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Dharma Transmission
in SOtO Zen
Manzan Dohaku’s Reform Movement

WILLIAM M. BODIFORD

ship. According to modern descriptions of this discipleship, the
master’s goal is to cause his disciple to re-create through his own train-
ing the same intuitive cognition of reality that the master himself experiences.
When the master successfully leads him to a level of understanding that has the
same content as his own experience, the minds of the teacher and student are
said to become one. Traditionally referred to as the ‘transmission’ of the
teacher’s mind to the disciple, this technique has been termed the crucial ‘pivot
of the Zen teaching method’." In this method both the enlightenment and the
transmission are essential. An enlightenment experience in and of itself (mushi
dokugo #risis, that is, one attained without a master’s guidance) is usually
considered suspect since the risk of self-delusion or ‘fake-Zen’ is always high.
To guarantee that his experience of the truth of Buddhism is genuine, the
Zen disciple relies upon his teacher to authenticate and formally acknowledge
his enlightenment. According to Zen adherents, ‘This acknowledgment implies
the recognition of the disciple as an authentic heir not only of the Dharma
of his master and his master’s line but of the Dharma of the continuous line
of Zen teachers reaching back to Bodhidharma, and thence to Shakyamuni
Buddha.’? There are many Buddhist technical terms for this formal acknowl-
edgment, but in Japanese S0t0 [ Zen it is usually referred to as insho €1z (or
inka shomyo fwiEs, ‘[granting) the seal of approval to a realization of
enlightenment’). The ritual process by which the disciple thereby inherits (s#i
#d) his master’s Dharma (ko #) lineage is known as shiho.
The form of shiho described above, the so-called wordless transmission of
mind by mind (ishin denshin L\.0:{z0) represents only the idealized religious

THE Zen school places great importance on the master-disciple relation-

THE AUTHOR is an assistant professor in the School of Religion, University of Iowa.
! Ruth F. Sasaki, Zen Dust, Harcourt Brace & World, New York, 1966, p. 231, n. 3.
2 Sasaki, pp. 230-31, n. 3.
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aspect of the Dharma transmission process. Zen master and disciple may evoke
this mystical paradigm through ritual ceremony in the master’s room (shi-
tsunai %), but other, more mundane institutional concerns can govern the ac-
tual selection and promotion of Dharma ‘heirs’. At one time in the S6t0 school
the normative form of shiho was for a monk to inherit the Dharma lineage of
the temple at which he resided. In this institutional form of transmission,
known as garanbé sy (temple Dharma [lineage}), if a monk resided at tem-
ple ‘A’ he would inherit the Dharma lineage of the founder of that temple. If
he himself later became abbot of temple ‘B’ that had a different founder, he
would replace his previous shihé with a new lineage that would connect him to
the founder of temple ‘B’ and each of its subsequent abbots. This would be
done even if the monk in question had never met any of the former abbots of
temple ‘B’. For any given temple the Dharma lineage of its abbots would
always be the same (garanbo), but with regard to any individual abbot, his
Dharma lineage would change every time he was appointed to a new temple
that was of a different lineage faction. In other words, depending (in &) upon
the temple (in &) that a monk presided over, he would change (eki %) his
lineage (shi #), a process known as in’in ekishi. The institutional requirement
of in’in ekishi appears to have been widespread during the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. It remained normal S6t6 practice until 1703, when a faction
of monks led principally by Manzan Dohaku 1l &, 1636-1714, succeeded
in having the Tokugawa bakufu prohibit it.

The prime source for studying the reform movement that led to the bakufu’s
ruling is Shiitdé Fukkoshi =#1E+%, 1760, a hagiographical history of Man-
zan’s campaign compiled by his disciple Sansht Hakurya =ulH#E, 1669-
1760.% As the title of this work suggests, the goal of Manzan and his partisans
was to revive (fukko) the traditional conception of the master-disciple Dharma
lineage (shiito) supposedly taught by the founder of the Japanese S6td Zen
school, D6gen &7, 1200-1253, in his Shobo Genzo F#:Rig. According to San-
shii’s account, Manzan first resolved to reform the shiho practices of the So6to
school when he was twenty-seven years old upon reading for the first time the
Shobo Genzo chapters titled ‘Shisho’ fi2 (‘Succession Certificate’) and ‘Men-
Ju m¥ (‘Face-to-face Transmission’). Shuto Fukkoshi compares Manzan’s
successful fulfillment of this vow with the noted successes of two other
Japanese monks: Kokei 2288, 1648-1705, who campaigned for the restoration
of the Great Buddha Hall at Todaiji #4=F, and Tetsugen DOkO #4fR:# ¥, 1630-
1682, who campaigned for the publication of the Buddhist canon in Japan.*

Later Soto historians have accepted this comparison as valid and agreed
with Manzan’s own evaluation of his accomplishment.5 In 1703, the bakufu

3 Two fascicles, reprinted in Zoku Sotoshii Zensho %t & A543 (2sz], Sotésha Shimucho,
1975, 1, ‘Shitsuchii’ Erh, pp. 553-602.

4 Fasc. 1, sections 1-2, in zsz 1, pp. 539-40.

5 For example, Tsuji Zennosuke it#% 2 8, Nihon Bukkyoshi H A{, %, Iwanami, 1954, 9, p.
450, and Kagamishima Genryu $2&7cH, ‘Tenkei Denson no Shisd® KEGRHEDER, in Dogen
Zenji to sono Monryil ET#ER & #DF9%, Seishin Shobo, 1961, p. 83.
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prohibited the practice of in’in ekishi—but did Manzan’s shiito fukko move-
ment actually succeed in replacing this with the shiho practices taught and
transmitted by Dogen? The answer to this question is not so easy to verify as
is the construction of a Buddha Hall or the printing of the Buddhist canon.
Without attempting to reach a definitive conclusion, the present article will
examine Manzan’s campaign to reform the S6t6 Zen Dharma transmission in
an attempt to shed light not only on the relationship between Zen ideology and
institutional practices, but also on the doctrinal issues related to Zen lineage
transmission. We will focus on three topics: (1) how shiho had been practiced
in SO6t6 Zen prior to Manzan; (2) the circumstances of the seventeenth century
that stimulated the perceived need to reform S6td Zen; and (3) the events that
led to the government’s acceptance of Manzan’s appeal.

Shiho Prior to Manzan

The nature of shiho practices in early Japanese S6td Zen is not clear. Until
recently the interpretation of the extant evidence was dependent largely upon
whether one belonged to a faction that supported or opposed Manzan’s con-
ception of shiho. Manzan believed that the correct transmission of the Dharma
entailed two conditions: that a monk should inherit only a single Dharma
lineage bequeathed from a single master (isshi insho —&fFDEE), and that this
transmission must be based directly upon the face-to-face contact between the
master and disciple (menju shiho ®#:F7#:). Manzan further held that these two
conditions describe the shiho that Dogen had learned in China and that
Dogen’s heirs faithfully practiced for fifteen generations down to the time of
Kokoku Shungyoku =%, 1477-1561.° Leaving aside for the time being
an examination of the full implications of the concepts of ‘a single master’
and ‘face-to-face transmission’, we must note the existence of numerous early
examples of Dharma lineages having been bequeathed under circumstances
in which these conditions apparently were not fulfilled. A few of the more pro-
minent of these are presented below.

Manzan derived his concept of single-master affiliation from key passages in
Dogen’s writings, but the details of Dogen’s biography do not necessarily sup-
port this interpretation. In other words, Dogen himself might have held more
than one lineage affiliation. His writings consistently refer to only two people
by the title senshi 4cffi (‘former teacher’), namely, Rujing % (J. Nyojd),
1163-1228, his Chinese master, and Myozen 4, 1184-1225, his Japanese
master.” Dogen had studied Zen under Myozen for eight years, 1217-1225, but

¢ Shato Fukkoshi [SF), fasc. 1, sec. 1,1in zsZ 1, p. 539.

Manzan apparently based this belief on his reading of the biographies of S6td masters
collected in Nichiiki Tojo Shosoden HIEiFE FE#E{E, 1694, a work that describes the ac-
complishments of seventy Sot6 monks beginning with Dogen and concluding with Kokoku
Shungyoku. None of these biographies contains details of switched lineages, although, as de-
scribed below, other evidence suggests that the practice of in’in ekishi had become common by
the end of the fifteenth century.

7 Nakaseko Shodo it 1%, Dogen Zenjiden Kenkyi it #Eh{ZF %, Kokusho Kankokai,
1979, pp. 140 & 157-58, nn. 1 & 2.
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under Rujing for only two years.® The S6to school in Japan represented Ruj-
ing’s line, yet medieval S6td monks believed that Dogen had inherited
Myoézen’s Rinzai g% lineage as well. For example, Sandaison Gyojoki = K217
22, an early Sot6 history known for its wealth of detail and accuracy,
describes Dogen as the tenth generation of the Oryd (Ch. Huanglong) ## line
of Rinzai Zen.” Likewise, the fifteenth-century Sot6 history written by Kenzei
#4 goes as far as to provide the exact date that Dogen became Myozen’s
heir.'? These statements clearly imply that Dogen first had inherited Myozen’s
line and then replaced it with the new lineage that he had inherited from Ru-
jing. Modern Sotd historians, however, unequivocally reject any such inter-
pretation. The extant evidence cannot settle this issue, since contemporaneous
documents do not describe the exact nature of Dogen’s discipleship under
Myodzen. But no ambiguity surrounds the dual Rinzai and So6to affiliations held
by Dogen’s disciple, Gikai #4+, 1219-1309.

Gikai was a major figure among Dogen’s disciples, serving under him in the
important positions of Monastery Cook (tfenzo #:4) and Monastery Super-
visor (kansu % =f). After Dogen’s death, Gikai studied under Ejo %, 1198-
1280, Dogen’s foremost Dharma heir, from whom he eventually inherited
Dogen’s Dharma lineage and robe—a powerful symbol of authority. Gikai
also became the third-generation abbot at Dogen’s monastery, Eiheiji s«
2% in Echizen. What is significant about Gikai’s prominence within Dogen’s
community is that he also was a leading member of the Darumashii =5,
a Zen group that claimed Rinzai affiliation. Moreover, Gikai’s role within
the Darumashi continued after he became Do6gen’s disciple, apparently with
Dogen’s full knowledge and approval.

