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Abstract

In China there was a distinction between Zen
Buddhism of the Tang Dynasty and that of the Sung
Dynasty. In the Zen Buddhism of the Tang Dynagty th
doctrine of wu-hsin (No-mind) played a key role;
while in that of the Sung Dynasty the notionwaf
(Nothingness) itself became the focus. In the fgrme
wu primarily represented a functional principle,
whereas in the latter, it became an ontological
principle. Historically, the doctrine of No-mind wa
introduced by Hui-neng, the founder of the Southern
School of Zen Buddhism. Later in the Lin-chi School
this doctrine was concretized into the concepivof
wei jan-jen In modern scholarship, both the concepts
of No-mind and ofvu-wei jan-jen however, remain
unclear. As a result, the Japanese Critical Buddtis
even claims that Zen is not Buddhist. This papdr wi
show in what way Heideggerian phenomenology can
contribute to the articulation of a particular typef
religious experience, namely, the Zen experiense. A
wil be seen, with the help of Heidegger's doctriie
Dasein as the “place-holder of Nothingness,” it is
possible to achieve a proper understanding of these
major concepts in Zen Buddhism. Moreover, in terms
of the turn Kehre in Heidegger's way of thinking,
one can understand why there was a transition from
“No-mind” to “Nothingness” in the development of
Zen Buddhism. Finally, one can trace the origirihef
Kyoto School's notion of “locus” Hashg in the
concept ofvu-wei jan-jen
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“Heidegger himself recognized
his own thinking
in many of Zen’s views
and found in Eastern thought
much that he considered essenttal.”

As Henrich Dumoulin observed, there are two majppraaches in

contemporary research on Zen BuddhfsmWhile the first is the

philological, historical approach as representeddoyShih, the second is
the psychological, experiential approach as reptedeby D.T. Suzuki.

Despite the effort of the Vienna School foundedBrich Frauwallner,

which proclaims the cooperation between the phgcial and the

philosophical approach in Buddhist research, umdw it is only the

Kyoto School which excels in approaching Zen Buddhifrom a

philosophical perspective. Besides, thus far thesdill a tension between
religion and philosophy. On the one hand, philosopimphasizes the role
played by reason, and hence criticizes the irraticharacter of religion.
As Kierkegaard points out, the past development poilosophy,

particularly in the form of German Idealism, mistaky reduced existence
to thought. On the other hand, religion stressesrtportance of faith and
hence denounces the intellectualistic tendencyhdbgophy. But the rise
of Existentialism also points to a new way in swsizing religion and
philosophy. Since Kierkegaard's critique of spetiutarationalism, there
has been a new turn in philosophy, which is mabhie to the rise of
phenomenology. The slogan of existential phenonugyyois “Back to the

lived experience.” To be sure, philosophy must eypmoncepts; but for
phenomenology, the employment of concepts mainlyvese the

articulation of our lived experience. Religious expnce might be the
most fundamental lived experience of humankind doable sense. First,
it is related to our ultimate concern. Secondsitthe condition of the
possibility of all other lived experience.

This paper will show in what way Heideggerian phaeraology
can contribute to the articulation of a particulype of religious
experience, namely, the Zen experience. In Chireetlvas a distinction
between the Zen Buddhism of the Tang Dynasty amad ofi the Sung
Dynasty. While in the Zen Buddhism of the Tang Dstyahe doctrine of
wu-hsin (No-mind) played a key role, in that of the SungnBsty the
notion of wu (Nothingness) itself became the focus. In the @rmu
primarily represented a functional principle, whesein the latter, it
became an ontological principle. Historically, thectrine of No-mind was
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introduced by Hui-neng, the founder of the South&chool of Zen
Buddhism. Later in the Lin-chi School, this docé&riwas concretized into
the concept ofvu-wei jan-jen In modern scholarship, both the concepts
of No-mind and of wu-wei jan-jen however, remain unclear in
understanding. As a result, the Japanese CriticaldBism even claims
that Zen is not Buddhigt.We will show that with the help of Heidegger’s
doctrine of Dasein as the “place-holder of Nothiegg)” it is possible to
achieve a proper understanding these major con@episn Buddhism.
Moreover, in terms of the turrKéhrg in Heidegger’'s way of thinking,
one can understand why there was a transition ftfdlo-mind” to
“Nothingness” in the development of Zen Buddhism.

