pure Land

Because the structure of introspection is unclear in Kaneko’s thought, the content of
introspection and the object of introspection end up being obscure as well. Kaneko
thought that the object of impure sensation (experiential objectivity) and the object of
pure sensation (pure objectivity) have entirely different modes of existence. The latter
mode of existence is also described as “a priori,” but it is difficult to understand what
Kaneko means by a priori reading just the two works by Kaneko that were the subject
of controversy. Therefore, we need to look at 7he World of the Other Shore (1925a),
Issues concerning the Pure Land (1968), and Kiyozawa sensei no sekai: Kiyozawa Manshi
no shiso to shinnen ni tsuite {FIRFTCHEOMT  EHRGZOBHEEF IOV T (The
World of Professor Kiyozawa: The Thought and Belief of Kiyozawa Manshi, 1975) to
get a fuller picture of what he is trying to say.?? Moreover, Kaneko’s terminology, such
as “pure” and “a priori,” is based on Kant’s terminology, so a knowledge of Kant’s phi-
losophy is necessary to understand Kaneko. Kaneko, like his teacher Kiyozawa, inten-
tionally used Western philosophical terms, thinking that Western philosophy would
make Pure Land thought more understandable to educated people of the middle class.
However, this use of terminology from Western philosophy is actually the reason why
Kaneko’s writing has a bad reputation as being difficult to understand. Apparently,

Kiyozawa’s Dharma talks were so difficult that even his followers did not understand

97 Kaneko 1927, p. 29. This article is reprinted in Murayama 2013.

98 Kaneko 1926, p. 12.

99 Although his ideas are not as clearly articulated as they are in 7he Idea of the Pure Land, it is also
useful, among his early works, to refer to “Shiikyd no senkensei: zai Doku no Kiba ani ni yosu” 5%
DFEERE  AEMO A WAZFF T (The A Priori Nature of Religion: To My Brother Kiba in Germany),
where he tries to analyze the relationship between knowledge and faith as the relationship between
empirical knowledge and a priori trascendental knowledge: “I believe that what Shinran described in
the Kydgyoshinsho as the original vow being the centerpiece and the name being the essence is truly a
clarification of the a priori nature of religion” (Kaneko 1922, pp. 70-71).
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them very well.190 And Kaneko'’s theory of the Pure Land contains vocabulary unfa-
miliar even to Shin Buddhist scholars.

Based on Kant, Kaneko holds that the experiential is individual (or subjective)
while the pure or a priori are both individual and supra-individual. Since he believes
that understanding Amida and the Pure Land to be simply elements of one’s individual
mind or body belongs to the level of the individual, he argues that the Pure Land of
the Idea, which is held to be a priori and supra-individual, transcends such an under-
standing. In that sense, the Pure Land of the Idea, which is described as a priori, has a
higher mode of existence than the experiential. But there are two problems with this
stance of Kaneko’s. First, even in Kant, the term “transcendental” (a priori) is used in
two different ways: epistemologically, “the transcendental as a constitutive principle”
(das konstitutive Prinzip), which makes experiential cognition (or experience) possible,
and “the transcendental as a regulative principle” (das regulative Prinzip), which both
indirectly enables experience and also can be said to have an orientation toward teleol-
ogy. It is difficult to tell which of these two senses Kaneko intends when he says that
the Pure Land is a priori objectivity. Since Kaneko describes the Pure Land as an Zdee,
he is probably thinking of it not as a constitutive principle that makes individual expe-
riences possible, but as a regulative principle that regulates our lives as the totality of
individual experiences. This is not, however, easily understood from the two works that
were the subject of this controversy. If we read these two works carefully, we can see
that they contain the germ of Kaneko’s theory of the Pure Land, which he later devel-
ops. In that sense, his theory of the Pure Land remained essentially unchanged, but, at
the stage considered here, his explanation of the a priori reality of the Pure Land had
not yet matured.