The Darumashi had a brief and curious history.!! It was founded in the late
twelfth century by a self-enlightened (mushi dokugo) Zen teacher, Nonin #g
&, who later obtained a Dharma lineage from the Chinese master Fozhao
Deguang (J. Busshd Tokko) #48B#E%, 1121-1203. Deguang had conferred his
Dharma lineage upon Nonin without ever meeting him—a process known as
yofu W (bestowing the Dharma at a distance)—based upon the under-
standing demonstrated by one of Nonin’s poems that was sent to him in
China. Yet Nonin’s new Chinese lineage failed to insure the Darumashl more
than a precarious existence. Upon the death of Nonin’s Dharma heir, Kakuan
#4, the Darumashu followers were scattered and eventually many of them

8 Nakaseko, pp. 136-58, and Kagamishima Genryii, ‘Dogen Zenji no Zaisochil no Gydjitsu
ELHMAOERFOTE, in Furuta Shokin 5 M#EsK et al., ed., Dogen Zenji to sono Shithen Bt
MEm & 7 O EM, Gakujutsu Sosho: Zen Bukkyd, Daito, 1985, pp. 312-15 & 325.

9 In Sotoshil Zensho B4 & [Sz], 1929-1935, rev. ed., Sotoshil Shiimucho, 1970-1973, 16,
‘Shiden’ #1x=, p. 12.

10 That is, 15th day, Ninth Month, 1221. See Kawamura Kodo jal#28, Shokon Taiko Eihei
Kaisan Dogen Zenji Gyojo Kenzeiki G %4173 B LB CREER TR #i5E, Taishtkan, 1975, p.
11.

11 For a detailed account, see Bernard Faure, ‘The Daruma-shii, Dégen, and Soto Zen’, in
MN 42:1 (Spring 1987), pp. 25-55.
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joined Dogen’s small community of followers. Among those who did so were
Kakuan’s Dharma heir, Ekan {##, d. 1251?, and Ekan’s disciple, Gikai—both
of whom joined Dé6gen’s community in 1241. After ten years of studying Zen
under Dogen, in 1251 Ekan, who was probably near death at the time, bestow-
ed his Darumashi lineage upon Gikai.'? Later, when Dogen asked Gikai about
the articles of succession in the Darumashi, Gikai told him that the document
that he received from Ekan was not called a succession certificate (shisho), but
was known as the ‘Bloodline Transmitted by the Patriarchs’ (soshi soden
kechimyaku sz miR). Thereupon Dogen reportedly assured Gikai that the
Darumashii document was a real succession certificate, regardless of its name
or format, and congratulated Gikai on his good fortune in having received it.*?

Even after Gikai succeeded to the S6td lineage, he in no way considered
Nonin’s insho from Deguang to be illegitimate. In a letter dated the Eighth
Month, 1306, Gikai informed his disciple and Dharma heir, Keizan Jokin £l
##3%, 1264-1325, that all buddhas must inherit the Dharma and in doing so
they must possess a succession certificate (shisho) as specified in Dogen’s
‘Shisho’ chapter, which Gikai cited by name. He further stated that he possess-
ed both Rinzai and Sot6 succession certificates, the first representing Nonin’s
lineage through Ekan and the second representing Dogen’s lineage through
Ejo.'* In another document dated to the Third Month of the same year, Gikai en-
trusted Keizan with the Rinzai succession certificate, sacred relics, and other
items that had been sent to Nonin from China and handed down to Gikai. He
told Keizan to use these Rinzai articles of transmission as evidence for proving
the authenticity of the S6td succession certificate that Gikai had bestowed
upon him earlier.!® In both of these documents Gikai refers to Nonin’s succes-
sion to Deguang’s Dharma lineage as one of ydfu, occurring without the two
ever meeting. He accepted the legitimacy of this type of shiho. Clearly Gikai
did not abandon his Rinzai lineage when he inherited his So6t6 lineage. It was
not a case of the second lineage being more real and thereby replacing or
superseding the former.

Gessen Rydin A g1, 1319-1400, also appears to have inherited his Dhar-
ma lineage by means other than those approved by Manzan. According to
Ryo6in’s biography in Empo Dentoroku iL=1{51T4#, 1678, he originally had been
a Dharma heir of Gasan Joseki i1 11#%8, 1275-1365, who in turn was one of the
most important of Keizan Jokin’s Dharma heirs. Later when another of
Gasan’s Dharma heirs, Mutei Ryosho & &1, 1313-1361, died without pro-
ducing a disciple to inherit his Dharma lineage and temple, Gasan summoned

12 Sandaison Gyojoki, in sz 16, pp. 16b-17a.

13 Fihei Kaisan Goyuigon Kiroku 7 B LI#H5E 5 2L $#; retitled ‘Eihei Shitsuchii Monjo’ #F=
s, in Okubo Dosha KA (R, ed., Dogen Zenji Zenshii Etema% [Dzz], Chikuma,
1969-1970, 2, pp. 496-97.

14 <Gikan Fuhojo’ #%EMEk, in Okubo Doshil, ed., Sotoshii Komonjo #FsE&EE,
Chikuma, 1972, 2, pp. 408-09.

15 ‘Gikai Fuhojo’ HAME, in Sotosha Komonjo, 1, p. 526.
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Ryo6in and asked him to inherit Mutei’s lineage. In accordance with his
teacher’s wishes, Rydin went to Mutei’s temple, Shoboji i #:=%, in Mutsu, and
by performing a ritual offering of incense (shiko &%) inherited a new Dharma
lineage from the deceased Mutei.'® This type of Dharma transmission, known
as daifu 1 (the bestowing [of a Dharma lineage] by a representative) was not
a Japanese innovation. In the Chinese Caodong (J. S6t0) lineage that was in-
herited by Dogen, a similar case had occurred involving Touzi Yiging (J. Tosu
Gisei) #1#%%, 1032-1083.

Yiqing had attained enlightenment under the guidance of a Linji (J. Rinzai)
master, Fushan Fayuan (J. Fuzan Hoen) 1#Lz3%, 991-1067." In spite of his
Linji affiliation, Fayuan had once studied under a Caodong master named
Dayang Jingxuan (J. Taiyo Keigen) k5% %, 942-1027. When Jingxuan died,
he entrusted to Fayuan his portrait, robe, and a verse that expressed his
teaching, and instructed Fayuan to pass them on to a suitable successor. More
than thirty years later Fayuan selected his own disciple, Yiqing, to become a
posthumous heir of Jingxuan. Yiqing had spent six years under Fayuan’s super-
vision: three years before his enlightenment experience and three more after-
ward. When Yiqing took leave of Fayuan, however, he carried away nothing
by which to remember his own teacher. Instead, he received Jingxuan’s por-
trait, robe, and verse, and the command to carry on Jingxuan’s Dharma
lineage.'® In this way, even though Yiqing was born five years after Jingxuan
died and had studied under a master of the Linji lineage, he was able to inherit
Jingxuan’s Caodong lineage. Touzi answered criticisms of his indirect succes-
sion by asserting: ‘Mothers and fathers are not the parents of the buddhas; the
Dharma is their parent.’!® Touzi claimed, in other words, that his spiritual
parent was the intangible Dharma taught by Jingxuan, not the physical father,
that is, Fayuan, who instructed him in it.

It was Yiqing’s line of Caodong that was inherited by Dogen, seven genera-
tions later, and transmitted to Japan as So6t6 Zen. Dogen knew that Yiging had
studied under Fayuan, not Dayang Jingxuan. In the standard versions of
Dogen’s writings, however, all direct references to Yiging’s indirect succession
have been eliminated. A recently discovered early draft of the Shobo Genzo
chapter ‘Daigo’ K&, or ‘Great Enlightenment’, for example, discusses Yiqing
and Fayuan. But this entire passage is missing from the traditional version of
this chapter.?’ Likewise, Dogen wrote a verse commentary on the koan

16 Fasc. 7, in zsz 10, ‘Shiden’, p. 690.

17 For a detailed biography of Touzi Yiqing, see Ishii Shado A&, Sodai Zenshashi no
Kenkyn R = OB %, Gakujutsu Sosho: Zen Bukkyo, Daito, 1987, pp. 210-33.

18 Zijue 8% (d. 1117), ed., Touzi Yiging chanshi yulu ¥ 3% #6022, fasc. 2, reprinted in
Dai-Nihon Zoku Zokyo kX A AfEE, Zokyo, 1905-1912, 2:29, pp. 238a-b.

19 ‘Touzi-Qing Heshangyu’ #FFFp4E, in Xukai qu zunsu yuyao HBIHEEEE, 1218,
fasc. 2, in Dai-Nihon Zoku Zokyo, 2:23, p. 449b.

20 These texts are reproduced in their entirety in Kawamura Kodo, Shobo Genzo no Seiritsu
Shiteki Kenkyti [EEIRE ORI F B 5, Shunjasha, 1987, pp. 536-91, esp. p. 582.

Kawamura believes that Dogen was personally responsible for these changes since he lectured
on ‘Daigo’ twice, first in 1242 and again in 1244, when he probably revised the text.
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dialogue between Yiqing and Fayuan, in which he made a clear poetic allusion
to Fayuan’s name and role as an intermediary. But in the text of the kdan
itself, the name ‘Fayuan’ has been replaced by ‘Dayang’, thereby rendering the
verse meaningless.?! The odd relationship between the words of Dogen’s verse
and the names in the koan suggests that the original text was altered after Yi-
qing’s Dharma transmission had become a major issue.?? Keizan’s Denkoroku
{534, or ‘Transmission of Enlightenment’, that is, biographies of the S6to
patriarchs, however, does present a clear account of Yiqing’s indirect in-
heritance. In his commentary Keizan treats daifu as a perfectly legitimate
means of shiho and cites the relationship between the Linji (Rinzai) master
Fayuan and the Caodong (S6t5) master Jingxuan to argue that there should
not be any rivalry between the different lines of Zen.??

These examples suggest a radically new interpretation of Dharma transmis-
sion. From its first nascent awareness of a separate identity, the Chan/Zen
tradition has never hesitated to fabricate idealized lineages that could be pro-
jected backward onto the sages of the past. Yet these transmission lineages,
whether real or imagined, always presupposed the existence of an existential
relationship between teacher and student, a significant encounter that, in
retrospect at least, could be recognized as having established a bond between
the two patriarchs. In the successions of Touzi Yiging and Gessen Ryoin,
however, the concept of ‘Dharma transmission’ no longer referred just to this
special intangible quality in a personal relationship; it had been objectified and
externalized in a manner that allowed it to be manipulated for ideological or
sectarian reasons by third parties and institutions. Based on these precedents,
the ritual manipulation of Dharma transmission attained its most extreme ex-
pression in the institutionalization of S6t6 temple Dharma lineages (garanbo).