Let us start with an outline of Hui-neng’s doctrioENo-mind.
From a historical standpoint, such a notion of Niedrcan be understood
as a direct consequence of the basic Dharmana@inan Nevertheless,
one should not undermine the innovation of Hui-rierdpctrine of No-
mind. The rise of Hui-neng’s doctrine of No-mindstaparticular context.
It is related to the distinction between the Nomthand the Southern
School in Zen Buddhism. As the founder of the NemthSchool, Shen-
shiu introduced a doctrine of the pure mind. Whth tntroduction of No-
mind, Hui-neng aimed at attacking the Northern $tho

In characterizing the philosophical position of tiNorthern
School, Tsung-mi wrote in hiShan-meng shih-chi cheng-shih(iDiagram
of Patriarchal Succession of the Zen Teaching

The Northern School teaches that all sentient tseamg originally
endowed with self-consciousness, which is like tia¢ure of a
mirror to illuminate. When the impurities veil thmirror it is

invisible, as though obscured with dust. If, acdogdto the
instructions of the Master, erroneous thoughts saredued and
annihilated, they cease to rise. Then the mindigletened as to
its own nature, leaving nothing unknown. It is likeushing the
mirror. When there is no more dust the mirror shipat, leaving
nothing non-illuminated.

This shows that the Northern School identifiesntiad as originally pure.
It is nonetheless covered by the dust coming froenautside. Therefore, it
is by means of clearing off the dust that one edmrn to the pure mind and
attain enlightenment. Such a position is neatly reeh up in Shen-shiu’s
legendarygathapresented to the Fifth Patriarch Hung-yen:
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This body is the Bodhi-tree.

The mind is like a mirror bright;

At all times diligently keep it clean.
Do not allow it to become dusty.

For Shen-shiu, the pure mind is the transcendgntaind of the world. As
it is pure, the mind represents the only realitithdugh it is covered by
dust, all dust is external to the Being of the mifilat is to say, the pure
mind itself is not responsible for the arising wipiurity. However from the
standpoint opraxis since the cause of impurity is exclusively exérit
is extremely difficult for us to reach the stage albsolute purity.
Accordingly, the attainment of Buddhahood is at¢hd of a long path of
praxis. In this sense, Shen-shiu had to admitttieapath to Enlightenment
is gradual and laborious. For him, no sudden Etgigiment is possible.

In Hui-neng’s eyes, Shen-shiu’s position is protdém For such
a doctrine of the pure mind commits two errorsstriit signifies that the
mind itself is not empty. Second, it blocks the gibiity of sudden
enlightenment. As a correction, Hui-neng developisdown position in his
gathapresented to the Fifth Patriarch:

There is ndBodhitree.

Nor stand of mirror bridge.
Since all is void,

Where can any dust alighit?

This implies that the mind &@odhiis not something to which one should
attach, for it is empty as well. It is only wheneorealizes that there is
nothing at all to be attached, that one can betapeously enlightened.
Accordingly, in realizing the emptiness of the mimhe is able to make
possible sudden enlightenment.

To be critical, one might raise doubts against saicoctrine of
No-mind. First, if there is no mind, themho will attain Buddhahood?
Secondly, even from common sense we learn that tierindividual
difference: | am |, and you are you! This is thasen why when | am in
pain, no one else can really share (experiencé, ife@raditionally, in a
similar sense, Zen Buddhists also stressed theichdil character of the
experience of meditation. Zen experience was coetpavith the
experience of drinking water. Just as it is only tine who drinks that can
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directly experience the warmth of the water, sottw Zen experience of
meditation is uniquely individual. Therefore, ifetle is no mind, how is
such an individuation of experience possible? Meeeoif it is really the

case that all is void, then why are sentient beifudly covered by the

dust? What is the origin of dust? Finally, how cawe get rid of the dust in
order to attain sudden enlightenment, if one does presuppose an
originally pure mind as the transcendental groumg in the case of the
Northern School?

Unless all these puzzles can be solved, it seefiisutti for us to
accept Hui-neng's doctrine of No-mind. As a choiame could be
satisfied in merely conceiving of it as wholly “ntigal.” Nevertheless,
this kind of response need not prevent us from tloghvhether this kind
of Zen experience is only virtual like vapour (metNietzschean sense).
Certainly, it is not easy to bring Zen experienot® ilanguage. But this
difficulty does not exclude the possibility of sabjing it to philosophical
illumination. Particularly, in the face of the alwoypuzzles, it is indeed
necessary for us to address them philosophicdlihid is not done, then
the characteristics of Zen experience would rermaigarkness and hence
“irrational”.

