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This study starts by asking how monks promoted their monastic lineages in early
medieval Japanese Buddhism. They created narratives to attempt to claim their
activities were authentic and, by implication, that these discourses were themselves
authentic—not gisho #43. Moreover, these were tales told in distinct textual genres.
In this paper, I examine a genre of writing particularly representative of the
discourse of authenticity: the colophon (okugaki B3, shikigo #%7&). The analysis is
part of an ongoing investigation of the sacred manuscript collections (shogyo ZE#X)
of premodern Japanese Buddhism, but here I limit my focus to the Shingon lineages
that were most active in the production of colophons pointing to the authentic hand
of the master (jihitsu B4E).

Focusing on colophons in the extant collections of the major Shingon temples of
the traditional capital area (T6ji, Ninnaji, Daigoji, Kdzanji) as well as those of other
areas (Shinpukuji Ef&=F, Shomyoji Fr4 =¥, Kongdji 4MI<F, Takahatayama
Fudodo =% LI RE)E), 1 analyze the relationship between the discourse of
authenticity and the dissemination of lineages within, between, and beyond these
sites.

Drawing on reports of temple research groups and participation in temple-
manuscript studies (chosa), I focus on the Shingon lineages that were most active in
the production of texts claiming to be originals written in the hand of the master
(jihitsu) or copies thereof. I demonstrate that A) although discourses referring to so-
called authentic autograph manuscripts became slightly more prominent from the
mid-12" century onwards, it was the period between the late 13™ and mid-14"
centuries that they came to constitute particularly striking features of Shingon
lineages; that B) claims that manuscripts were jihitsu originals or their copies were
especially prominent in the lineages spawned by the followers of the monk Raiyu
#EF (1226-1304) and, to a lesser extent, by monks of lineages in the great temple
complex Daigoji; that C) such discourse was particularly related to efforts to
consolidate lineages as well as to transmit them anew to temples in Western and
Eastern Japan; and that D) the discourse was related to concern over so-called
inauthentic works (gisho, gikyo f4#%), which would potentially threaten efforts to
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legitimate the sacred manuscript collections of lineages in either their original
cloisters or in temples throughout the Japanese isles. I conclude by discussing the
implications of this study for our understanding of early medieval Japanese
Buddhist temples, their collections, and their dissemination of teachings. The figure
of the master vividly informed his writing brush, and so access to his written words
signified access to the authentic Dharma.

The status of masters’ sacred works (shogyo) within these collections was quite
distinct, moreover, from that of the Buddhist canon (issaikyd); efforts to emphasize
that copies were based on the master’s hand were very common among the former,
while invocations of the master’s hand with regard to the canon were almost
invariably confined to occasional questions regarding “apocryphal siitras” (gikyo).
The Buddhist canon occupied a transcendent and hence unassailed position
discursively—yet the works most treasured in lineages were specific sacred works
of the traditions themselves that were often written or assembled by their own
masters.

The Problem at Hand

A series of discourses were current in early medieval Japanese Buddhism that
alluded to the authority of direct access to writings written in the master’s hand.
Prominent among these were phrases such as hisseki 2B (“written remains”),
shuseki FBF (“hand remains”), on-hitsu 1% (“august hand”), shinseki BB (true
remains), shinpitsu EZ(“true hand”), jigo HZ& (“[his/her] own hand”) and jihitsu
(“[his/her] own hand”). Moreover, other terms, such as shohon FEA « IEA (“true
book™) and go-hon fHIZA (“august book”), alluded to the legitimacy of a particular
work and its possession by a master which, by implication, would variously imply a
close connection with the master or his authority. Interestingly, although many
scholars have been interested in whether extant works were written in a particular
master’s hand, none have launched an in-depth study of the discourse of the
master’s hand.

Some scholars undoubtedly hesitated to engage in such a study due to lack of
sufficient access to sacred manuscript collections. However, temple research groups
(chosadan) have over the past century undertaken the compilation of a series of
collections of colophons (okugaki, shikigo), which is the genre in which such
discursive claims most prominently occurred. Some of these compilations remain
closed to public view, but large quantities of others have been published over the
past two decades.
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Among extant collections of medieval sacred works (shogyo), the best preserved
have been those affiliated with the Shingon lineages of esoteric Buddhism, which is
the basic reason I have focused on Shingon temples in this study. Although Tendai
lineages at Mount Hiei and Onjoji featured large collections historically, their great
destruction over the course of the medieval era has made it difficult for scholars to
undertake larger studies; the only exceptions have been the great collection of the
cloister Shoren’in, that of Sanzen’in, of Tenkai’s K (ca. 1536-1643) re-collected
treasury at Hiei, the collection of My6hd’in, and a recently published set of works
of Onjoji. And with the exception of the cases of Gyonen #£/&% (1240-1321) and
Sosho 5214 (1202-1278), the sacred writings of Todaiji, unlike the administrative
records there, are only now to be subject to full cataloging by the research group.
Even given the impediments to study, it is evident that the sacred manuscript
collections associated with Shingon lineages were more numerous (Toji [Kanchi’in,
Hobodai’in], Ninnaji, Daigoji, Kozanji, Kajtji, Zuishin’in, Shinpukuji, Shomy®oji
[Kanazawa Bunko], Kongdji [Osaka]), Ishiyamadera [Shiga], Takahatayama
Fudodo) and, arguably, larger than those of others even in the early medieval era.

This study draws on the colophons in the extant collections of the major Shingon
temples, and based on examination of colophons in works of the major capital-area
temples (T6ji, Ninnaji, Daigoji, Ko6zanji), as well as those of other areas
(Shinpukuji, Shomydji, Kongdji, Takahatayama Fudodo), offers initial conclusions
about the relationship between the discourse of authenticity and the dissemination
of lineages within, between, and beyond these sites.