The roots of garanbo lie in the medieval organization of Sotd temples into
sectarian factions based on the regulated succession of abbots at a central head
monastery. The Soto leaders Tstigen Jakurei Bx% =, 1322-1391, and Baisan
Monpon #i# 4, d. 1417, initiated this type of sectarian organization at their
tsu), and Ryatakuji ##73% (in Echizen), and thereafter it soon became the
model for most Soto factions in Japan.?* Lineage constituted a key feature of
these temple networks since all the temples founded by the disciples of any
given master would be ranked below the main temple founded by that master.
This lineage structure produced a tight-knit association of temples, arranged
hierarchically in a pyramid-like organization. All branch temples within the

21 “Juko’> M1, in Eihei Koroku -¥iLt, fasc 9, koan 33, in pzz, 2, p. 173.

22 See Ishii Shudo, ¢ *‘Giun Osho Goroku’’ no In’yd Tenseki ni tsuite’ =M% ZEE D5 Bt
(2o, in Kumagai Chuko fena®, ed., Giun Zenji Kenkyid 3#ZE#ENPIF, Sosan San-
shokai, Fukui, 1984, pp. 88-90.

23 Patriarch 44; in Azuma Rytshin /2%, ed., Kenkon’inbon Denkoroku %=X T4,
Rinjinsha, 1970, pp. 90-94.

24 1 discuss these developments at length in “The Growth of the S6t6 Zen School in Medieval
Japan’, doctoral dissertation, Yale University, 1989,
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faction were required to provide steady contributions for memorial services at
the main temple ranked above them, which were conducted in the name of the
founder of their own branch lineage. Likewise, they were required to nominate
and sponsor monks from their own temple to serve successive terms as abbot at
the temples located higher in the organization. This system assured major
temples of a steady supply of able officers as well as constant financial support
from the local temples, which essentially functioned as sources of income.

Garanbo also insured the continual dominance of larger lineages over
smaller ones. It is not a coincidence, therefore, that Manzan, the monk who
fought to overthrow garanbo, came from Daijoji k<%=, in Kaga, a temple
affiliated with the numerically small Meiho 8514 lineage faction. Today Manzan
is remembered as a doctrinal reformer, but clearly he acted on behalf of nar-
rowly defined institutional interests. Before Manzan’s reform movement, no
matter how many outstanding disciples a Zen master might produce, the
number of monks who could advance up the hierarchy and become Zen
teachers would be limited by the number of positions open within the network
of temples affiliated to his lineage. Lineages with a large network of temples
always had more openings than those limited to only a few temples. Moreover,
lineages that lacked many temples experienced difficulty maintaining
themselves because they often lost outstanding monks who attained teaching
positions at monasteries affiliated with other sectarian factions. When faced
with an opportunity to become the new abbot of a wealthy or famous temple
few monks seem to have hesitated or resisted accepting a new lineage. After
all, any abbot who did not share the same Dharma lineage as the temple’s
founder would violate his sacred memory.?® Yet by the late fifteenth century
changing lineages had become so widespread that it had already attracted
criticism.2®

Manzan identified five problems caused by the practice of changing lineages
upon entering a different temple (in’in ekishi):

1. Because the Dharma lineage is attached to institutions rather than to in-
dividuals and transmitted by daifu, it is not unusual for monks to become the
nominal disciple and Dharma heirs of masters who have never met them nor
much less heard their name, or even disciples of masters who have been dead ten
or twenty years.

2. Even in cases of daifu, Dharma transmissions sometimes are made without
any personal contact between the new disciple and the supposed representative.

3. Because a monk’s Dharma lineage changes whenever he is appointed to a
post in another temple, the master under whom he had studied prior to the ap-
pointment becomes overnight a persona non grata. The greater a monk’s ability
and accomplishment, the more often he will be asked to serve at major temples

25 Kagamishima Genryi, ‘Edo Jidai no Tenkai: Shag L PO R 5%, in Kagamishima
Genryil, ed., Dogen Zen no Rekishi ;aw# O, Koza Dogen 2, Shunjiisha, 1980, pp. 160-61.

26 For example, Shodo Kosei ¥ & 5% (d. 1505), Entsii Shodo Zenji Goroku Pl A B HEEAEE S,
fasc. 3, in sz 5, ‘Gorokuw’, pp. 451a & 459a.
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and thus the more jumbled his Dharma relationships will become. Even if a
monk resolves not to move, in the end he usually cannot avoid doing so.

4, Because lineages are confused in this way, it is difficult to draw up clear
lineage charts, leaving S6t6 monks open to ridicule by others and making it
difficult to promote or spread So6td teachings.

5. If there are monks who desire to uphold the principle of receiving only a
single face-to-face transmission from their own master so as to avoid other cor-
rupt shiho practices, they often convert to Rinzai. On the other hand, if these
upright monks choose to remain in the S6td school, they are then faced with
the dilemma of either keeping their own accomplishments secret and thereby not
attaining a position from which they can contribute to the welfare of others, or
striving to convert and teach others and thereby attaining appointments that will
force them to change their lineage.?’

In describing the predicaments faced by conscientious monks who opposed
the practice of in’in ekishi, Manzan was probably speaking from experience.
He himself had been chided by a close friend, the Obaku ## monk Choon
Dokai # %%, 1625-1695, for remaining in the S6td school, which according
to Choon had fraudulent lineages and lacked knowledgeable teachers.?®

The Awakening of S6to Scholasticism
The emergence of an intellectual climate hostile to traditional S6t0 shiho prac-
tices coincided with the consolidation of the Tokugawa political order. New
social circumstances encouraged Sotd6 monks to begin critical scholastic ex-
aminations of their religion (shiigaku 5=#). In brief, the three most important
social stimuli were: (1) the unification and centralization of the So6td school
ordered by the Tokugawa bakufu, (2) the promotion of learning both by the
bakufu and by major So6td temples, and (3) the arrival of Chinese Chan
monks.?®

Between 1608 and 1615 the office of the shogun handed down a series of
regulations (hatto # %) that placed all religious institutions, including the S6to
school, under strict administrative supervision. The cumulative effect of these
regulations reveals the underlying themes that constituted the bakufu’s main
goals.>® Foremost among these was the government’s desire to simplify the
task of controlling Buddhist institutions. This objective was achieved by
limiting the number of sects and enforcing greater centralization within each
sect, so that a single head temple (honji A=) would exercise authority over all
branch and provincial temples.>’

The bakufu-ordered centralization disrupted the smaller lineage factions

27 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 1, in zSz 1, pp. 538-39. It should be noted that Manzan’s remarks were
paraphrased, not translated.

28 gF, fasc. 1, sec. 3, in zsz 1, p. 541.

29 Kagamishima Genryil, ‘Nihon Zenshiishi: Sotoshii’ B A5 8752, in Nishitani Keiji 7
BEE, ed., Zen no Rekishi: Nihon B0 : § A&, Chikuma, 1967, pp. 115-16.

30 Tsuji, 8, p. 226.

31 Tsuji, 8, p. 226.
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within the Soto school.?? On the one hand, the Tokugawa regulations of 1615

tensive temple network to include the Mutei line, centered at Shobdji, as well
as the various temples founded by Genno Shinshé 5408, 1329-1400. Eiheiji
gained administrative jurisdiction over several independent temple factions,
g5 monastery in Kyoto, and the Meiho-line temples of Yokoji sk %3 in Noto
and Daijoji x%&=. Even with these additions, however, Eiheiji claimed the
allegiance of only about three percent of all Soto temples.** In deference to the
historical importance of Eiheiji, the monastery founded by Dogen, the bakufu
declared that all S6to temples must conform to its regulations and practices
(kakun %31).>° The bakufu also designated three main administrative temples
in the central Kanto region (kan sansetsu B=#%{) and ordered them to promote
abbots to Eiheiji, instead of Sojiji.

Administrative centralization naturally focused greater concern on the sec-
tarian identity, doctrine, and history of the S6to school as a whole.>® At the
same time, the bakufu’s policies inadvertently exposed the arbitrary nature of
the Sot6 garanbo system. Not everyone in the S6t6 school was happy with the
way in which temple lineages had been rearranged. A major controversy
erupted after the bakufu appointed the abbot of Soneiji #:% =%, one of the three
administrative temples, to the abbotship at Eiheiji in 1652. The government’s
next order directed the monk Shoton #:id to leave his temple and fill the vacant
abbot’s post at Soneiji, but Shoton refused. The abbots of Soneiji belonged to
one Dharma lineage, the abbots of Eiheiji belonged to another. Shoton refus-
ed to receive Soneiji’s Dharma lineage from a former abbot who had already
switched to Eiheiji’s lineage. Moreover, he could not accept the former ab-
bot’s new Dharma lineage without converting Soneiji’s lineage affiliation to
Eiheiji. In Shoton’s opinion, the name of the former abbot should have been
stricken from Soneiji’s lineage (and memorial hall for former abbots) as soon
as he switched to another lineage.

The bakufu, however, totally rejected Shoton’s position. In 1657 it ruled,
first, that every Sot6 temple lineage by definition represented Dogen’s Dharma
line. In the eyes of bakufu officials, Shoton was wrong to draw a distinction be-
tween Soneiji and Eiheiji, especially since the latter, as Dogen’s monastery,
must be seen as the S6td school’s overall head temple. Second, the bakufu

32 Kagamishima, ‘Nihon Zenshushi: S6toshi’, p. 115.

33 See ‘Eiheiji Shohatto’ ¥z =& and ‘Sojiji Shohatto’ ¥FF3F# %, in Sotoshia Komon-
Jjo, 1, pp. 20-21 & 83-84.

34 For details, see Kagamishima Sojun, ed., Enkyddo Sotoshi Jiin Honmatsucho 3L &R
EREAKRME (1760), rev. ed., Meicho Fukytikai, 1908.

35 ‘Eiheiji Shohatto’, in Sotosha Komonjo, 1, p. 20.

36 Kagamishima, ‘Nikon Zenshushi: S6toshi’, p. 115.
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found Shoton’s opposition to Eiheiji a violation of the government’s declara-
tion that all temples must follow Eiheiji’s kakun. For these faults, the
authorities exiled Shoton to Tsugaru in the north.?’

The religious regulations promulgated by the bakufu also sought to promote
learning and seniority among the clergy. Within the So6td school, the govern-
ment limited promotion to high office to senior monks and stipulated that only
monks with at least twenty-five years of training could become Zen masters.>8
In addition, the bakufu increased the income of temples that had strong educa-
tion programs.3® As in other schools of Buddhism, the S6t0 responded to these
policies by quickly establishing academies for the scholastic training of its
monks.