Upon a closer examination of the cause of the alpoweles, one
discovers that it is mainly due to a misunderstagdif Hui-neng’s term
wu. That is to say, only when the temu is understood in the sense of
“non-existence” (or “non-being”) that the above ples arises.
Undeniably, in its ordinary usage, the wavd means simple negation. In
particular, it points to “negation” as a logicalevation. Understood in this
way, the concept of No-mind would imply the negatad the existence of
a mind. In other words, the term “No-mind” would amethat there is no
mind. However, this way of understanding is not sistent with the
position of thePlatform Sitra. In fact, Hui-neng also spoke of mind. For
example, as he stated, “To understand the origmatl of yourself is to
see into your own original naturé.”This indicates that Hui-neng even
emphasized the importance of the “original mindFor him, to attain
Buddhahood means exactly to realize such an ofigiirad.

But then why did Hui-neng speak of No-mind? In arieanswer
this question, it is necessary for us to clarifg tonnection between his
doctrine of No-mind and the original mind. It midhe helpful to start with
examining the following important slogan in tlBamond Stra: “One
should generate a non-dwelling mirft. According to the legend, Hui-
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neng became enlightened right after hearing tratestient. Hence, his
concept of the original mind can be traced to tien“dwelling mind.”

In general, the Buddhists employ the tefinyati to refer to the
Being of the world. According to tHeiamond Stra, sunyatz of the world
has to be evidently witnessed by frajiiz. But thisSitra adds that even
the “reality” of the prajiia is sunya This implies that one should not
“hypostatise” theprajfia. If one attaches to therajiia itself, then it will
block the way towards enlightenment. In stressimg point, theDiamond
Sitra says, “It is only when th@rajfid is not theprajfia that it is the
prajfiz.”® Historically, this thesis not only paves the way the rise of the
T’ien-t'ai Buddhist concept of the non-dwelling rdinbut also for Hui-
neng’s introduction of the doctrine of No-mind. Baling the Diamond
Sitra, one can reformulate Hui-neng’s idea of No-mindadisws: “When
the mind is not a mind, then it is a mind.” By sahog the way Hui-
neng’s doctrine of No-mind is influenced by theamond Stra, this helps
explain that with the concept of the “original mintie aims at a
radicalization of the notion of therajfia. Theprajiia is now no longer just
a function of seeing. As the “original mind,” it is be understood as the
principle of subjectivity. For Hui-neng, the essemd the original mind is
not just shown in letting the reality of the wollé seen, but primarily in
letting it be. “Subjectivity” in Hui-neng’s senséowever, must be
understood in a special way, for it is an “emptsedbjectivity.” In other
words, it is only as an emptied subjectivity that mind is able to let the
world be as it is. Therefore, as an “emptied suhbjitg,” the original mind
should not be understood as any “subjectivity”hie usual sense. If one
sticks to the normal conception of subjectivityerhit should be rather
characterized as an “a-subjectivity.” It is pretider the sake of depicting
such a strange status of this “subjectivity” thatidHeng introduced the
concept of No-mind. For No-mind refers to an “ajsabvity.” As a
result, in order to witnes§inyati, he urges us to empty our mind. It is
only when our mind is able to witness its oviimyatz that it can witness
sunyatz of the world. Givensinyat: of the mind, he rejects the Northern
School’s identification of the mind as a pure sahse.

More importantly, Hui-neng said, “Since Buddha iadwa by your
own nature, do not look for him outside your botdyou are deluded in
your own nature, Buddha is then a sentient beingpu are awakened in
your own nature, sentient beings are then BuddifaBtis implies that for
Hui-neng, both the possibilities of being impurel goure are immanent to
our Being*® Therefore he said, “A single moment of evil miadses
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from the self-nature® This is the state of “not-witnessing-one’s-own-
sunyat.” It is due to the forgetfulness sfinyatz of the mind that impurity
results. In contrast to Shen-shiu, Hui-neng indistet such forgetfulness
is self-forgetfulness. For Hui-neng, it is a po##ib constitutive of the
very Being of one’s own mind. As the result, ageotn impurity, there is
no purity. It can then be shown that in terms ofddgger’s analysis of the
existential-ontological structure of Dasein, onen gastify Hui-neng'’s
assigning both impurity and purity to the Beingseftential beings.