Early Discourses of the Master’s Hand

What, then, can be said about the early examples of discourses of the master’s
hand in Shingon traditions? Although there had always been interest in writings
directly written by Kilkai, it was the writings of the monk Ningai 1= (951-1046),
a great ritualist remembered as the founder of the Ono Branch of Shingon, that
came to be sometimes explicitly noted as his “hisseki” (Toji Kanchi’in and Kozanji
Archives).

During this earliest period, claims to the status of the master’s hand were few,
and the term jihitsu was extremely rare. With the seminal development of distinct
new lineages as well as the related creation of new esoteric rites and the increased
writing of ritual commentaries in the mid-12® century, claims to the status of
“jihitsu” became more prominent. First, Dharma Prince Shukaku SFRIESE
(1150-1202) and those around him at Ninnaji increasingly made such claims
(Ninnaji Archives); at the same time, monks of the Nishi-no-in lineage there also
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tended to do so (Kanazawa Bunko Archives). Meanwhile, students of the Kajiji
prelate and Todaiji abbot Kanjin & {5 (1084-1153), such as Kozen HFX (1121-
1203) began to emphasize position of works in the master’s hand; indeed, the
disciples of Kozen, including the well-known iconographic-commentator Kakuzen
A (1142-ca. 1217), would especially emphasize that they copied works written in
Kodzen’s own hand (Kozanji, Kajuji Archives).

Raiyu and the Master’s Hand

It was, however, Raiyu #¥& (1126-1304), his followers and the lineages they
fostered which especially emphasized that writings they copied were written or
otherwise signed in the master’s hand. Indeed, it was Raiyu himself, known as the
great heir to Kakuban’s H# (1095-1143) Negoroji temple in Wakayama, who
began the process, emphasizing on numerous occasions that manuscripts he copied
were based thereon. The works for which Raiyu made such claims were, most
commonly, those he claimed to have been signed in the hand of the prominent
Daigoji master Kenjin ¥ (1192-1263), from whom he received Dharma
transmission (Shinpukuji archives). Kenjin and his Daigo master Seigen J%E
(1162-1231) had also made claims to jihitsu copies, albeit much more infrequently
(Shinpukuji and Daigoji Archives).

Let’s then consider Raiyu’s context. Under what circumstances and for which
works did Raiyu himself make such claims? From Kenjin, Raiyu received not
merely Dharma transmission but also initiation into a whole series of esoteric rites
and related sacred works—in fact, particularly in the Kocho era (1261-64).! As is
indicated by the Shinpukuji and Kongoji treasuries, it was the ritual texts for a
series of venerables—the so-called sonpo & 1% works—for which Raiyu
particularly made claims to the original brush of his master. These included works
for the Wish-Fulfilling King Aizen Rite #1153 Y4 £ %, the Crown Buddha Buddha-

! The references, and dates where they are available: Wish-Fulfilling King Aizen Rite (Kocho
3.3.10 [1263]; Shinpukuji bunko satsuei mokuroku] ) Box 48: 197a [hereafter referred to as “S”,
with the term “Box” deleted), the Crown Buddha Buddha-Eye (Butsugen, S 45: 169b), the
Kinrin Rite (S 45: 163a), the Single-Syllable Kinrin Rite (Kocho 2.1.15; S 45: 167b), the Latter
Seven-Day Rite (S 45: 171b), Kongd Doji (2.8.23; S 57: 278a; “Usu”), Ususama Rite (Kocho
2.8.23; Kongoji shiryo 392a [in Kawachi Naganoshi Shi Shippitsu linkai, ed., Kawachi Nagano
shi shi dai 5 kan, shiryohen 2; hereafter referred to as “KS”]), Five-Syllable Manjusri Rite
(Goji Monju ho; Kochd 2.2.29: S 47: 191a), Jirinkan visualization (Kocho 2, near end of year;
S 51: 237a), the Sakyamuni Rite (Kochd 2.1.8; KS 360; “Usu™), the Maitreya Rite (Kongaji
koki 53: 39 [in Osaka-fu, ed., Amano angu Kongoji koki, Osakafu shiseki meishd tennen
kinenbutsu chosa hokokusho dai 6 shii; hereafter referred to as “KK”]) as well as a series of
venerable rites (sonbo) based on the Dainichi-kyo and related tantras (Kocho 2.10.22; 2.10.7; S
108: 534b) of the Jizd’in Lineage.

52



A Tale of Catalogs and Colophons

Eye ({5HR Butsugen), the Kinrin Rite 4€#{%, the Single-Syllable Kinrin Rite —5*
4#mk, the Latter Seven-Day Rite %t A {E1f&1%5, Kongd Doji Rite 4HIE 11k,
Ususama Rite BX7)>EE¥E, Five-Syllable Manjusri Rite FLF3C5E (Goji Monju
ho), Jirinkan visualization F-###, the Maitreya Rite 77#hi% as well as a series of
venerables rites (sonpo) based on the Dainichi-kyo and related tantras of the Jizd’in
Lineage.

The Usuzoshi kuketsu JEERK O (sometimes referred to as Usuzoshi ketsu), is
Raiyu’s recording of Kenjin’s oral transmission—yet even here Raiyu emphasized
his master’s inspection of the manuscript, claimed to be in the latter’s original hand
and often included his presumed authorizing signature.”