The most influential of these was the Sentanrin ##&# founded at Kichijoji &
#% in Edo. This temple’s tradition of education dates back to its founding in
the mid-sixteenth century, but the founding of the Sentanrin can be dated to
about 1657 when, with the construction of a new academic complex capable of
housing more than one thousand students, the academy became a leading
center for the scholastic study of Buddhism. Its curriculum varied depending
upon the expertise of the available faculty, but in general the monks concen-
trated on four areas: (1) Zen studies, (2) Buddhist studies other than Zen, (3)
Chinese literature, and (4) Chinese composition.*® The Sentanrin trained many
outstanding So6to leaders, including Manzan and the other principal members
of the reform movement. This academic background must have helped to raise
their estimation of the value of scholastic learning vis-a-vis the traditional Zen
reverence for established custom and religious experience.

The third major stimulus to the development of both S6td Zen scholarship
and the reform movement came from outside Japan in the former of Chinese
Chan monks who began arriving in the second half of the seventeenth century.
The propagation of the so-called Ming-dynasty Chan and the subsequent found-
ing of the Obaku school produced strong reactions both in the Rinzai and in
the So6to schools, with some factions welcoming and others opposing Chinese
influence. For monks of either faction, whether they desired to preserve

38 <Sorosha Hatto’, in Sotoshin Komonjo, 2, p. 341.

39 Tsuji, 8, pp. 219-24.

40 Yokozeki Ryoin #8874, Edo Jidai Tomon Seiyo TR EE, Toyo Shoin, 1977
reprint, p. 825.

The author lists the following texts as constituting a typical curriculum at the Sentanrin:

1. Zen studies: monastic regulations (shingi i5%), koan collections, and the writings of Zen
patriarchs.

2. Buddhist studies: scriptures such as Yuimagyo #£E%, and treatises such as Kishinron {5
A «

3. Chinese studies: classics such as Rongo #3E, Moshi #F, and Soshi H-+.

4. Chinese composition: poetry collections such as Tashisen FE§E.

According to Yokozeki, the faculty tended to be more knowledgeable in Chinese studies than
in Zen literature.
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Japanese Zen traditions or wished to learn from the Chinese émigres, the vital-
ity of Ming-dynasty Chan forced them to re-examine and practice their own
tradition with increased vigor. In the Rinzai school those who wished to
preserve the traditional practices and characteristics of Japanese Rinzai were
the most hostile toward Ming Chan, while the progressives who desired to
reform and adopt Rinzai practices to the new social conditions often studied
with Chinese masters. In the S0td school this situation was just the reverse.
The monks who sought to restore ‘ancient practices’ and the ‘true’ Zen of the
So6to patriarchs were the ones most heavily influenced by Chinese practices.*!
Manzan and his master Gesshi Soko A #r&=#i, 1618-1696, for example, borrow-
ed Obaku models and vocabulary in their attempts to revive the strict observ-
ance of the monastic regulations (shingi #%42) written by Dogen and Keizan.*?

In addition to Manzan, many other S6t6 monks who actively campaigned to
reform the in’in ekishi type of Dharma transmission were also influenced by
Chinese masters. Dokuan Genko ¥, 1630-1698, one of the severest
critics of Soto shiho practices, studied for almost eight years under the Linji
master Daozhe Chaoyuan (J. Dosha Chogen) ###7w, d. 1660.*> Renzan
Koeki #1755, 1635-1694, one of the reform movement’s earliest supporters,
had close ties to the Caodong master Xinyue Xingchou (J. Shin’etsu Kocha) .
HiEE, 1639-1696. Tokuo Ryokd #g R =, 1649-1709, who helped to present
the reform movement’s appeal to the bakufu, had studied under several
Obaku masters, including Muan Xingtao (J. Mokuan Shotd) A, 1611-
1681, and was a life-long friend of Muan’s disciple, Choon Dokai.**

Choon influenced Manzan a great deal, not only because he was a close
friend but also because of his strong views against shiho abuses within the
Obaku school. As later was to be the case with the Soto school, Choon and
other leading Obaku monks had lodged a formal appeal with the bakufu to
prohibit disciples from renouncing their original Dharma lineage and changing
masters, a practice termed hanho 7 in the Obaku school. Chdon strove to
eliminate ~anho and denounced other variant Dharma transmission practices,
such as yofu (Dharma transmission across distances of time or space) and
daifu (Dharma transmission made on behalf of a deceased master).*> As men-
tioned above, Choon had criticized the Sot6 school’s shiho practices and had
advised Manzan to become a disciple of Muan.*®

4l Kagamishima, ‘Edo Jidai no Tenkai: Shiigi’, pp. 159-60.

42 Kagamishima, ‘Nihon Zenshushi: Sotoshii’, pp. 123-25.

43 For a discussion of Daozhe’s influence on Japanese Zen, see Furuta Shokin, ‘Ddosha
Chogen no Raichd to sono Eikyo’ :EEBITLORE & T D§4, 1964, reprinted in Furuta Shokin
Chosakushil  H#34x# %, Kodansha, 1981, 2, pp. 343-65.

44 Furuta Shokin, ‘Tokuo Ryoko ni okeru Shithei Kaikaku Shiso no Engen’ {5 EEIZRT 5
FEREBAAOEIE, 1964, in Furuta Shokin Chosakushii, 2, pp. 491-507.

45 Furuta, ‘Tokuo Ryoko’, pp. 495-96.

46 sk, fasc. 1, sec. 3, in zsz 1, p. 541.
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Manzan’s ‘Shito Fukko’ Movement

In 1663, when he was only twenty-seven years old, Manzan Doéhaku had
reportedly vowed to correct the Sotdo school’s errant shiho practices and to
restore the strong master-disciple bonds advocated in Dogen’s Shobo Genzo.
He did not begin to act on his vow, however, until thirty-three years later.*’ In
1692, when Renzan Koeki had retired from his position as Registrar General of
Monks (tenka dai-soroku KT Kf4#), he had urged Manzan to succeed him to
the office so that Manzan would be able to implement his reforms.*® But Man-
zan declined the offer. While Manzan tended to be self-righteous, he also
possessed enough political awareness to know that any reform could succeed
only after gaining broad support. He felt that the time was not ripe for such
a fortuitous result. Two years later Manzan freed himself of all teaching and
administrative responsibilities when he retired to a small hermitage at Taka-
gamine, just north of Kyoto.

In 1696 opportunity finally arose with the arrival of two monks, Eko 3¢
and Sokugen B, d. 1714. They brought word from their teacher, Dokuan
Genko, requesting Manzan to join forces with him in an attempt to outlaw
garanbo. Manzan was delighted to find an ally as distinguished as Dokuan
(who had succeeded in restoring several temples), but he remained cautious.
While he and Dokuan stayed in Kyoto to discuss strategy, they sent Eko and
Sokugen ahead to Edo to present the case for reform before the ecclesiastical
and secular authorities. Manzan wanted to know what kind of reaction to
expect before he and Dokuan journeyed to Edo.*’

Eko and Sokugen dutifully set out for Edo, but Eko fell ill before their trip
had hardly begun and was forced to return to Kyoto. Alone, Sokugen man-
aged as well as he might. The response of the first S6t6 official was simple and
direct:

What is this? Are Dokuan and Manzan so haughty that when they present an ap-
peal on such a major issue they come not themselves but merely send a common
monk as their messenger? You! Get out of here and don’t come back.

In a similar vein, another official informed Sokugen that because Dharma
transmission occurred only in the sect’s inner sanctums (shizmon shitsunai 53
ZN) it was not an issue that could be addressed by a common monk such as
himself. He added: ‘If you, and your two teachers for that matter, think that

47 Except where noted, the following account is based on Sanshii Hakuryi’s account in SF.

48 At the time of Manzan’s shitto fukko movement, three separate offices of the Registrar
General of Monks were responsible for administrating the S6td school. These offices, located
in the three administrative temples of the Kanto region (kan sansetsu) reported directly to the
bakufu’s Agency of Temples and Shrines (jisha bugyo #%47), which was responsible for
supervising all religious establishments.

The three main Registrars General of Monks, in turn, monitored local registrars (soroku {&#t)
responsible for regional temple networks. By 1681 a total of 147 regional registrars had been
established in S6t6 monasteries throughout Japan.

49 Shuto Fukkoshi, fasc. 1, sec. 5-6, in zSzZ 1, pp. 542-43.
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garanbo is wrong, then switch to Rinzai or Obaku.’ But Sokugen would not be
deterred. When he had exhausted all channels within the S6t6 school, he began
addressing officials within the bakufu. His fortitude won him respect, but
nothing more. Manzan and Dokuan decided to bide their time. Then suddenly
in 1698 Dokuan, who had always been sickly, died and the first phase of Man-
zan’s reform movement came to an end.>’

Opportunity again arose two years later when Abe Masataka F/#3ir %, 1672-
1750, received an appointment to the bakufu’s Agency of Temples and Shrines
(jisha bugyo %##+%7).°' Manzan had known Masataka’s father, Masatake iF &,
1649-1704, for many years, during which time Masatake had risen to the posi-
tion of counselor (rojiz #+). Now that his son Masataka had been appointed
to the jisha bugyo, Manzan knew that there would be at least two officials who
would give his case a favorable hearing. He immediately began searching for
an ally to take the place of Dokuan. Many So0t6 abbots were consulted until
finally Baiho Jikushin #gig~Z, 1633-1707, accepted the task. In the Fifth
Month of 1700 Manzan, now sixty-four years old, and Jikushin, sixty-seven,
arrived in Edo.”?

Two months later the two monks met with the three registrars general of the
So6to school and requested that they submit to the bakufu a formal appeal for
shiho reform. They told the registrars that a true S6t0 Zen monk should have
only one lifelong master, and advocated that the government should be re-
quested to promulgate regulations to that effect. The gist of their arguments
for this position consisted of four points:

1. Originally Dharma transmission in the S6t6 school conformed to the same
principle as in the Rinzai school, namely, that a disciple should receive the
acknowledgment (inshd) and lineage of only one master (isshi).

2. But recently this principle has gradually become disregarded and replaced
by the custom of changing a monk’s lineage each time he becomes an abbot of a
different temple. This type of corrupt shihé, which is not found in any other
school of Zen, completely disregards the original form (hongi &) of the correct
transmission of the Buddhas and patriarchs (busso shoden {L#HIE(Z).

3. As the registrar general should be well aware of, Dogen’s Shobo Genzo
chapters titled ‘Shisho’ and ‘Menju’ contain the codes (kakun) regulating shiho
in S6td Zen. According to these two chapters, the only acceptable shiho is a face-
to-face transmission bequeathed by a monk’s own individual master (isshi men-
Ju).

50 Spita Fukkoshi, fasc. 1, sec. 7, in 28z 1, pp. 543-44, and Furuta, ‘Dokuan Genko no
Shiso’, p. 463.

51 As explained in n. 48, above, the Agency of Temples and Shrines regulated all religious
establishments. The agency normally had four commissioners (although only two were in office
for the entire three-year period of Manzan’s appeal), and a large staff distributed among several
departments.