In his Dasein-analytic, Heidegger said: “The ‘essefiWesehof
this entity lies in its ‘to be’ fu-seif}. Its Being-what-it-is YWVas-seih
(essentiamust, so far as we can speak of it at all, beceimed in terms of
its Being existentid.”*® Such a “to be” Zu-seifj indicates that human
“Dasein is in each case essentially its own potsibi** Namely, “Dasein
is in every case what it can be, and in the waywinch it is its
possibility.”™* However, for him, “Dasein has, in the first ingtanfallen
away from itself as an authentic potentiality foeil®y its Self, and has
fallen into the ‘world’.™® In other words, the everydayness of Dasein is in
the state of inauthenticity. It is because “Fallisga definite existential
characteristic of Dasein itself” More generally, being inauthentic is a
possibility immanent to Dasein. So, both the auflceand inauthentic
possibility are constitutive for the Being of DaseiDasein tan, in its
very Being, ‘choose’ itself and win itself; it catso lose itself and never
win itself; or only ‘seem’ to do sd®* When Dasein is imprisoned in its
own ego, it would lose its “true Self.” On the ethhand, when Dasein is
in an ekstactic mode - to stand outside its own -ethen it can be in the
state of authenticity. As Heidegger underscoréthderstanding of Being
is itself a definite characteristic of Das&inBeing’'® Insofar as only
human Dasein has such understanding of Being,dtysra special status
among all kind of beings. The Zen Buddhist coyraer of Heidegger's
“Being” is “emptiness”.

All this indicates that parallel to Heidegger's dl&e that this
understanding of Being is constitutive of the v8sing of Dasein, Hui-
neng claimed that understandingsafiyati is constitutive of the Nature of
mind. Second, similar to Heidegger’s identificatmirDasein’s capacity as
the disclosure of Being, Hui-neng saw the witnegsif sunyatz as the
role of the non-dwelling mind. Finally, for Heidegyg as an existential-
ontological possibility of Dasein, falling represer'Not-Being-its-self
(Das Nicht-es-selbst-s@if®® Structurally, this helps to explain why Hui-
neng is able to insist that impurity is not causgdomething external.
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Nevertheless, the immanence of impurity to one’sh deing
implies that one can overcome it purely in term®wé’s own power. As
Hui-neng said, “Each has to seek salvation with'opa/n power out of
the self-nature. This is the real salvatih.”At this juncture, Hui-neng
shows us the existential-ontological conditiontod possibility of sudden
enlightenment. As is shown in Heidegger’'s analytsis, understanding of
Being is even constitutive of the Being of the ithentic Dasein, likewise
for Hui-neng, the understanding &finyati is also constitutive of the
Being of the non-enlightened mind. Such an undedéte accordingly
paves the way towards “original enlightenmenibbri-chiao, hongaku.
Exactly here one can find a methodological jusdiiicn for the possibility
of sudden enlightenment. To be sure, such a datifin of the possibility
of original enlightenment in terms of the undergiag of sinyati does
not commit Hui-neng to say that everyoneésfactoa Buddha.

On the other hand, Shen-shiu’s doctrine of the poired has a
tendency towards hypostatizing our mind. In realithis doctrine
implicitly reintroduces a transcendental ego intad&hism through the
back door. Therefore, it gives rise to “the selfeapss and steadiness of
something that is always present-at-haffd.” Besides, following the
doctrine of the tathagata-prattyasamut@da, the Northern School
identified such a transcendental mind as the groafnthe world. This
transcendental doctrine hence contradicts the fuedéal idea of the
“non-dwelling ground” in theVimalakirti-nirdesa-sitra. On the level of
praxis, Shen-shiu therefore merely asked us tonctaa mind, i.e., to
remove any dust from our mind. Since the origithaf dust is external to
the very Being of our pure mind, he can only optd@radual path.

For Hui-neng, there is an essential link between maind and
Nothingness sfznyatz). In claiming that “To generate the non-dwelling
mind,” he basically aims at the realization of Nogness as the true
Nature of our mind. Like Heidegger, he would inghst it is only when
we stand in Nothingness that we can become authetitiis thus
absolutely necessary for us to “let go” our WillThis should constitute
the core of Hui-neng’s doctrine of No-mind. TherefoNothingness in the
Zen Buddhist sense must transcend the dimensioof{speing (or
existence) and non-being (or non-existence). tmtshis an “ontological”
rather than an “ontic” concept.
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To this extent, the Zen Buddhist can gain suppodmf
Heidegger’s thesis: Nothingness does not ‘existabse the Not, i.e.,
negation, exists, rather, “Nothingness is moreioaigthan the Not and
negation.?® That is to say, “the very possibility of negatias an act of
reason, and consequently reason itself, are dependeNothingness®®
This helps to understand that Nothingness in theBieddhist sense is not
any kind ofnihil negativum Neither can it be interpreted as a vacuum
which is empty of everything. As for Heidegger, adtoo for Hui-neng,
“by no means is Nothingness tpevation of Being keineswegs ist das
Nichts diePrivation des Seins’® After the turn, Heidegger is able to
add: “Nothingness is neither negative, nor is fg@al;’ rather, it is the
innermost tremblingWesentlicheerzitterund of Being itself and therefore
more real than any being”Given the later Heidegger’s doctrine of non-
ground @Ab-grungd, such speech of “the innermost trembling of Being
itself” can help us understand why Hui-neng chamdm¢ssinyat as “the
non-dwelling.” On the other hand, what Heideggeanseby “more real
than” can be explicated in terms of Suchnaathétz) in the Buddhist
sense.