Indeed, almost every mention by Raiyu of his master’s hand in extant works was
made during his initiation into the venerables rites of the Usuzoshi, which occurred
in the period between the first and eleventh months of the year Kocho 2 (1262).
(One exception was the Wish-Fulfilling King Aizen Rite work in the third month of
the next year.)’ The volume of Raiyu’s claims to the master’s hand throughout the
text of Usuzoshi kuketsu was, in fact, remarkable—some 564 times; the number is,
for example, far greater than the entire number of uses of the term jihitsu otherwise
contained overall in the Taisho canon (Taisho shinshii daizokyo).*

Raiyu’s invocation of his master’s hand apparently only in the works of roughly a
one-year period in his seventy-eight years testifies remarkably to the special
relationship he had with Kenjin. Nagamura Makoto has noted that Kenjin’s added

2Kochd 2.3.5; 2.3.7; 2.3.13; 2.11.3; 3.4.3: S 84: 544b-545b; S 107: 561a; Kocho 2.2.18, 2.2.13,
2.3.16,2.8.20,2.1.11,2.2.4,2.2.4,2.11.3; KK 183: 101, 184: 105, 185: 106, 186: 108, 202: 118,
202: 119, 203: 122, 211: 127; Kocho 2.1.8; KS 360a,); the extant fascicles in which the original
hand is invoked includes those for the Bodhisattva Kannon (S 84: 544b), the Bodhisattva
Manjusri (idem), the Celestial Divinities (idem, 545b), and the Awesome Kings (myao; S 9:
597b). (There are also untitled ritual works with Kenjin’s presumed “jihitsu” that were also a
part of the Usuzoshi copying period (Kochd 2.1.20, 2.1.14, 2.2.11; KK 26: 15; KS 377a). We
can also take special note of the extant Daigoji version of Usuzoshi kuketsu, which includes a
description of Raiyu’s later initiation into the work and its rites from Kenjin as well as Kenjin’s
added comments in his own hand (Daigoji shiryo 443.1.12). See Nagamura Makoto’s
discussion, Nagamura 2005, p. 22.

3S 82: 565a; 48: 197a [shorter, anonymous colophon]. Another possible exception is the
anonymous reference to the master’s hand in the colophon in Yagoma kuketsu sho, which
similarly refers to the master’s having examined the work (S 49: 205b), and gives the date of
Kocho 2.1.2—several days before the beginning of Raiyu’s initiation into the Usuzdshi rites;
interestingly, Goma kuketsu, which is in the same box as that work, uses very similar
terminology (including reference to Raiyu, and an apparent reference to Kenjin), although it
makes reference to Ono S6jo (Ningai), and the date is given as Eicho 2.1.2 (1097) (idem: 208b).

4T 79, no. 2535. Note also the excellent translation into classical Japanese and annotation in
Shibata 2002.
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comments in the colophons offer evidence of his special attitude toward Raiyu.’
This was undoubtedly the case, but we must also call attention to Raiyu’s inclusion
of such invocations of Kenjin’s hand in these works.

First, repeated reference to Kenjin’s hand undoubtedly suggests the unique
influence of Kenjin over Raiyu’s construction of his lineage. In particular, the ritual
works of the Usuzoshi clearly occupied a central place within Raiyu’s development
as an esoteric practitioner and thinker. Moreover, Raiyu constructed a powerful
tradition of scholarship, and made a clear distinction between ritual aspects, jiso %
8, and doctrinal aspects, kyoso #iFH, but his emphasis on the master’s hand was,
essentially without exception, made in connection with ritual initiations. The
invocation of the master’s hand placed Raiyu within the ritual traditions of Kenjin
and the latter’s masters—especially in connection with the earlier Daigoji abbot
Seigen, author of the original Usuzoshi 1 W#K.

Finally, we should also recognize that Raiyu was not the only disciple receiving
initiations in the year K6cho 2; as Tanaka Yiibun has noted, the monks Jozei &%
(1220-82) and Kogi 5458 (b. 1231) were also initiated by Kenjin together with
Raiyu during the same period, at least into part of the Usuzéshi ritual teachings.’
Invoking the master’s hand may have thus drawn attention to the authenticity of
Raiyu’s initiation vis-a-vis his two fellow disciples.

Raiyu’s Followers

Raiyu’s disciples and their students of the next generation emphasized their
reproduction of the Master’s hand on an unprecedented scale. Although colophons
of the early modern era would feature numerous claims in this regard, those of the
period from the late 13" century to the mid-14" century seem to have been the most
numerous. The disciples who most prominently claimed to have copied works in
the Master’s hand were Gikai &V (1280-ca. 1354), Noshin #E15 (1291-1353), and
Zenne {7 (1284-1364).

Gikai

Gikai’s story reflects the first major moment in the transmission of Raiyu’s
lineage to other parts of the Japanese isles. Gikai is known to have studied in Nara
in his youth and copied works by figures such as Dohan J&# (1184-1252) in the
Kyoto area as early as 1304. At an early stage, Gikai traveled—probably returned
actually—to the Eastern regions, copying works on the Yugikyé and Rishukyo
scriptures in Hitachi province. By 1306, Gikai had begun to copy works by Raiyu at

3 Nagamura 2005, p. 22.
6 Tanaka 2003, p. 135.
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a so-called Dangi-sho #F%FT seminary within Jikonji #4R=F in Musashi province.
In this early period, Gikai traveled typically between Jikonji in Musashi and
Daibutsu-dani in Kamakura to copy a whole series of works, including Usuzoshi
kuketsu in 1308. Several months later, he was initiated at Jikonji into the ritual
sacred works (jiso shogyo) of the Sanbd’in lineage by a monk named Bankai #47f
of Yakushiji in Shimotsuke province.” Between 1311 and 1319, Gikai traveled
around Kanto to copy a series of Raiyu’s works.® It was, however, over a half-year
period between 1319 and 1320 that Gikai, at Chiisho’in in Negoroji, copied a whole
series of other works that he attributed to Raiyu’s hand.’ Indeed, as with Raiyu
himself, Gikai would produce the vast majority of his copies of the master’s hand in
a short period of time.