The second problem is that there is a subtle relationship between the a priori and
the idea that Amida and the Pure Land exist simply as one’s own mind or body. While
Kaneko continues Kiyozawa’s focus on experience, he expands the scope of experience
to include not only the direct experiences that Kiyozawa considered but also a priori
content—which Kiyozawa often mentioned but did not clarify. Kaneko says, “Profes-
sor Kiyozawa said, ‘I haven’t experienced [the Pure Land].” . . . [But] I think we can
say that it was the a priori basis for his experience, although he had not experienced it.
I am using Kant’s terminology, but experience must be preceded by something that is
prior to experience. Without something existing a priori, experience is not possible. In
any event, the Pure Land first precedes our experience, or, to use terms we are used to
using, it is in a higher dimension, and if it is something of a higher dimension, then
it is a priori. . . . Without the Pure Land, the various problems of this world cannot

100 “\When he preaches a sermon, it is too difficult to understand, and the audience leaves” (Nishimura

1951, p. 213).
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be resolved.”101 Although Kaneko believes that he has responded to the criticism that
he holds the Pure Land to be simply an element of one’s individual mind or body by
arguing it exists a priori, what he describes as a priori is also an object of human cogni-
tion, and the a priori Pure Land of the Idea is also a subjective fact. He says, “Those
who hear that religion is a subjective fact and think that means it is insignificant are
probably equating a subjective fact with an individual fact. However, a subjective fact
is not necessarily an individual fact. The fact that when we talk with each other about
our spiritual lives, we are able share the same intuitions and realizations shows that
it’s clearly more than just an individual fact, or a fact that is only true for that one
individual.”102 So, if we take “the Pure Land as existing in one’s own mind alone” to
mean “nothing more than an individual mental fact,” then Kaneko’s concept of the
Pure Land cannot be criticized as taking that stance. But if “the Pure Land as existing
in one’s own mind alone” is taken to mean “an individual mental fact” then Kaneko’s
understanding of the Pure Land does indeed take the position that the Pure Land

exists only in one’s mind.

The Problem with the Word “ldea”

The use of the word “idea” seems to have caused some confusion. The first problem is
that the word “idea” (kannen #17%) is polysemous. “Idea” can be used to mean “con-
cept,” that is, “comprehensive significance.” But “idea” can also be used in a negative
sense, meaning “empty,” “unreal,” or “without substance.” In contrast to these two
common usages, Kaneko uses “idea” with a meaning that is derived from Kants /dee.
This, together with Kaneko’s discussion of three types of Pure Land (the Pure Land
of the Idea, the Pure Land of the Realization of an Ideal, and the Pure Land of Actual
Existence), gave rise to the misunderstanding that the Pure Land of the Idea has no
reality, that it is not real for us.

The next problem is that even Kaneko himself sometimes confuses “idea” (kannen)
and “ideal” (riso ¥i42). The German word Idee is often translated as rinen ¥4 (ideal,
idea, principle) and sometimes as risé A (ideal), so the Pure Land of the Idea could
also have been described as the Pure Land of the Ideal. In fact, Kaneko often presents
the Pure Land of the Idea as an ideal: “The Pure Land is the land of light as the eternal
ideal.”103 However, this makes it difficult for the reader to know whether, among the
three types of Pure Lands, it is the Pure Land of the Idea or the Pure Land as an Ideal
that Kaneko is emphasizing. He realized this problem, and in subsequent publications
he tried, as much as possible, to explain the Pure Land without using the word “idea”

101 Kaneko 1975, p. 85.
102 Kaneko 1928, p. 23.
103 Kaneko 1926, p. 33.



MURAYAMA: “MY SHIN BUDDHIST STUDIES” 85

(kannen). In his later years, after clearly recognizing that the word “ideal” (7iso) has
two meanings, he purposefully used that word!%4 exclusively. If Kaneko had used the
word rinen B, which is closer to Kant’s meaning, he might have expressed his divi-
sion of the three types of Pure Lands differently: (1) the Pure Land of the Idea could
have been the “Pure Land as an unattainable ideal (rinen ¥£%),” (2) the Pure Land as
an Ideal as the “Pure Land as an attainable ideal (rinen ¥14),” and (3) the Pure Land
of Actual Existence as the “Pure Land as an empirical object.” However, it seems that
Kaneko was more comfortable with the words kannen (idea) and 7isé (ideal) than with
rinen (ideal).10

(Translated by Elizabeth Kenney and Michael Conway)
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