Besides, as Mou Tsung-san observed, the innovetiseacter of
Hui-neng’s Zen thought is shown in its “existentactical” turn®®
Originally, in identifying theprajfia as a function of seeing, tiiamond
Sitra is primarily “descriptive” and “theoretical” in gpoach. Historically,
following the Diamond $tra, the Indian Madhyamika School primarily
aimed at anunderstandingf the world. In contrast, Hui-neng saw his task
in transforming one’s own existence. In promoting tlpeajiic as a
principle of subjectivity, Hui-neng initiated anxistential-practical” turn
in Buddhism. While thédiamond Gtra was primarily concerned with
sunyatz of the world, Hui-neng focused on the way of “ewipd” our
mind. But, in the eyes of Hui-neng, when bimmond tra urges us to
generate the mind in a non-dwelling way, this algenplicitly asks us to
empty our mind: when one realizes that the mindas-dwelling, then
one recognizes its emptiness. Therefore, to spéakoemind does not
contradict the concept of the original mind. In swmoth the concept of
No-mind and that of the original mind aim to sholmatt our mind is
originally siunya Besides, as in the case of Dasein, the originaldm
consists of existential-ontological possibilitiesvioreover, as the
Mahayana Buddhists always emphasize, witnessifigyat: of the world
does not mean destroying it. In reality, what isb® destroyed is our
ignorance about and attachment to the world. ThddBist doctrine of
non-ego indeed never urges us to commit suicideexaeme). Likewise,
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in propounding the doctrine of No-mind, Hui-nengedonot ask us to
destroy ourselves. His point is rather to ask ugtoove our attachment to
the mind itself. Accordingly, the speech of No-mime&ans nothing but to
witnesssinyatz of the mind. And “the original mind” refers to theind as
sunya To the extent that the mind is now understandamexistential
subjectivity, rather than a kind of seeing, Hui-gsrmdoctrine of No-mind
is able to transcend the original position of the@mond %tra. The
clarification of Hui-neng’s doctrine of No-mind ierms of Heidegger's
concept of Nothingness also shows that the Zen Bistigosition is
phenomenologically justifiable.

In the Platform Sitra, Hui-neng said: “Our mind is the ground;
our self-nature is the king. If there is the selfure, there is a king; if self-
nature departs, there is no king. If there is patfire, the body and the
mind exist; if the self-nature departs, the bodyd ahe mind are
destroyed® Given Hui-neng’s speech of the non-dwelling, sagshrase
of “self-nature” seems to be strange. In fact, tersninology offends the
Critical Buddhists (see below). More importantly, Seems to also
contradict his stress on No-mind. In order to explow such a notion of
“self-nature” is not contradictory to the Buddhikigma ofanatman it is
helpful to link it to Heidegger’s following thesis:

Da-seinis in each case mine; the grounding and keepingaof
grants its owrselfto me. Butits own selfmeans: resoluteness in
the lighting of Being. In other words, tlexpropriationfrom any
hasty and accidental attachment to an ego is egfant to  the
standing of its own self found in appropriation.

(Da-sein ist das je meine; die Griindung und Wahrung dessba
mir selbst UbereignetSelbst aber heisst: Entschlossenheit in die
Lichtung des Seyns. Mit anderen Worten: Der Sedtistdigkeit
des Selbst ist Ubereignet dienteignung von jeder eilen und
zufalligen Ich sucht in das Er-eigni®

Like Heidegger's separation of Dasein from ego,-heng'’s “self-nature”
is different from any ego. In this way, the disclas of one’s “self-nature”
rather results from overcoming the attachment tegm Besides, the later
Heidegger’s idea of “non-grounding ground” can hafpunderstand Hui-
neng’s “paradoxical” speech of “grountf”.