Unlike Raiyu’s case, however, most of Gikai’s copied works in the so-called
master’s hand in this short period were not ritual works on the order of the
Usuzoshi but rather commentarial or doctrinal works originally written to support
the establishment of a scholarly tradition in the form of the Denbd’e Dangi {Z1E%
#F%—that is, originally, Raiyu’s own Dangi at Negoroji. The following are the
extant works that Gikai copied in this short period and attributed to the master’s
hand:

Shakuron hiketsu IREmH, Hoyaku guso E88EEL, Shugokyo guso T
WRBEL, Jajiishinron inmon +{E.UFR5 13X, Jajishinron guso HELTREE,
Kyoogyo kaidai guso ZERRMFERBE (cha F), Rishukyé monku guso BRHER
#RICA)EEL, Hokke kaidai guso EEEMRRARBYE, Go-yuigo shakugi sho &
HE IR E P, Go-yuigo shichi-ka hiho 1 & %5 & & 4 ¥ (anon.; in
Kongodzanmai’in, Koyasan), Kongochokyo kaidai guso 4| TERRAEBEEE,
Daranigi guso FEFEIR.ZEE, and Meigetsu sho H1 A > (anon.) (Shinpukuji,
Kongdji archives)'

7 See Abe 2002, pp. 488-489. Gikai, however, did not make claims regarding the master’s hand
in the case of these ritual works. Moreover, it would be over the course of a brief period of
time that he would eventually copy works based on the reputed “master’s hand.”

8 On one occasion he went to Mount Koya, where he copied two works by Kikai. In Kanto, he
became a disciple of the great debater and early disciple of Raiyu, Raien (b. 1254), who was in
residence in Kamakura, and he began to copy Raiyu’s works.

° He also copied a small number of such works at Kawamata in Oshii province and at Koyama
Kongdfukuji several months earlier, and later in the 2™ year on Mount Koya.

0 The citations are as follows: Shakuron hiketsu (1.11.26; S 19: 36a, 428a, four versions),
Hoyaku guso (1.12.2; 1.12.8; 1.12.12; 1.12.17; 1.12.12; 1.12.20; 1.12.16; S 21: 39b-40b; S 21:
400a-401a; two versions), Shugokyo guso (2.2.12, 2.2.16; S 22: 46a), Jajiushinron inmon
(2.1.tsugomori; 2.1.18 [+ Gen’d 1.8.4, 1.7intercalary-month.14]; S 23: 49a-51b), Jajiashinron
guso (2.1.26; 2.9.7; 2.9.16; 2.9.12; 2.8.24; 2.1.22; 2.1.25; S 24: 52a-54a; 2.9.7; 2.9.16; 2.9.12;
2.8.24; 2.1.25; S 24: 351a, 352a-353a), Kyookyo kaidai guso (chu) (1.11.23; S 26: 56b-57a),
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In other words, Gikai’s appeal to the master’s hand was undertaken specifically
in a context marked by an association of Raiyu with kydso study. Although Gikai
had copied Raiyu’s own appeals to the master’s hand for Usuzoshi kuketsu and so
on earlier, he had made no claims for his part to the master’s hand; of course, the
monks in the lineage presumably already had confidence in the veracity of the
claims at the conclusion of works like Usuzdshi kuketsu, but Gikai’s emphasis on
the jihitsu character of these commentarial works by Raiyu, and the circumstances
surrounding his actions, suggests the following.

First, for Gikai and presumably those close to him, the establishment of a
scholarly tradition, in the form of a dangi-sho seminary, was a primary concern.
Second, in order to do so, he and the projected audience of his copied works
believed that their inscription in the master’s hand would legitimize and perfect
their efforts. Third, while Raiyu was undoubtedly also seen in part as the
transmitter of jiso ritual traditions, Gikai’s lineage saw him especially as the
initiator of kyoso writings and study; in other words, Gikai’s emphasis on the
master’s hand—whether limited to a rhetorical effort or considered also in terms of
his travel to Negoroji—suggests that he was particularly interested in copying
scholarly works directly written by the master himself, a concern that Gikai did not
similarly have with regard to ritual works. Fourth, we can see that the vast majority
of these works were commentaries on works by Kiikai; the scholarly tradition was
especially related to interest in Kiikai’s works, and Raiyu can be seen, in the form
of Gikai’s colophons, as contributing vibrantly to the newly evolving emphasis on
Kukai’s oeuvre; Gikai even concludes one fascicle of Hoyaku guso with “Namu
Daishi Kongd i #& KFEfi4:f”."! Finally, we can see that though Gikai copied most
of the works at Negoroji, his actions were taken in connection with his activities as
a Kant6 monk; the works and related scholarly traditions of Raiyu, enshrined in the

Rishukyo monku guso (2.2.4 [implicit, explicit versions]; S 26: 57a-b, 376a); Hokke kaidai guséo
(2.2.25; S 26: 57b, 376b, two versions); Go-yuigo shakugi sho (2.1.5; S 30: 58b; 2.1.5, 2.1.3, S
30: 118b-119a, 381b, two more versions), Go-yuigé shichi-ka hiho (2.7.5; S 30: 68a, 383b, two
versions), Kongochokyo kaidai guso (1.11.25; 1.11.23; S 26: 374a), Daranigi guso (2.2.8; S 26:
376a), and Meigetsu sho (Bunpd 3.4.12 [1319], Gen’un’s Kanjobon gyogi shi ki, in
Kongofukuji; S 58: 499b, 546b, two versions). We should also note minor temporal exceptions.
For example, among these works Gikai claimed were jihitsu, we can mention Dato kanmon
(Enkyd 3.7.29 [1310], in Jigenji; S 67j6: 509b), as well as Jigyo ryaku shidai dato (Shokyo
3.7.23 [1334], in Jigenji; S 46: 183b) and Shakuron kai ge sho (Genko 2.10.2 [1322]; S 15:
417a; Genko 2.9.21, Genko 2.10.2); S 15: 529a-b; two versions);
11§ 21: 401a.
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Kanto temple treasuries, thus found a position in temple life in Eastern Japan within
less than two decades of his passing.