Every religious establishment had its own particular administrative office (such as the Sot6’s
school Tenka Dai-soroku) that reported to this agency and was responsible for implementing its
rulings.

52 gF, fasc. 1, sec. 9-10, in zsz 1, pp. 545-46.
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4. The bakufu regulations (katto) state that a man must have at least twenty-
five years of training as a monk before he is allowed to succeed (shiho) to his
master’s Dharma lineage, wear a colored robe (denoting special status), or be pro-
moted to the office of abbot of the head temple, that is, Eiheiji. The regulations
further state that all branch temples must conform to the same standards (kakun)
as the head temple. Therefore both government regulations and Dogen’s admoni-
tions (fkai E#Y) stipulate the principle of isshi insho. Yet current abbots replace
their lineages in open violation of these stipulations—a practice that cannot but
ruin the S6t6 Zen school.>

Manzan and Jikushin’s arguments were to no avail. The registrars general
refused to take up the reform case before the bakufu’s Agency of Temples and
Shrines. Part of their reluctance was due to timidity for they could not gauge
the government’s reactions. But their refusal represented mostly their conserv-
ative concern for order: if the bakufu did approve the reforms, the current
organization of temple factions would be thrown into confusion. Without the
support of the registrars general, Manzan and Jikushin knew that a direct ap-
peal to the government would have little hope of success. At the same time they
realized that the registrars would not provide that support no matter how
many times they were asked to do so. Unable to decide on the best course of ac-
tion, Manzan suggested that he and Jikushin divine their fortune by drawing a
lot. They did so, interpreted the lot as favorable, and immediately took their
case to the Agency of Temples and Shrines.>*

The arguments for reform that the two monks presented to the agency were
the same as the ones discussed above that had failed to move the three S6to
registrars general. Manzan and Jikushin took care to ensure that the commis-
sioners at the Agency of Temples and Shrines would be able to understand the
issues in question. They briefly outlined the traditional account of the Zen
teachings being transmitted from buddhas to patriarchs, from India to China,
placing emphasis on Dogen’s role as the Japanese patriarch of Sot6 Zen. They
compared the master-disciple bond to the Confucian relationships between
lord and minister, father and son. Manzan and Jikushin declared that the switch-
ing of Dharma lineages in order to become abbot of a temple was practiced
by monks who ‘upon seeing profit, forget righteousness’ (ri wo mi, gi wo
wasuru RF|%%), and they likened this to a scion of the imperial family who
constantly switched back and forth between the Genji, Taira, Fujiwara, and
Tachibana lines of descent. The two monks argued that while such a person
might acquire great wealth, his family fortune was not founded upon the pro-
per samurai virtues of administration and martial arts, but upon the merchan-
dising skills of a townsman.>’

Opposition to Manzan and Jikushin appeared within only a few weeks.
First, the three local Edo Sot0 registrars appealed to the commissioners not to

53 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 12, in zSz 1, pp. 549-49.
54 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 12-13, in zsz 1, pp. 549-50.
55 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 13, in zsZ 1, pp. 550-53.
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disrupt a shiho practice that the S6t0 school had maintained for more than two
hundred years without incident. Then someone expressed an opinion to Ma-
tsudaira Shigeyoshi #F&E%, 1646-1720, one of the commissioners, that to
restore the shiho practices that Manzan and Jikushin advocated would amount
to establishing a new religious practice (shimpo %), an act prohibited by law.
Finally one of the shogun’s counselors, Akimoto Takatomo ¥rTEul, 1647-
1714, recommended against the proposed reforms. The commissioners had no
choice but to tell Manzan and Jikushin to suspend their appeal.*®

Having already committed themselves thus far, Manzan and Jikushin were
not willing to give up so easily. Instead they directed their attention away from
the official channels. Attempting to stir up a broad base of popular support,
they wrote letters and published essays that presented their arguments not only
to members of the S6td hierarchy but also to the literati in other schools of
Buddhism and the government at large. In this new round of advocacy, Man-
zan and Jikushin concentrated on issues concerning the religious importance
of Dharma transmission rather than questions of bakufu regulations. They
argued that the current S6td practice of switching Dharma lineages to accord
to temple lineages was contrary to Zen tradition in general and in violation of
Dogen’s teachings in particular. The key passages in Dogen’s Shobo Genzo
upon which Manzan based his interpretation were cited (in Manzan’s own
Chinese rendition) in one of his letters as follows:*’

If even a single buddha, or a single patriarch, or a master, or a single disciple did
not participate in a face-to-face transmission, then they would not be the bud-
dhas and patriarchs. . . . Not even one generation [can be lacking]. If one does
not see into a master’s mind, then one is not his disciple. If one does not see into
a disciple’s mind, then one is not his master. They must see each other. When
they see each other, then comes the face-to-face transmission and the inheriting
of the Dharma and lincage, and the Way of patriarchal face-to-face transmission
is fully actualized.>®

In the past, present or future, is there any buddha or patriarch who transmits
the Dharma unless both master and disciple see each other?>’

[In China] there are those who, when they join an admirable master’s
assembly, will earnestly ask for a copy of the master’s portrait or an example of
his calligraphy, and then assume that [the granting of their request] represents an
acknowledgment that they have inherited the Dharma. Among these people there
are some, like dogs, who in their old age bribe government officials to have a tem-
ple [established for them]. When they are appointed as its abbot, even though
they did not inherit the Dharma of the master whose portrait or calligraphy they
possess, they bequeath that Dharma lineage to current celebrities, to kings and
ministers and to their close friends. [The Dharma is bequeathed] not with regard

56 gF, fasc. 1, sec. 14, in zsz 1, pp. 553-54.

57 This letter, written near the end of 1700 and addressed to the Zen monk Enmei Fi87 at Eihei-
ji, appears in SF, fasc. 1, sec. 14, in zsz 1, pp. 554-55.

58 See Dogen, Shobo Genzo, ‘Menju’, in pzZ, 1, pp. 447-40.

59 See pzz, 1, p. 451.
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to whether or not it has been attained, but only because these abbots desire fame.
How sad that in this evil age of the declining Dharma these kinds of heterodox
practices exist. Among these abbots there is not one who even in a dream has ever
seen or heard of the Way of the Buddhas and patriarchs.®

Presently in China, among those who are referred to as abbots, there are some
who, depending on which temple at which they reside, change their lineages.
How pitiful! In not properly transmitting the Dharma of buddhas and patriarchs
they are not admirable [masters] but beasts. How were they ever admitted into
the ranks of monks?

Manzan interpreted these passages as admonitions that Dogen had left to
warn his Dharma heirs against the practice of in’in ekishi. Significantly, the
last passage—the only direct criticism of changing lineages cited by Manzan—
cannot be found in Dogen’s known writings.®! Evidently Manzan was not
above manufacturing quotations to get his point across. But while Dogen
represented the final authority for Manzan, most other Zen monks, even
within the Sotd school, paid more heed both to precedent and to the sayings
of more famous Chinese masters. To reach these monks, in the summer of
1700 Jikushin wrote and published Tomon Gekitan RFIEE (‘A Dramatic
Talk about the S6td School’), in which he used events from the lives of
eleven Chinese masters to argue that once a Zen monk has inherited one
Dharma lineage he must not inherit another.®> Jikushin rarely appealed
to philosophical arguments, but at one point he treated Dharma lineages as
being similar to quasi-material entities that permeate the Dharma heir’s body
so that a second lineage would always struggle against the first as if a person
had divided his body into two opposing halves.%

This new campaign was successful in making the practice of garanbo and the
nature of shiho topics of debate both within and outside of the S6t6 school. In-
itially much of the reaction was critical of Manzan and Jikushin, not so much
because of their views but because of their forceful tactics. Shiitdé Fukkoshi
offers four examples of these criticisms:

1. Because Manzan and Jikushin are a part of and a product of the Sotd
school’s traditions, they are in no position to claim before the government that
those traditions are wrong.

2. Even if the So6t6 tradition is corrupt, they should not have exposed the
school to ridicule by publicizing that corruption.

3. Because Dharma transmission is a religious affair of great secrecy, it was un-
dignified to subject the interpretation of its proper practice to the judgment of a
secular body.

60 Dogen, Shobo Genzo, ‘Shisho’, in 1, p. 341.

61 Manzan claimed to be paraphrasing from a section of Shobo Genzo titled ‘Jasan’ fEil1, but
no evidence suggests that such a section ever existed.

62 Facsimile in Eihei Shobo Genzo Shiisho Taisei  FIF BB E # AW [ESG], Taishikan,
1977, 20, pp. 505-26.

63 ESG 20, p. 517.
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4. They should not have created a disturbance over a matter that individual
monks can decide for themselves.

Manzan and Jikushin referred to their supporters as the ‘single-Dharma-
lineage side’ (isshi inshé no ho -&fENEF/ F7) and to their opponents as the
‘temple-lineage side’ (garan sozoku no ho neE+ds 2 77). The dissension between
the two groups was so fierce that even among adolescent monks (kozo /%)
supporters of one side would not associate with those of the other.®* Listing
the names of individuals and temples that helped the single-Dharma-lineage
side convince the government to prohibit in’in ekishi occupies several pages of
Shiatdo Fukkoshi. The list includes more than thirty prominent laymen, as well
as monks from the Tendai, Shingon, Jodo, Rinzai (especially the Myoshinji #
.0»% branch), Obaku, and, of course, SOtd schools. More than one hundred
temples are cited.®’

The strongest opposition to Manzan and Jikushin’s proposed reform came
from within the S6td school. Although it is impossible to gauge the numerical
strength of this opposition, the arguments used against the proposed reform
have been preserved, in what must be their fullest expression, in the writings of
Jozan Ryoko wiliY, d. 1736. Jozan was the abbot of Shoboji, the temple
founded by Mutei Ryosho and inherited after Mutei’s death by Gessen Rydin.
Jozan interpreted Manzan and Jikushin’s views as a direct insult to Shoboji.
According to Jozan, the tradition of garanbé originated and maintained at
Shoboji was not a corrupt practice, but the true teaching of the buddhas and
patriarchs. He claimed that Shobsji preserved documents written by Rujing,
Dogen’s master, that proved this. Because Shoboji is located in northern
Japan, at first Jozan’s views reached Edo only indirectly.®® This changed in
1701 when, in response to Jikushin’s Tomon Gekitan, J6zan wrote a polemical
essay titled Shobo Tekiden Shishi Ikkushii it 5Bt F—5.% (‘The Lion Roar
of the Proper Heirs of Shobo Temple’). One year later his essay was published
in Edo.