Under the influence of Hui-neng’s doctrine of Nornahj theLin-
chi lu (The Record of RinzZaintroducedwu-wei jan-jen as a key term in
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Zen Buddhism. In the available English versions term is translated as
“a true man who has no title” by Suzuki and as faefMan of no status”
by Irmgard Schloeg? In his French translatiorEntretiens de Lin-tsi
Paul Demiéville - probably under the influence oiz8ki - rendered it in
French asL’homme vrai sans situatioi As Demieville points out,
Robert Musil translated it into German@sr Mann ohne Eigenschaftéh
Clearly, Suzuki, Musil, Demieville, and Schloegldenstood the termvei
primarily as a sociological concept. Besides, thynderstood the term
wu as a privation of reality. From a purely linguiststandpoint, they
might well justify their translation by relying ahe dictionary meanings
of these terms. Nonetheless, all of these trapsiatmiss the significant
role played bywu (Nothingness) in this importakban In other words,
they committed the error in overlooking the essgritonnection between
Nothingness and the True Man. Instead of renddhiegermwu-wei as a
sociological concept, we propose to translate it “d® place of
Nothingness.” In terms of such a Heideggerian tedizs, one can see
that the introduction of the termu-wei jan-jenis primarily for the sake of
“the characterization of human beings as ‘placelolPlatzhaltet of
Nothingness.” Our translation is accordingly not only able &spect
the significance of the Zen Buddhist concepivaf(Nothingness), but also
keeps intact its intimacy with the Being of humagings. As Heidegger
points out, “So finite are we that we cannot, of own resolution and
will, bring ourselves originally face to face wiNothing[ness].?® From a
linguistic standpoint, this assimilation of the ZBaddhist concept ofvei
with the Heideggerian concept of “place” would snja privilege in
preserving the original “spatial” sense of theseo tiwerms. More
importantly, the reason why we reject the transtatof wu-wei as “no
status” or “no rank” is that this would contraditte “ontological”
approach of Zen Buddhism of the Sung Dynasty. Asrépresentative
work, theWu-meng kuategan with the statement: “When a man focuses
only on the ‘having’ you) and ‘lacking’ (vu), he would lose his life*
Accordingly, to understanavu-wei as “no status” or “no rank” would
mean that one is still not yet free from the conagith “status” or “rank.”
Besides, “status” or “rank” is only an “ontic” cogqat. On the other hand,
the Heidegerian inspired translationvadi-wei jan-jenas “the place-holder
of Nothingness” would show its essential connectwith Hui-neng’s
concept of No-Mind. Interestingly in his lecture & Abraham Santa
Clara,” Heidegger characterized “man” as the “fifieet long
Nothingness* For Keiji Nishitani, “this phrase may sound almtike
Zen.® In terms of our translation afu-wei jan-jenas “place-holder of
Nothingness” one can justify both Heidegger’s anshitiani’s theses.
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Recently, Japanese Critical Buddhism has claimatZan is not
Buddhist. In justifying such a thesis, it partialjachallenged the Zen
Buddhist doctrine of original enlightenment. Accogl to Hakamaya
Noriaki, a major founder of Critical Buddhism,

[H]longaku shisho [the doctrine of original
enlightenment]...means a way of thinking that allngs are
embraced in a basic, singular, ineffable reality sfate of
“original enlightenment”) that functions as an auritarian
ideology that does not admit the validity either wérds or
concepts or faith or intellect. The structure ddlity is expressed
as consisting of a “pure” basis (object) - exprdsae “original
enlightenment,” the basis, essence, or principledthe (subject)
which is based on this reality - expressed as &ized
enlightenment,” traces, function, or phenomenas Tbhasis” - no
matter how it is expressed - islhaty and anything that admits a
dhatuis not Buddhisnt’

Since the Northern School of Zen Buddhism iderdifighe
transcendentally pure mind as an ultimately realitynight be subject to
Hakamaya's critique. However, this critique is ragiplicable to Hui-
neng’s doctrine of No-mind. In general, like Heideg Hui-neng holds
the viewpoint thatpossibility is higher than actuality. His doctrine of
original enlightenment proclaimed that the pos#ibibf becoming a
Buddha is intrinsic to our very Being. But, as sdwfore, his doctrine
does not imply that everyoneds factoa Buddha. In this way, there is no
need to postulate our mind as a pre-existing mgtipdl reality in order
to make the concept of original enlightenment paesi Since the
possibility of original enlightenment does not pnggose anyreal
Buddha-nature as its “basis,” Hui-neng is able ¢inforce the basic
distinction between Buddhism and Brahmanism. By wirg on
Heidegger’s thesis that “Understanding is the lohdBeing in which itis
its possibilities as possibilities,” one can sagttihat Hui-neng means by
“original enlightenment” is the pre-understandinigsgnyati—which as
existential possibility belongs to the very Beirfgoar mind**