Noshin

Noshin was born the Ise area, and so he started his studies in that region. He
studied under a pair of masters at temples there, lived as a recluse, and made a
hundred-day pilgrimage to Ise Shrine before traveling to study under Gikai at
Takahatayama in Musashi Province. His first teacher in the Ise area was Jitsuzai 3%
# (also called Jitsu’in ZF{1) of Kanjionji BI#4/E %, who was a master of precepts
study and of Igyd shonin Raiken’s E#_E A#HE particular Sanbd’in lineage of the
Ono Branch, which had special connections with Kamakura; in particular, Jitsuzai’s
position within the Ono was as disciple of the monk Kenyo B, a figure of
Kuwana Ofukudenji 4 X4& H=F who had been trained in the precepts at Saidaiji
temple but who also was initiated into Raiken’s Ono lineage from Raiken’s disciple
Josen 7EAlll, resident in Kamakura. Thus Noshin was initiated into, and copied, a
number of ritual works from this tradition.'

Noshin also studied under the monk Jaku’un £ZE in Ise. Jaku’un had been a
disciple of the Ise Zen-mitsu master Chikotsu Dai’e JiJLAKE (1229-1312; Butts
Zenji {L845), the latter a disciple of Tofukuji founding abbot Enni Bennen I8
F#[(1202-80) who would later himself become abbot there in Kyato." In this case,
Noshin was initiated into kyoso scholarly works, especially the work Dainichi kyo
sho kenmon K B #5i 7.55, as well as some ritual works.

Noshin would later go to Gikai’s Takahatayama Fudodo &1L/~ 8% in Kantd,
and in 1328 made a large set of copies of Gikai’s collection there. Noshin would
take these to the temple he founded, Shinpukuji (H6shd’in) in present-day Nagoya,
and then only return again twice later.” Under Gikai, Noshin was initiated into
Raiyu’s lineage and into the Sanbd’in lineage of the monk Bankai # of
Shimotsuke Yakushiji TE73£Rfi<F (present-day Tochigi prefecture). So for which
works did Noshin make claims to the master’s hand? In fact though Noshin made
extensive copies of Raiyu’s works, at the conclusion of many of which Gikai had
invoked the master’s hand, he did not himself reinforce such claims in these or
other of Raiyu’s works. Rather, Noshin was the copier of a series of works claiming
to be written in Ise master Buttsi Zenji’s hand, that is, the monk Chikotsu Dai’e,
originally a Tendai esoteric monk of Hiei who had become a disciple of Enni at the

12 Abe 2002, pp. 475-78.

13 Jaku’un likewise initiated Noshin into the Sanbd’in lineage.

'* He went to Takahatayama Fudddd for purposes of copying works some 21 years and then 25
years later.
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Zen temple Tofukuji in Kyoto. It was, in particular, under Jaku’un’s direction that
Noshin undertook the copying of these materials; moreover, as Itd Satoshi has
noted, this was a corporate enterprise that seemed to have been dominated by
No6shin but which included other disciples as well.””

Among these works, the claim to Buttsii Zenji’s hand is most common in the
work noted earlier, Dainichi kyo sho kenmon, which Noshin copied in Ise in 1325.'
This work, according to the colophons of its ten fascicles, was based on Buttsi
Zenji’s reportage of the “on-dangi”f#|7#%2& of the master Enni Bennen at Tofukuji.
Other of the works where Noshin signed and invoked the master Buttst Zenji’s
hand included Jishinbon sho kenmon -+ :U>f5i 5B, another work based on the
dangi of Enni; Sanbo’in kanjo kuketsu —FEFTHETA OFR, described as a secret
transmission N6shin copied in Chifukuji '%&5F temple in Ise; an unidentified
fragment of a kenmon LB from Enni’s dangi; Kanjo hikuketsu VETERL DR, a
secret transmission of the Dharma consecration rite copied at Chifukuji.'” Noshin
also copied Sanbo’in kanjoshaku =EFEETERR, which purported to be written in
the original hand of the masters at Anydji Z# ¥ in Ise to whom Buttsli Zenji had
entrusted the temple at the time of his death. Although absent from the colophons,
the cover of each of the three fascicles of Noshin’s copy of Shakumakaenron
kenmon FREEFATHH S describes the “three fascicles” as being in the hand of
Buttsi Zenji."

How might we interpret Noshin’s elaborate copying of works written in Zen-
mitsu master Buttsii Zenji’s presumed hand? Initially, we can note that Abe Yasurd
has called attention to Noshin’s copying of a large quantity of works by Raiyu over
a short period of time in late 1328." Yet we also see that most of Noshin’s
extensive copying of works reputedly in Butts@i Zenji’s hand took place over a five-
month period in 1325, and that Noshin made specific reference to Raiyu’s hand in

5 1t5 2003, p. 194.