Jozan believed that:

In’in ekishi is the face-to-face transmission of the buddhas, the patriarchs, and
their proper heirs. Since ancient times and in the present, it is the Dharma wheel
[the true teaching] of the Unsurpassed Vehicle.®’

Jozan could therefore not allow Manzan and Jikushin to go unchallenged.
Shishi Ikkushii attacks the two monks’ concept of face-to-face transmission
and their doctrine of only a single Dharma lineage on the grounds that they
had failed to understand (1) the nature of Dharma transmission explained in
Shobo Genzo, (2) Zen history, and (3) the importance of maintaining lineages.

64 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 15, in zSz 1, pp. 556-57.

65 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 17, in zSz 1, pp. 562-65.

6 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 16, in zsz 1, p. 550.

§7 Shishi Ikkushi [s1] (1702), fasc. 1, leaf 32b, in ESG 20, p. 544.
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To demonstrate how Manzan and Jikushin had misread Shobo Genzo,
Shishi Ikkushii begins with a paragraph-by-paragraph commentary on the
Shobo Genzo chapters ‘Juki’, ‘Shisho’, and ‘Menju’, all reproduced in
Dogen’s own idiomatic Japanese (instead of the unambiguous Chinese used by
Manzan). The term juki #z2 usually refers to predictions by the Buddha that
assure a disciple of his future attainment of buddhahood. Jozan, however,
cites Dogen to argue that the prediction of enlightenment that Shakyamuni
Buddha gave to his direct disciples is the Dharma transmitted by Zen masters.
The ‘special transmission outside the scriptures’ (kyoge betsuden #4+31i%) and
the ‘incomprehensible mind of nirvana’ (nehan myoshin {£%45.0,) is none other
than Shakyamuni Buddha’s juki.®® Jozan asserted that this interpretation is
what Dogen meant when he wrote: “What the Buddha and patriarchs transmit
from heir to heir is just juki.’®® According to Jozan, Manzan and Jikushin had
failed to understand the fundamental atemporal nature of this transmission.
The Dharma inherited by the disciple is always Shakyamuni Buddha’s Dhar-
ma; the disciple’s true master (honshi &ff) is always Shakyamuni Buddha.
Jozan cites Dogen’s statement that at the same time that Shitou Xiquian (J.
Sekitd Kisen) fEEAZE, 700-790, had inherited the Dharma from Qingyuan
(J. Seigen Gyoshi) #FEiTHE, d. 740, Mahakasyapa (the Dharma heir of
Shakyamuni Buddha according to Zen legend) had also inherited the Dharma
from Qingyuan. He proceeds to ridicule Jikushin’s comment about opposing
Dharma lineages dividing one’s body.”® He rhetorically asked whether Maha-
kasyapa had to return his original lineage to the Buddha.”! J6zan asserted
that Dogen taught that a monk always inherits the Dharma directly from
Shakyamuni Buddha.

Jozan argues, therefore, that the term ‘face-to-face transmission’ does not
refer to a physical ‘flesh-and-blood’ (kechiniku %) face, but to ultimate real-
ity revealing itself through buddha face (butsumen 1.iH), patriarch face (somen
#HiE), sun face (nichimen HE), moon face (gachimen Fi&), mirror face
(kyomen #57H), water face (suimen k&), form face (gyomen ¥i#), shadow face
(vomen %), and so forth.”® According to Jozan, all these faces are the face of
Shakyamuni Buddha, as indicated by the following statement in the ‘Menju’
chapter of Dogen’s Shobo Genzo:

Even with a gap of a thousand years, ten thousand years, one hundred eons, or
one hundred million eons [separating the disciple from the Buddha], face-to-face
transmission is the transmission of the actualization of Shakyamuni Buddha’s
face.”

68 g1, leaf la-b, ESG 20, p. 528.

69 51, leaf 3a, in ESG 20, p. 529. See Dogen, Shobo Genzo, ‘Juki’, in DZZ 1, p. 195.
70 g, leaf 8b, in ESG 20, p. 529. See Dogen, Shobo Genzo, ‘Juki’, in Dzz 1, p. 197.
71 g1, leaf 9a, in ESG 20, p. 532.

72 g1, leaves 24b-27a, in ESG 20, pp. 540-41.41.

73 s1, leaf 27a, in ESG 20, p. 541. See Dzz 1, p. 448.
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Based on this doctrine, Jozan argued that a disciple can change his lineage an
infinite number of times and have an infinite number of teachers because
ultimately there is only one Dharma. Again attacking Jikushin’s remark about
two lineages in one body, Jozan replied that this statement proved that Man-
zan and Jikushin failed to understand that Dharma transmission exists
through the realization of the unobstructed body, words, mind, and actions
(muge shin go i g0 iR E5 %) of ultimate reality.”

Having argued that Manzan and Jikushin were mistaken on doctrine, Jozan
then attempted to prove that their knowledge of Zen history was equally misin-
formed. He devoted a major part of Shishi Ikkushti to detailed examinations
of the training of each of the eleven Chinese masters used as examples in
Tomon Gekitan in order to argue that, contrary to what Jikushin stated, all of
them had inherited more than one lineage.” To amplify this point, Jozan then
offered sixteen of his own examples, beginning with Ananda, one of the Bud-
dha’s direct disciples, in India and ending with the second patriarch of Shobo-
ji, Gessen Ryoin.’® Jozan cited some of the same historical episodes mentioned
at the beginning of the present article, namely, Dogen’s relationship with
Mydzen and Gikai’s letter to Keizan. Finally he explained how Gessen Ryodin
prevented Mutei Ryoshd’s lineage from ending. According to Jozan’s account,
the so-called ceremonial inheritance of the Dharma by making obeisance at the
deceased master’s ossuary (haito shiho %) that Gessen had performed at
Shoboji was ‘the origin of the Japanese practice of maintaining a temple’s
lineage by assuming it after [the abbot’s] decease.”’’ Jozan argued that without
this ceremony, many temple communities would suffer the distress (uree &) of
having their founder’s lineage cut off. Shishi Ikkushii concludes with a long
harangue on the inherent superiority of Japanese Buddhism over that of China
and India, with garanbd being both more suited to Japanese Buddhism and an
improvement over Chinese practice.

Manzan and Jikushin remained unperturbed when they first heard of Jozan’s
claims. A few of the supporters of the reform movement, however, were
concerned enough to sneak into Shobdji and clandestinely copy the docu-
ments said to have been written by Dogen’s master, Rujing. After Manzan
and Jikushin received this copy, they co-authored a Chinese verse titled
‘Upon Seeing Twelve Documents Preserved at a Certain Temple in Northern
Japan’ (Ran To6 Boji Shitsunai Kirikami Jinitsi & s £ 2= 494+ —58) that
ridiculed Jozan. This poem asserted that the twelve documents were later
forgeries composed in the style of mixed Chinese and Japanese.”® They were
convinced that Jozan offered no threat to their reform proposals.

74 g1, fasc. 2, leaf 14a-b, in ESG 20, p. 559.

5 s1, fasc. 1, leaves 42b-47, in ESG 20, pp. 549-51.
6 g1, fasc. 2, leaves 1-10a, in ESG 20, pp. 552-57.
7 s1, fasc. 2, leaf 10a, in ESG 20, p. 557.

8 sF, fasc. 1, sec. 16, in zsz 1, p. 560.
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By 1702, when Shishi Ikkushii was first printed, the lines between supporters
and opponents of Manzan’s reform movement were already so clearly drawn
that Jozan’s arguments were too late to have much impact. Nevertheless both
Manzan and Jikushin quickly wrote several short refutations of his key points
and distributed copies to officials in the bakufu. Interestingly, the first (1704)
published work to attack Shishi Ikkushii was written by a Rinzai monk, Keirin
Stshin (or Sochin) FE# 232, and not by a member of Manzan’s S6t6 reform
movement.”’ The lack of direct reply by S6t6 monks indicates that the issues
raised by Jozan remained sensitive topics within the school even after the
government ruled in favor of Manzan’s appeal in 1703. According to Shiito
Fukkoshi, the bakufu eventually ordered the distribution of Shishi Ikkushii
stopped and its printing blocks destroyed.®°

Several of Manzan’s letters and short essays written during this period of
controversy were collected by his disciple Sanshi Hakurya and published in
1711 under the title Manzan Oshc Tomon Ejoshi HiuFnsiRMr 2z 4% (‘Master
Manzan’s Tattered Robe for [Admonishing] the S6t6 School’).®! This collec-
tion of brief arguments reveals Manzan’s response to Jozan’s assertions and
the main components of Manzan’s own conception of shihé. He rejected
outright the possibility that Gessen had switched masters or inherited Mutei’s
lineage only after Mutei’s death. In Manzan’s view any documents that might
suggest otherwise were ‘surely later fabrications’ (kore kesshite gonin no gisen
2% A512).8% Likewise Manzan dismissed as faulty history the accounts that
Touzi Yiqging had inherited his S6to lineage from a Rinzai teacher.®* Manzan
carefully sidestepped the problem of Gikai’s dual lineages. On the one hand he
freely admitted that past Zen students had changed masters in the course of
their search for enlightenment (ih6 ekiho Ll 5i%), but asserted on the other
that the practice of changing lineages to conform to temples was a completely
different matter. Manzan argued that Gikai never had a true enlightenment
experience under his first teacher and therefore his earlier lineage, being too
immature, had been replaced by his later one.®*

79 According to SF, fasc. 1, sec. 16, in zsz Keirin sent copies of his refutations (titled SA0bo
Tekiden Shishi Tkkushi Benkai [FE&FEnEF—MLESH, facsimile in ESG 20, pp. 576-601) to
Manzan and Jikushin.

Regarding Keirin’s influence on So6to doctrines, see Kagamishima Genryt, ‘Keirin Sashin ni
tsuite: Kinsei To-Zai Koshoshi no Issetsu’ HARSER 2>\ CriRE 2 £ O —#, in Dogen Zen-
Jji to sono Monryid, pp. 195-213.

80 Fasc. 1, sec. 16, in zsz 1, p. 561.

81 Facsimile in ESG 20, pp. 602-17.

82 ‘Mutei Gessen Doso Onajiku Gasan wo Tsugu ni Kangae’ X A R FERIKI L%, in Man-
zan Osho Tomon Ejoshii [MO], 1711, p. 22a, in ESG 20, p. 614.

83 “Taikyaku Zuihitsuw’ X%, in MO, pp. 8b-9b, in ESG 20, p. 607. After Manzan, leading
Sot6 monks such as Menzan Zuiho mithi%e 77, 1683-1769, repeatedly argued against the validity of
the Chinese historical sources regarding Touzi’s indirect succession.

84 “Taikyaku Zuihitsu’, in MO, p. 8a, in ESG 20, p. 607.