Shiro Matsumoto, another major founder of CritiGalddhism,
argued that the Zen Buddhist notion wt-wei jan-jenis in reality a
version ofatman*? For him, the Zen doctrine @fu-wei jan-jensignifies a
re-introduction of the Brahmanist notion @maninto Buddhism. To the
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extent that this doctrine contradicts the fundamileBtuddhist Dharma of
anatman Zen thought as a whole has to be classified asdusBuddhist.
However, given our above non-metaphysical undedatgnof the concept
of wu-wei jan-jenin terms of the Heidegger’s characterization ahbo as
the place-holder of Nothingness, one must say Mesumoto’s thesis is
unjustified. In fact, the term “self” is ambiguoirsthe Buddhist context.
Traditionally, it means ego as a metaphysical sutzst. The Brahmanist
atmanis understood as a self in this sense. But, thisot what the Zen
Buddhists meant in using the term “self.” In thagtér regard, it matches
rather well with the Heideggerian notion of “ekdtampenness.” In this
way, wu-wei jan-jencan well be differentiated from the Brahmanist
atman

From a historical standpoint, in the above appaimn of the
Zen Buddhist doctrine ofiu-wei jan-jen we might have reached the secret
birth place of the Kyoto School as well. Chronotadly, the philosophy
of Kitaro Nishida was officially born in 1927 witine introduction of the
concept of the “locus” of absolute Nothingnegstfai mu no bashd®
Later, his disciple Nishitani also shifted to spegkof the “field of
sunyatz.” Jan Van Bragt once pointed out,

The notion of “locus” was first suggested to Nighidt would

appear, by the idea dbposin Plato’s Timaeus,although he
himself also refers to Aristotle’s notion dfypokeimenorand

Lask’s field theory to explain its meaning. As MaD&loda

observed, “In this connection the modern physiaahcept of

field of force, taken by Einstein as a cosmic fieddems to have
suggested much to Nishid&'”

However, Van Bragt misses the origin in Zen Buddhis In fact,
Nishida’'s reading of thelin-chi lu played a significant role in the
formation of his own philosophy. For a long periogl even meditated in
solitude on the meaning ofu (Nothingness). As Yanagida Seizan
observed, Nishida's experience in this meditationld be compared to
that of the Lin-chi Schodf This is also the reason why Suzuki stated,
“Nishida’s philosophy ... is difficult to undersi@nl believe, unless one is
possibly acquainted with Zen experiené®.All this indicates that the Zen
Buddhist origin of the Kyoto School’'s speech ofcls” or “field” can
lend support to our translation wii as “place.*’ For where can Nishida
or Nishitani find a justification for their respaa speech of “locus” or
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“field” other than thewei in wu-wei jan-jenwhich is arguably the most
important concept in the Lin-chi School?

This clarification of Zen Buddhism in terms of Hegher's way
of thinking not only enables us to capture theniatie link between
Nothingness and the authentic human being, buttaksmecessity of the
shift from No-Mind to Nothingness itself. First afl, Masao Abe notes,
“Heidegger insists that nothingneska$ Nicht¥ be realized at the bottom
of our own existence ... this is strikingly simildo the Buddhist
understanding of Emptines&” Such a thesis fundamentally agrees with
the position of theWu-meng kuan Secondly, as Heidegger wrote:
“Nothingness is neither an object nor anything tisatat all. Nothingness
occurs neither by itself nor ‘apart from’ what-&s a sort of adjunct®
This statement perfectly matches the following ithes$ theHeart Sitra:
Thesinyais theripa — while siinyatz is comparable to Nothingnessipa
refers to what-is. Finally, according to Heidegd®tothingness is that
which makes the revelation of what-is possible four human
existence.*® In the same vein, the Zen Buddhism of the SungaBn
granted a primacy to Nothingness. As a consequeamee pught to reject
Toshimitsu Hasumi’s thesis that “The NothingnessHefidegger is the
principle of negation like an absence of Being amathing like the
principle of absolute negation as in Zée NEANT de HEIDEGGER est
le principe de la negation comme une absence deel'& nullement le
principe de la negation absolute comme dans 18.7&n

More importantly, the above parallel of Zen Buddhisand
Heidegger enables one to understand that the ®&bift wu-hsin [No-
mind] to wu [Nothingness] itself in the development of Zen Bhigm is
not accidental. As is well-known, there is a distion between early and
later Heidegger's way of thinking. While the eargidegger concentrates
on the analysis of the Being of Dasein, the lateidelgger focuses on the
illumination of the Truth of Being. Given his thesof the identity of
Being and Nothingness, we can now say that Notlasgritself becomes
the core of his later thinking. But even before tbm, Heidegger was
already able to point out that “The permeationDafseinby nihiliating
modes of behaviour points to the perpetual, evsshdiulated
manifestness of Nothingnes¥.”In reality, as Heidegger also wrote:

Dasein qua Dasein always proceeds from Nothingness as
manifest. Dasein means being held out into Nothésgn
(Hineingehaltenheit in das Nichts Being held out into
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Nothingness, Dasein is already beyond what-isdality. This
“being beyond” Hinaussein what-is we call Transcendence.
Were Dasein not, in its essential basis, transagndeat is to
say, were it not projected from the start into Nimgimess, it could
never relate to what-is, hence could have no sédfionship.
Without the original manifest character of Nothing§s] there is
no self-hood and no freedoth.

Since Hui-neng’'s doctrine of No-mind aimed at dépi the
projection of our mind into Nothingness, he woulplee with Heidegger’s
thesis that “Only on the basis of the original nfiestness of Nothingness
can our humama-seinadvance forwards and enter into what3fs.'For
him, sznyatz is not only that which makes the world possibld,diso that
which makes our mind possible. Nonetheless, likethe case of
Heidegger, insofar as “Da-seiqua Dasein always proceeds from
Nothingness as manifest,” it is also legitimate lfari-neng to start with
the doctrine of No-mind® More generally, the transition from Hui-neng
to the Zen Buddhists of the Sung Dynasty also testdm the realization
that apart from “the manifestation of Nothingnessg-mind would be
impossible. A famous case is that “Tokusan camientow this ‘nothing’
when he had his great experience That is the reason why tigu-meng
kuan declared: “Mu’ [= Wu = Nothingness] is the key term in all
koans"®’

One might sum up Nothingness in the Zen Buddhissesén the
following passage of thé/u-mengkuan

Arouse your entire body with its three hundred andy bones
and joints and its eighty-four thousand pores efgkin; summon
up a spirit of great doubt and concentrate on wosd “Mu [=
wu].” Carry it continuously day and night. Do not fera
nihilistic conception of vacancy, or a relative ception of “has”
or “has not.”... Employ every ounce of your energywork on
this “Mu [= wu].” If you hold on without interruption, behold: a
single spark, and the holy candle isfit!

Finally, the fact that Heidegger himself was insted in Zen
Buddhism reinforces our association between hiskthg and Zen
Buddhism. As Hans-Georg Gadamer reported, with amalysis of the
primordial experience of Dasein, Heidegger hashgited to broaden the
Westerners’ own possibilities of experience in emf Zen.® William
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Barrett also wrote: “A German friend of Heideggeldtme that one day
when he visited Heidegger he found him reading @n8uzuki’'s works.
‘If I understand this man correctly,” Heidegger aaked, ‘this is what |
have been trying to say in all my writing§®” As Graham Parkes points
out, “This book was probably the first volume ofz8ki's Essays in Zen
Buddhism which contains several discussions of the Buddiesure of
nothingness® It is certainly not our intention to identify Higger's
thought with Zen Buddhism. Undeniably, there arsoalistinctions
between them. For example, Heidegger opts for &nas the way to
reveal Nothingness. But, for Zen Buddhism, there \aarious paths in
experiencing Nothingness. More importantly, Notlniegs in the Zen
Buddhist sense is mainly a synonym f@inyatz. But there is no such
identification of Nothingness witkiznyatz by Heidegger. Finally, while
Heidegger is not yet free from the primacy of coméation, Zen
Buddhism grants a priority to praxis. That is tgy,ddeidegger’s thinking
remains a form of “theoretical” philosophy, whereZen Buddhism
stresses the existential praxis. For another exathein, language remains
an instrument for Zen Buddhism, whereas languagéhés “house of
Being” in Heidegger. But this does change the that for Zen Buddhism
and Heidegger, language primarily plays a rolend&cators Zeigg. To be
sure, to work out their parallels in this regardsinibe reserved as a topic
for another paper. Our clarification of Zen Buddhisvith the help of
Heidegger’s thinking here has nonetheless shownvthde Heidegger is
able to bring into language the primordial expes@which has an affinity
to Zen experience, Zen Buddhism concretely showtteisvays of how to
zero in on such a dimension. More generally, thidates that a positive
cooperation between religion and philosophy isardy possible, but also
necessary. As far as the Zen experience is cotngtitof our existence,
paceKant, one might say that philosophy without redigis empty, while
religion without philosophy is blind.

Dedicated to the 88th Birthday of Prof. Jan Yun-hua
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