16 Shochi 2.6.2 [1325], 2.6.27, 2.8.18, 2.5.5., 2.9.9, 2.7.3, 2.8.28; S 10: 16b-17b; Shochi 2.6.2,
2.6.27,2.8.18,2.5.5,2.9.9, 2.8.21, 2.7.3, 2.8.28; S 10: 19b-20b; Shochi 2.6.2, 2.6.27, 2.8.18,
2.5.5,2.94,28.28, 2.7.3, 2.8.28; S 10: 520a-521a; Shochi 2.6.2 , 2.6.27, 2.8.18, 2.5.5, 2.9.4,
2.7.3,2.8.28; S 8: 664a-665a; Shocha 2.6.2, 2.6.27, 2.8.18,2.5.5,2.9.4, 2.8.28,2.7.3,2.8.28; S
10: 665a-666a. Note that there are five manuscripts in Shinpukuji archives of this work.

Y7 Jizshinbon so kenmon (Shochi 2.4.15, 2.4.25; S 10: 18a, 521b; Shochi 2.6.13, contained
within Dainichikyd kenmon, S 10: 19b, 520a; 2 versions and separately dispersed fascicle);
Sanbo’in kanjo kuketsu (Karyaku 4.3.18 [1329]; S 80: 442b); Unidentified fragment of a
kenmon from Enni’s dangi (Shochti 2.6.13; S 1: 503b); Kanjo hikuketsu (Karyaku 4.3.20,
4.3.21; 4.3.20; S 7: 504b-505Db, three versions).

18 Sanbo’in kanjoshaku (Gentoku 2.1.23 [1330]; S 74: 455b-56a; S 82: 564b; two versions);
Shakumakaenron kenmon (S 18: 394a-b).

19 Abe 2002, pp. 476-77, 491.
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none of the texts he copied of Raiyu’s, simply including Gikai’s and other’s earlier
invocations to that effect in a number of them. These Buttsli Zenji works, similar to
Raiyu’s copied by Gikai, were particularly of the so-called kyosé scholastic
variety—but they hearkened back to Enni Bennen at Tofukuji rather than to Raiyu.

Moreover, we should take note of the fact that Noshin copied these works a few
years prior to traveling to Gikai’s temple to copy Raiyu’s works: Noshin’s
possession of the works, from his own vantage-point, undoubtedly helped him
establish his lineage and, perhaps, a dangi-sho seminary, at Shinpukuji—an effort
toward which Raiyu’s works would have dramatically contributed. Meanwhile,
although Gikai’s presence is basically absent from the extant treasury of
Takahatayama Fudodo and none of the works ostensibly in Buttsti Zenji’s hand
seem to still be held there, Noshin may have thought Gikai would have interest in
the works and we can similarly imagine such a possibility.

Zenne

Zenne, moreover, is a very different figure who also became a Dharma
descendant in Raiyu’s lineage—and who in this case, similar to Gikai, often
deployed the discourse of the master’s hand. He seems to have been born in the
southern Osaka region, not far from Negoroji. Zenne would enter both Negoroji and
Todaiji Tonan’in, where he studied under the monks Rydoden BE (1264-1336), a
direct disciple of Raiyu, and Raishin /(> (1281-1336) respectively, and became
abbot of the rural southeastern Osaka temple of Kongdji, in the area that would be
the gateway to the Koya kaido m%#5E pilgrimage route directly in between
Mount Kodya and the Osaka/Kyoto areas. Zenne copied a large number of works,
including ritual works as well as scholastic texts.?

Which among these texts that Zenne stressed were based on originals in the
master’s hand? Zenne often copied works that had previously been copies invoking
the hand of the master; for example, several works were previously copied by
Rydden, who had emphasized their basis in the master’s hand. And Zenne, like
Noshin, especially copied works that Raiyu had originally claimed to include words
written in his master Kenjin’s hand, prominently for the Usuzoshi kuketsu fascicle-
copies.

However, Zenne also often directly made claims that the works he copied were in
the master’s hand. The works which he claimed were copied based on the master’s
hand included the following largely fragmentary works:

20 With regard to Raishin, see Sakamoto 2004; concerning Zenne, see Akatsuka 2007.
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Fragment Wiffj (in Kongdji); Fragment (Daily-record initiation/copy, in
To6daiji Tonan’in); Daily-record Fragment H :CWrfd (“saho {EVE”, in
Todaiji ), Shichi kango VW E5E Fragment (Usuzoshi? Seigen’s “shidai ¥k
%”; in Todaiji Hachimangl Dangi-bo); Fragment (in Sesshii Yunoyama
Yakushido Sobo )N %5 (LI 2R B AEL); Genpi sho “Hokuto hd” ZAkedt
#£ (In Kongdji); Genpi[shd] 3 %H = (In Kongdji), Fragment (In Kongdji);
Hisho Fragment F/#0Wif8 (In Kongdji); Fragment (Hisho? In Kongdji);
Fragment (In Konggji?); Fragment (Seigen’s “Sho #,” in Kongdji); and
Fragment (Usuzoshi? In Kongdji); Fragment (Usuzdshi? “Shidai”; in Todaiji
Hachimangti Dangi-bd). (Shinpukuji, Kongdji archives) '

Akatsuka Y1ido has drawn attention to Zenne’s scholarly interests or kyogaku, in
connection with his copying of all manner of Raiyu’s scholarly works.?? But when
we consider the works which Zenne claimed were based on the master’s hand, we
see that these so-called fragments are almost all directly related to ritual practice
rather than so-called kyoso study. Even the fragments that Zenne copied in Todaiji
Hachimangti Dangi-bo HAKSF/\IE'E #3555 seminary were respectively a ritual
“shidai”IR % attributed by the initial colophon to the monk Seigen, author of
Usuzoshi, and a “shidai” described as for a royal birth ritual that Seigen or Kenjin
performed.