Although Gikai is not mentioned by name in this passage, he is the subject of the question to
which this passage is addressed (see p. 2b, in ESG 20, p. 604).
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This line of argument, however, contradicts another key point of Manzan’s
general conception of shihd, namely, that Dharma transmission can occur
whether or not a disciple has an enlightenment experience (go migo shiho &%
1E89:).% As Kagamishima Genrya has pointed out, this startling idea that
even an unenlightened disciple can succeed to his master’s lineage seems to
have resulted from Manzan’s conviction that in his own age-—as opposed to
the age of Dogen and Gikai—the quality of the people studying Zen had declin-
ed to such an extent that few could attain true enlightenment.®® Unlike J6zan,
who accepted multiple lineages on the grounds that face-to-face transmission
represented the intangible realization of Shakyamuni Buddha’s face, Manzan
taught that since modern disciples were incapable of that kind of atemporal ex-
perience, they should instead concentrate on maintaining the principle of a
physical face-to-face transmission.®’

Manzan argued that as long as master and disciple fulfill the condition of a
personal relationship, then Dharma transmission ‘with either an enlightened
or an unenlightened disciple are both equivalent in [maintaining) the true tradi-
tion’ (go migo onajiku kore shoden nari [EERZEF#).% In support of this
interpretation, Manzan cited (in his own Chinese rendition) Ddgen’s state-
ment:

. . even if the one word [that expresses enlightenment] is not yet fully perceiv-
ed, even if the half verse is not yet clearly grasped, once the master has already
seen the disciple from within and once the disciple has already paid obeisance to
the master from below, then this is face-to-face transmission of the true tradi-
tion. In this manner, one must venerate face-to-face transmission.®®

As a corollary to his doctrine that even unenlightened disciples can inherit
Dharma lineages, Manzan also rejected the possibility of self-enlightened Zen
masters. In his view, even if such an enlightenment experience had really occur-
red, it cannot embody the Truth taught by Buddhism unless a monk also
receives the Dharma transmission from a legitimate master. Without this
transmission, he would fall into the grave error of rejecting causality (fennen
gedo ®#ki+i). Regardless, therefore, of how great or deep an enlightenment
a monk may experience, he must always visit an enlightened master (myoshi
#9Ei) to attain his acknowledgment in a personal face-to-face transmission
(menju shinsho E#2#H%&). Manzan argued that if this requirement were not
met, increasing numbers of arrogant monks would attempt to get their own
self-proclaimed understanding recognized as genuine.’® Likewise, if monks

85 ‘Taikyaku Zuihitsw’, in Mo, in ESG 20, p. 606.

8¢ Kagamishima, ‘Tenkei Denson no Shiso’, p. 90.

87 Shobo Genzd Menju no Maki no Nochi ni Daisw’ S8 TF IR #2 %%, in MO, p. 7b, in ESG
20, p. 606.

88 ‘Taikyaku Zuihitsu’, in MO, p. 7b, in ESG 20, p. 606.

89 ‘Taikyaku Zuihitsu’, in MO, p. 7b, in ESG 20, p. 606. See Shobo Genzo, ‘Menju’, in DzzZ 1,
p. 448.

9% ‘Shobo Genzd Menju no Maki no Nochi ni Daisw’, in MO, p. 19b, in ESG 20, p. 612.
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were not required to receive their lineage from a living master, then it would
be possible for anyone who has had an enlightenment experience upon reading
the sayings of some famous master of the past, or even sayings attributed to
some legendary buddha, to deceive people by claiming that lineage as his
own.”!

The fact that both Manzan and Jozan fitted historical facts to their own
preconceived notions and that both read their own narrow interpretations into
Dogen’s writings demonstrates that neither was motivated solely by the desire
to remain true to Dogen’s teachings—whatever these might have been. Today
we cannot know how Do6gen might have reacted to this controversy, involving
as it did institutional rivalries non-existent in his time. The contradictory im-
plications of Dogen’s statements and the ambiguous historical record suggest
that earlier concepts of dharma transmission had been more fluid and dynamic
than either Manzan or Jozan dare admit. What does seem clear, however, is
that, by the mid-Tokugawa period, for many S6t6 monks the ritual ceremony
of dharma transmission could no longer successfully evoke a spiritual bonding
with an absent teacher or an abstract Shakyamuni Buddha. Manzan’s inter-
pretation exploited this apparent gap between ritual intention and religious
content. Jozan’s metaphysical position, in contrast, lacked the simplicity and
tangible appeal of a concrete relationship that could be physically sensed and
objectively verified.

By the summer of 1702, the ‘single-Dharma-lineage’ side could already
count many prominent monks and lay officials among their supporters. Man-
zan and Jikushin began to hold secret strategy meetings to obtain advice from
other selected supporters, including Denno Gyuho m#4-/#, d. 1724, the abbot
of Rurikoji ®Bi% =% in Edo. During the Sixth Month, Matsudaira Shigeyoshi
sent word to Manzan and Jikushin that the government seemed likely to con-
sider a new appeal with favor. But Manzan preferred to wait cautiously. In his
view the time was still not ripe and the movement was still too weak to risk
another negative judgment. The protests of the other leaders could not con-
vince him that waiting too long might be just as risky. Two months later,
Jozan’s Shishi Ikkushiu appeared in print for the first time. Two months after
that, in the Tenth Month, perhaps because he feared that the reform
movement’s current favor with the government might be threatened by Shishi
Ikkushii, Gyiho suddenly issued his own appeal to the government.”

Gyuho’s appeal was similar to the one issued two years earlier by Manzan
and Jikushin. It began with a short history of the earlier attempts at reform by
Dokuan, Sokugen, and Manzan. Using Confucian concepts, Gytho argued
that maintaining temple lineages is unfilial (fuko 7<) and unrighteous (fugi
7°%) because it results in monks discarding their true teacher, and forgetting

9 <Shobo Genzo Menju no Maki no Nochi ni Daisu’, in MO, pp. 19b-20a, in ESG 20, pp.
612-13.
92 gr, fasc. 2, sec. 18-19, in zsz 1, pp. 566-67.
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their proper obligations (on &).”* He insisted that Dharma lineages must be
maintained by monks even if it meant that when the proper people were lack-
ing, the lineage would come to an end. While conceding that bequeathing the
Dharma to the ‘wood and stone’ of a temple might prevent it from dying out,
Gytuho argued that such practices are just like discarding one’s own flesh-and-
blood father and replacing him with a wooden puppet. From generation to
generation, is anything actually maintained?®*

In contrast to the ease with which the Agency of Temples and Shrines had
been pressured into dismissing the previous appeal, this time its officials could
not be deterred from conducting a thorough, time-consuming investigation.
During the Third Month, Manzan and Jikushin appeared before the agency
for a series of detailed cross-examinations on all aspects of Soto Dharma
transmission. In addition, the two monks were ordered to disclose the names
and residences of all their disciples because someone had charged that they
were using the reform movement as a means to attract as many Dharma heirs
as possible—heirs who in the event of a ruling favoring the reform would never
be able to accept another lineage.”® During the Fourth Month, the agency inter-
viewed leading monks from the Tendai, Shingon, Jodo, Nichiren, Rinzai, and
Obaku schools. According to Shiito Fukkoshi, every eminent monk question-
ed responded in favor of eliminating garanbs.’® Finally, during the Fifth
Month, the agency turned its attention to the ecclesiastical authorities of the
S6to school. One by one, the abbots of the two head temples, the three Kanto
regional registrars general, the three Edo registrars, and the abbots of about
fifteen major regional temples were summoned to Edo for questioning.”’

If the sample dialogues recorded in Shiito Fukkoshi accurately reflect the
cross-examinations, the commissioners were both informed and discerning in
questioning the Sot6 prelates. When one of the prelates tried to argue that,
even though it was incorrect, garanbo should not be prohibited because any
attempt to reform the custom of two hundred years would lead to squabbling
between regional head temples, thereby disturbing the peace of the realm, one of
the commissioners responded that prohibiting evil practices (heiaku %) and
establishing righteousness (shobo 1£3:) was the policy that preserved domestic
peace. One of the prelates attempted to argue that daifu was a legitimate prac-
tice, attested to by numerous Chinese examples, and that Dogen’s rejection of
it was an aberrant opinion (shigen ¥.5) that should be rejected by the govern-

93 Reportedly, he stood ready to sacrifice his monastic standing and his life if need be. See SF,
fasc. 2, sec. 18-19, in zs7 1, pp. 566-69.

94 gF, fasc. 2, sec. 20, in zsz 1, p. 575.

95 gF, fasc. 2, sec. 20, in zSz 1, pp. 576-78.

According to SF, at this time Manzan had acknowledged only nine Dharma heirs. By the time
of Manzan’s death, however, he had acquired more than thirty Dharma successors. See Sanshi
Hakuryt ef al., ed., Daijo Remposhi K377, in sz 16, p. 580b.

9 gF, fasc. 2, sec. 21, in zsz 1, p. 580.

97 SF, sec. 22, in zsz 1, pp. 580-81.
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ment. To this, a commissioner responded that every social group must con-
form to its own norms (kakun): samurai must practice swordsmanship, Hosso
monks must follow the doctrines of the Hosso school, Tendai monks must
follow the teachings of Saiché &%, and Sotd monks must follow the teachings
of Dogen. When a prelate tried to argue that Manzan and Jikushin were distort-
ing Dogen’s views, a commissioner asked whether Dogen had not written that
monks who change lineages were beasts or dogs. Then when the same prelate
proposed that Dogen’s words merely represented one of the particularities of
Zen language, similar to calling the Buddha a dried shit stick (kanshiketsu #% &%
#%), the commissioner reminded him of the distinction between paradoxical
language intended to lead a disciple to enlightenment and caveats intended to
direct behavior.”®

Two months later, on the 5th day of the Seventh Month, the agency ordered
the So6td leaders to state the school’s official position either approving or
protesting any.government proposal to abolish temple lineages. The prelates
convened several times, but no matter how much they debated the issue, a
government action, while the abbots of Eiheiji and the three administrative
temples of the Kanto region (kan sansetsu), where the offices of the registrar
general were located, led the opposition.

It is not surprising that Eiheiji fought for the continuation of garanbo, while
ordered rearrangement of So6td temple lineages. Without garanbo, Eiheiji
could not command the loyalty of the new temple factions it had acquired.
regardless of whether garanbo was abolished or not. With these two head
temples .opposing each other, the question of approval or protest became
subordinate to the overall rivalry between the two institutions. The prelates
of neither temple would give in to those of the other.