Thus Zenne undoubtedly, as Akatsuka notes, was involved in scholarship, yet the
works that he was most compelled to claim the master’s hand—or, if actually so,
went to the trouble to gain access to—were mostly ritual texts. Moreover, when we
consider the extremely numerous manuscripts previously claiming the master’s
hand, we recognize all the more the extent to which Zenne was concerned with

2! Fragment (Gen’d 1.2.12 [1319] + Genkd 2.7.3 [1322], in Konggji; KK 58: 32); Fragment
(Genkd 4.6.21, Daily-record initiation/copy, in Todaiji Tonan’in; KK 82: 42); Daily-record
Fragment (Genkd 4.6.21; KK 83: 43); Shichi kango (in Todaiji Tonan’in; Shochi 2.1.6 [1325];
KK 92: 48); Fragment (Usuzoshi? Seigen’s “shidai”; in Todaiji Hachimangti Dangi-bo; Shochi
2.6.23; KK 94: 49); Fragment (in Sesshii Yuzan Yakushido Sobo; Shochii 3.3.22; KK 101: 52);
Genpi sho “Hokuto ho” (Showa 5.10.17 [1316], in Kongdji; KK 109: 56-57); Genpi[sho] 3
(Showa 5.10.15; KK 110: 58); Fragment (Hisho? In Kongdji; Shokyo 1.10.29 [1332]; KK 129:
69); Hishd Fragment (In Kongoji; Shoky6 2.2.1; KK 130: 69); Fragment (Hisho? In Kongdji;
Shokyo 2.2.1; KK 131: 70); Fragment ([Gen’d 2.1.25 +] Genko 2.6.28 [1324]); Fragment
(“Shosaku,” in Kongdji; Gen’s 2.2.13; KS: 382a); and Fragment (Usuzoshi? In Kongdji; Gen’d
2.3.21; KS: 382b); Fragment (Usuzoshi? In Todaiji Hachimangli Dangi-bo; Shochii 2.6.23; KS
423b).

*2 Akatsuka 2007, pp. 473-74. This is not to criticize Akatsuka’s study, which is an important
contribution that also includes some discussion of the ritual aspects of Zenne’s copying.
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ritual texts, especially Raiyu’s copy of Usuzoshi kuketsu from 1262 with reference
to the master Kenjin’s hand.

Zenne, as we can see, copied these works in the master’s hand in a series of
temples, and on multiple occasions. In other words, unlike Raiyu, Gikai, and Noshin,
he invoked the master’s hand in connection with multiple temples over longer spans.
He not only copied such works in three areas at Todaiji and in Kongoji, but also
similarly authoritative works such as a so-called “shohon” FEA of Sanmaya shiki
saho =BREBAAEVE in Ryiko’in FEYEPE on Mount Koya; and his copying was
undertaken intermittently, between 1316 and 1332. It may be that it was spatially
easier for Zenne, when compared to Gikai, to follow such an intermittent pattern of
occasionally doing so at temples in the Kansai region; however, while Gikai did his
copying of so-called jihitsu works far away from his Kanto home, Noshin, himself
from Ise, was still living there when he copied the works attributed to Buttsii Zenji,
suggesting that the context for Zenne’s production of these discourses cannot be
attributed simply to propinquity.

Indeed, upon closer analysis of Zenne’s discourse of the master’s hand, we find
that the master was also multiple. The master’s hand here most prominently refers
to Raishin in the case of the works copied at Todaiji, and it typically refers to
Rydden for works copied in Kongdji. However, there are other cases where it refers
specifically to Raiyu, such as a fragment, apparently from Usuzoshi, that Zenne
produced in 1320 in Kongoji.”® There is at least one case where the master’s hand is
that of the monk Kansho &8 (fl. 1317-19) of Higashi-muro’in ¥ 2Ef% in Todaiji,
who seems to have been teacher in the Dangi-bo at Todaiji Hachimangii; there is
another, copied in Sesshii Yuyama Yakushido Sobo, that refers explicitly to the
jihitsu as that of Enmydbd, that is, Shitkan 5% (fl. 1144), a disciple of Jitsuhan %
#i (d. 1144) and an influential early shomyo 75F chanting practitioner. The
master’s hand, for Zenne, was that of Raiyu, Raishin, Rydden, Kansho, and Shiikan;
most of these, for Zenne, were undoubtedly kyogaku #i°# scholastic forbears, but
they were all also and especially ritual masters.

Conclusion

What do we make of the late 13™ and 14" centuries in the monasteries of the
Japanese isles? It was clearly an era in which trust was emphatically not self-
evident. The last of the great aristocrats to dominate the court and, arguably, even
the shogunate, had been brought down with the fall of Kujo Michi’ie JU§zES in
the late 1240s. Civil wars were, indeed, common in the 13™ century, including not

2 Gen’0 2.3.21 (KS: 382b).
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just the Jokyt war, which led to the first public exile of a cloistered sovereign (Go-
Toba), but also wars of the 1240s and the 1280s. Meanwhile, the Mongols had
come knocking, and the royal house was disintegrating into rival lineages with their
respective allies. Perceived keys to establishing both legal and more general
interpersonal trust were documents, records, or other writings that provided some
kind of legitimacy.*

In Buddhist temples, claims to authentic oral transmissions had long been held in
high regard, but written proof in the form of the master’s instructions—and
especially his approving signature (kao {£#f)—seem to have been especially prized
in this tumultuous period. Given this context, Raiyu’s innovation in Usuzoshi
kuketsu in introducing more than 500 claims to the master’s hand, buttressed by
many claims in colophons, can be seen as a bold yet understandable move by a man
who lay claim thereby to the transmission of one of the most influential monks of
13™ century Japan, Daigoji’s Kenjin, whose direct disciples numbered more than 60
and spanned both the Kansai and Kanto areas.”

The fact that Gikai and Zenne, in particular, made more references to the jihitsu
status of works they copied than apparently any other monks in medieval Japanese
Shingon is all the more remarkable, when we realize that these figures were
responsible for the movement of Raiyu’s lineage into other parts of the Japanese
isles. Rather than monks of elite kenmitsu Bi% monasteries like Ninnaji or Daigoji
in Kyoto, Gikai, Noshin, and Zenne transported Raiyu’s ritual lineage to rural
regions. Zenne established the temple Kongoji in the Osaka area. Gikai became the
first abbot of Takahatayama Fudodo temple in Kantd. Meanwhile, Noshin became
the first abbot of Shinpukuji Hosho’in, Nagoya; although he did not make claims
concerning Raiyu’s hand on the level of Gikai, Noshin, originally from Ise, made
multiple claims to the “master’s hand” in manuscript copies he made of texts
written by networking monks, especially the now-obscure monk Buttst Zenji of Ise.

With the exception of the works attributed to the hand of Buttsti Zenji, copied in
Ise, the vast majority of the works were copied at Todaiji, at Raiyu’s Negoroji,
Kongoji in southeastern Osaka, or Takahatayama Fudodo in Kantd. Copying at

* The term “document-ism” (monjo-shugi 3 #I-28) is sometimes ascribed to the emphasis on

providing documents to legitimize legal claims in the period. Oikawa Wataru uses the phrase
monjo-chiishin-shugi 3CEH[>F & to refer to this concept. See Oikawa 2004. I surmise that
there is a connection—perhaps direct—between practices such as Raiyu’s here, but elaboration
of such a claim awaits further research.

> 1 plan to undertake a separate study of Raiyu’s use of such references in his ritual descriptions
in Usuzoshi kuketsu, exploring their connection with his ritual and discursive systems as well
as with his context.
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these sites suggests the extent to which these were vibrant centers of Shingon study,
and undoubtedly represents a changing situation in which the traditional structure of
Shingon Buddhist temples in Kyoto was giving way to new ranges of mobility
along with novel lineages.

Thus at the same time that T6ji and Mount Koya featured active kyoso-focused
study traditions, and major centers like Ninnaji and Daigoji featured vibrant ritual
traditions, the lineages spawned by Raiyu variously focused on both ritual and
doctrinal aspects of Shingon traditions and seem to have also freely incorporated
diverse elements like Zen-mitsu and precept teachings. It seems to have been these
lineages, as much or even more than those in the leading temples related to kenmon
power-blocs, that promoted the discourse of the master’s hand; and while Koyama
Yasunori has noted the development of Negoroji’s position as a branch temple of
Daigoji and its support of the Ashikagas in the Nanbokuchd era, he grants that its
position as a prominent regional player would not occur until the late 15® century.?
Meanwhile, given that estimates indicate that the vast majority of the Shingon
temples in the Kanto region in the 18" century were of Raiyu’s Shingi Shingon
branch, it is apparent that the lineages tracing themselves to his innovations
skillfully deployed the discourse of authenticity, and undoubtedly their connections
with regional powers, to disseminate beliefs and practices throughout Honshii and
into other areas of the Japanese isles.”’

Raiyu’s lineages brought together networks of monks who moved seemingly
freely between the Todaiji, Negoroji, Konggji, Kyoto temples, and the newly
evolving temples of Shinpukuji, Takahatayama Fudodo, Kamakura’s Daibutsudani
area, Shomyoji, and even Yakushiji in Shimotsuke. It was these monks who
constructed the high medieval Japanese Buddhist lineages of Shingon as much as it
was figures like Ryaisho F&H5 (1264-1314), Ryiigen F&JR (1342-1426), Mansai 3
(1378-1435), and Gien #i# (1558-1626) who simultaneously organized the
cloisters and their sacred works at centers like Daigoji. To a degree, they too used
the discourse of authenticity, but final conclusions about the differences in their
appeals to the master’s hand must await a fuller reading. Suffice it to say that their
contexts differed from the monks we have addressed today, and that it was these
seemingly historically “marginal” figures who played central roles in the
dissemination of sacred writings throughout the Japanese isles.

History, when carefully addressed, may remind us that those who seem minor
figures to us were not necessarily so in their own times. Indeed, the colophons

% Koyama 1998, pp. 126-134.
7 See Sakamoto 1979.
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bearing their traces beckon us to look past the post-Edo standard readings of
Japanese Buddhist history to the manuscripts themselves; indeed, they may
ultimately require us to rethink other notions we have even derived from Kuroda
Toshio, whose theory of the Kenmitsu system (kenmitsu taisei BRI {&#l) applied
almost exclusively to the situation in the royal capital Kyoto and Kamakura®™—
while substantial groups of non-elite monks who were, meanwhile, not of the New
Kamakura Buddhist lineages, were active in a broad range of areas over the course
of the late 13™ and 14™ centuries. These seem to have been almost all ostensibly
Kenmitsu monks, and yet they disseminated the teachings of lineages as varied as
esoteric Zen (originally from Tofukuji), Yogacara (Hosso), Madhyamika (Sanron),
and presumably Kegon (Huayen) as well. Their activity in areas like Ise, Nagoya
(Shinpukuji), and outlying areas of the Kanto region beckon our attention beyond
Kyoto and Kamakura—and, ultimately, it would seem, even Nara. Once we actually
attend to the sacred writings and Buddhist communities scattered throughout Japan,
we may be able to speak, through our interpretive prism, with a fluency we have
never previously enjoyed.
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