To break the deadlock, Manzan and Jikushin proposed a compromise that
could establish the principle of inheriting only a single Dharma lineage (isshi in-
sho) while also allowing temple Dharma lineages (garanbo) to continue to exist
in modified form. This was done by making an arbitrary distinction between
the nature and function of the three documents of succession (sanmotsu =)
handed down during the secret S0td Dharma transmission ritual.

There are various theories about the origins and orthodox interpretations
of these documents. The following descriptions have avoided as many of the
unsettled issues as possible and as a result are necessarily somewhat subjec-
tive.®” The format of the succession certificate (shisho) that has been used since

98 sF, sec. 23, in zsz 1, pp. 582-84.
9 For a detailed presentation of orthodox Soto views, see Okada Giho MHE T, Zengaku
Kenkyaho to sono Shiryo #2875 & H& ¥, Meicho Kankokai, 1969, pp. 482-91 & 534-52.
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at least the sixteenth century depicts the names of all the buddhas and patri-
archs (legendary and historical) down to the present master and disciple, arrang-
ed in a large circle around Shakyamuni’s name, which occupies the center. An
unbroken, wavy red line winds circles through and connects all the names. The
circular arrangement depicts not so much a linear, historical transmission
from one generation to the next, but rather the simultaneous enlightenment of
all beings with Shakyamuni.'°® The second document, the blood lineage
(kechimyaku) chart, records the genealogical transmission of the mystical Zen
precepts (zenkai ##) that embody enlightenment. Here all the patriarchs are
listed in sequential fashion, one after the other. The third chart, known as the
‘Great Task’ (daiji 5=), a reference to the statement in the Lotus Sutra that all
buddhas appear in the world for the sole task of leading beings to enlighten-
ment, is the most problematical of the three documents. Its appearance and
format vary widely, even among versions bestowed by the same master. Usu-
ally it consists of geometric diagrams that symbolize the wordless content of
Zen enlightenment.

In Manzan’s proposed compromise, the succession certificate alone would
represent a monk’s single true Dharma lineage and as such it would never be
changed or discarded (issho fueki —+71°%). The kechimyaku (Blood Lineage)
and daiji (Great Task) would remain attached to individual temples, so that
each new abbot would receive that temple founder’s kechimyaku and daiji
lineages.'! In this way, monks would receive five documents (gomotsu #4%):
their original set of three plus two more from each new temple. The three
succession documents traditionally had been handed down as a single unit
(san soku ichi =f0—), but Manzan believed that only the succession certificate
had been bestowed on Dogen by Rujing. In his view, it was Dogen who had
initiated use of the ‘Blood Lineage’ chart, while the ‘Great Task’ was a later
innovation that had nothing to do with the succession process.'°? The latter
two documents, therefore, were mere auxiliaries that could be handled differ-
ently from the shisho. He explained this point as follows:

What is used to attest that one has inherited the Dharma is the same in both
China and Japan, and in both the Rinzai and S0t schools. It is only the single
shisho document. . . .

100 The shisho attributed to Rujing and Dogen, now stored at Eiheiji and designated as a Na-
tional Treasure, is the prime example of this genre. In spite of its exalted status, however, the ver-
sion now stored at Eiheiji probably dates from the sixteenth century.

See Okubo Doshu, Shiitei Zoho Dogen Zenjiden no Kenkyin 13I8 & TCHR{ZOHTR,
Chikuma, 1966 rev. ed., pp. 340 & 453.

101 gf, fasc. 2, sec. 26, in zSz 1, pp 588-90.

102 “Taikyaku Nihitsw’ 3% %, in Manzan Osho Tomon Ejoshii, pp. 14a-15a, in ESG 20. pp.
609-10.

Regarding the use of similar certificates in present-day Chinese Buddhism, see Holmes Welch,
‘Dharma Scrolls and the Succession of Abbots in Chinese Monasteries’, in T oung-Pao, 50:1-3
(1963), pp. 93-115.
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[The fact] that in Eihei [Dogen’s Shobo Genzo] there is not even half a phrase
or a single word that concerns the [other] two documents, the kechimyaku and
daiji, means that these need not be related to Dharma succession. The
kechimyaku delineates one’s precept-transmission lineage; it does not attest to
one’s Dharma-transmission lineage. The daiji [attests] to one’s oral initiation to
the kechimyaku; it, too, does not attest to one’s Dharma-transmission lineage.
Merely because masters have traditionally placed these two documents into the
same cover as the shisho, they are conventionally referred to as the three [succes-
sion] documents. This is not at all the Founder’s [Ddgen’s] original intention.!??

In their three years of effort, Manzan and Jikushin still had not overcome
the S0t0 school’s conservative opposition to their proposed abolition of tem-
ple lineages. But after so much labor, they could not afford to be unyielding.
Without accepting some compromise with the supporters of temple lineages,
the reform movement would not have succeeded in even partially establishing
the principle of only a single, life-long Dharma lineage. Manzan and Jikushin
therefore petitioned the Agency of Temples and Shrines to allow the Soto
authorities to accept the above compromise. On the 17th day of the Twelfth
Month, the abbots of Eiheiji, S6jiji, the three Kanto temples, and six other
major temples formally approved the compromise proposal.'® On the 7th day
of the following month, 1703, Manzan and Jikushin finally achieved the goal
for which they had worked so long. On that day the bakufu handed down a
ruling with three main provisions:

1. In order to become abbot of a temple a monk must have had at least twenty-
five years of training and be nominated by the master from whom he inherited
the Dharma.

2. The principles of face-to-face transmission (menju) and inheriting only a
single Dharma lineage (isshi insho) are part of Dogen’s codes (kakun). From this
day forward every S0t0 monk shall keep throughout his entire life the first set of
the three succession documents that he has received, regardless of where ¢lse he
serves as abbot. Moreover, the practice of using representatives outside of the
master-disciple relationship to bestow lineages [that is, the practice of daifu] is
prohibited.

3. In regard to the transmission of the temple Dharma lineages, a new abbot
shall be allowed to inherit more than one kechimyaku and daiji (but not the
shisho) so that he can succeed to the same temple lineage as the former abbot.'®

Manzan and Jikushin had won. True, the last vestiges of garanbo were not
eliminated until 1875, when the Sotd school finally prohibited monks from
inheriting more than one kechimyaku and one daiji.'°® But Manzan and
Jikushin succeeded in establishing the primacy of individual relationships (Zen

103 “Taikyaku Nihitsw’, in Manzan Osho Tomon Ejoshil, pp. 12b-13a, in ESG 20, p. 609.

104 sk, fasc. 2, sec. 27, in zSz 1, pp. 588-93.

105 g, fasc. 2, sec. 27, in zSz 1, pp. 593-94. Note: this is a summary of the ruling, not a
translation.

106 Yokozeki, pp. 804-05.
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masters and disciples) over institutional relationships (Zen temples) to an ex-
tent that was radical in the context of the Tokugawa age.!®” Lifting the con-
straints of garanbo had an immediate restorative effect on the smaller lineage
factions. Kuriyama Taion has demonstrated the numerical results of the
reform ruling by comparing the number of Dharma heirs attributed to the
abbots of Daijoji, a monastery in the small Meiho lineage.'®® Seventeen suc-
cessive abbots before 1704 are credited with having produced a total of only
nineteen disciples, but the next seventeen abbots of Daijoji produced (and
retained) 404 Dharma heirs.!%® Even contemporaries of Manzan and Jikushin
recognized that the 1704 bakufu ruling would be a turning point in the history
of Japanese So6to. Sonno Shieki #EH5%, 1649-1705, for example, praised
Manzan and Jikushin as the revivers (chitko +21) of the Japanese Soto
school.1?

Yet no one could fully anticipate the reverberations of this ‘revival’. More
than just institutional organization was at stake. Arguments for and against
Manzan’s reform had hinged on the resolution of basic ideological issues. The
bakufu Aatto of 1615 had stipulated that Eiheiji’s standards (kakun) must be
the rule for all S6t06 monks. At that time, the legal implications of the term
kakun (literally, house rules) were not clearly defined. Probably it referred to
the customs and precedents established by tradition at Eiheiji. With the govern-
ment’s 1704 ruling in favor of Manzan’s appeal, however, ‘Eiheiji’s kakun’
thenceforth would be interpreted as Dogen’s writings. Textual interpretation
would take precedence over established habits. The So6to hierarchy, no doubt
afraid of what other radical reformers might find in Dogen’s Shébo Genzo, a
work open to a variety of interpretations, immediately took steps to restrict ac-
cess to this traditional symbol of sectarian authority. Acting at the request of
the Soto prelates, in 1722 the government prohibited the copying or publica-
tion of any part of Shobo Genzo.'!! But this regulation proved to be too little,
too late. The search for the historical Dogen had begun and could not be stop-
ped.

Ultimately the ideological implications of Manzan’s reform movement prov-
ed more important than its institutional effects. Implicit within Manzan’s
general idea of fukko (restoration) was the notion that the S6t0 practices of his
day represented degenerate conventions that had deviated from the true
teachings of Dogen. Not only garanbo, but all traditional So6to teachings and
practices fell under suspicion unless they could be justified by direct reference
to Dogen’s writings. As a result, many practices that had developed during the

107 Kagamishima, ‘Edo Jidai no Tenkai: Shiigi, pp. 166-67.

108 Gakuzan Shiron T L% 5, Dai-Honzan So6jiji, Yokohama, 1980 reprint, pp. 322-28.

105 See Daijo Rempdoshi, in sz 16, pp. 577-94.

110 Sonno Osho Gyojo BHFMTIR (1751), in sz 17, ‘Shiden’, p. 373b.

111 Regarding Shobo Genzo Kaihan Kinshi no Rei TEHEMRERMIREIE4, see Yokozeki, pp.
909-12.
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medieval period, such as the system of secret initiations into Soto teachings
(for example, kirikami kuketsu 9#%nzk), gradually fell into disrepute.''* Re-
examination of Soto traditions ushered in new vitality, but also new weaknesses.
As scholarly monks increasingly emphasized the scholastic interpretation of
Dogen’s writings, Sotd teachings left less room for the traditional religious
authority of the ‘Zen Master’ and his freedom to express Zen enlightenment in
terms of personal experience. Finally, Manzan’s devaluation of the enlighten-
ment experience (for instance, his doctrine of go migo shiho) helped to open
the door to the eventual secularization of the So0td priesthood, in which
qualifications for advanced rank required neither practice nor realization.''?

112 For example, Menzan Zuihd, Dembo Shitsunai Mitsuji Monki {5 N%RHEC, in Sz 15,
pp. 176b-77a.

113 For an insightful examination of modern So6t6, see lan Reader, ‘Zazenless Zen? The Posi-
tion of Zazen in Institutional Zen Buddhism’, in Journal of Japanese Religions, 14:3 (December
1986), pp. 7-27.
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