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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Some Disputed Writings in the Nichiren Corpus:

Textual, Hermeneutical and Historical Problems

by

Jacqueline Ilyse Stone
Doctor of Philosophy in East asian Languages and Cultures
University of California, Los Angeles, 1550

Professor William R. LaFleur, Chair

This dissertation addresses some contrcversial
texts among those attiibuted to the Japanese Buddhist
teacher Nichiren (1222-1282). These texts present
Nichiren's doctrine of salvation through faith in the
Lotus Sitra in terms of original enlightenment thought
(hongaku shisé), a discourse then current within the
dominant Tendai sect. Once highly valued, they are now
deemed possibly apocryphal by some leading Nichiren
scholars in Japan who argue that, in breaking with
Tendai to start a new school, Nichiren also rejected or
substantially revised the Tendai hongaku doctrine.

The problems involved here are explored by
considering representative writings in three genres:

essays, personal letters and purported records of

xiv



Nichiren's oral teachings (translations are included).
Reasons are cited for regarding these texts as
problematic: Few survive in Nichiren's holograph, and
several use terminology not attested in his
authenticated writings. However, the evidence is seen
to be inconclusive, and an argument is developed, based
on historical data, that reference to original
enlightenment thought alone may not constitute reliable
grounds for questioning Nichiren's authorship.
Arguments both for and against including these writings
in a consideration of Nichiren's ideas are shown to have
been influenced by various hermeneutical agendas,
including sectarian interestedness in asserting
Nichiren's independence from Tendai, scholarly
assumptions about original enlightenment thought and
Kamakura Buddhism, and conflicting doctrinal
interpretations within Nichiren Buddhism.

In these texts, one cannot distinguish conclu-
sively between Nichiren's thought and its interpretation
by members of his early community who might have forged
the documents. Thus they encourage a shift in emphasis
from Nichiren as the founder of a sect to how the
tradition emanating from him developed. They also show
the early Nichiren community to have been embedded in a

broader tradition. of Lotus-related discourse, one not

readily classifiable along denominational lines.
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E.g., Wei-mo-chieh so-shuo ching (Vimalakiti-nirdeda) 2,
T 475.14:475a25-26. In the case of the Lotus Sitra
alone, I have given Qiig or chapter numbers rather than

chuan numbers, as the identification of individual

chapters is often helpful in the context of the
discussion. For writings by or attributed to Nichiren,
I have used the four-volume, 1989 revised version of the
Shéwa teihon Nichiren Shénin ibun [ShSwa-period standard
edition of the works of Nichiren Shénin]. 1Individual

writings are cited in the text of this essay by volume



and page number; sequence numbers are also provided in
the Appendix of Works Cited.

In speaking collectively of the many traditions
that have emanated from Nichiren, I have used the
expression "Nichiren sect" or simply "Nichiren
Buddhism." Specific denominations within this broader
tradition are referred to by name, e.dg., Nichirenshi,
Nichiren Shésh@i, Kempon Hokkeshd, etc.

Months and days for the pre-modern period are given
according to the lunar calendar. When Japanese era
names are used, Western equivalents are provided in
parentheses, for example, the twenty-eighth day of the
fourth month of Kenché 5 (1253). To avoid discrepancy
with traditional biographies, Nichiren's age at the time
of various events is given according to the old East
Asian system, at which one is considered to be a year
old at birth. The expression "medieval period" is used

to refer from roughly the beginning of the insei or

Cloister Government period in the late eleventh century
to the beginning of the Edo period (1600) . The term
"medieval Tendai" {chiko Tendaj) technically indicates a
somevhat longer historical span, extending to the late
seventeenth-early eighteenth centuries.

The pronunciation of the names of persons, temples
and texts, as well as the preferred titles for some of

Nichiren's writings, varies to some extent from one



Nichiren denomination to another. In these matters I
have followed the Nichiren Shénin ibun jiten and the
Nichirenshi jiten. Chinese names have been romanized
'according to the Wade-Giles system; a modified Hepburn
has been used for Japanese. Sanskrit words appearing in
Webster's Third New International Unabridged Dictionary
are not italicized, but diac;itics have nevertheless
been provided for the reader's convenience. Buddhist
terms are given in the language of currency (usually
Japanese). |

Unless otherwise indicated, all reférences to the
Lotus Sdtra refer to Miao-fa lien-hua ching,
Kumidrajiva's Chinese translation of the Saddharma-
pundarika-sQtra, which Nichiren and his contemporaries

regarded as authoritative. Nichiren and his followers
used the title of this sutra, Myohé~-renge-kydé in
Japanese pronunciation, to indicate both the sitra
itself and also as a designation for the ultimate
reality; where this latter usage is Clearly indicated, I
have not italicized it.

Translations of works discussed in the dissertation
appear in Part II of the dissertation. Where passages
from these translations are quoted in the main body of
the discussion, only the location of the passage is
cited; explanations of material within the text are

provided in footnotes in Translations section.



PREFACE

Great thinkers and'religious leader may write down
their own ideas, but their words are also recorded by
their immediate disciples, whose recollections of the
master's thoughts may in turn be recorded by their
disciples. Long afterward, later followers of the
school may then retrospectively attribute their own
compositions to the great man, in order to invest them
with authority. Thus a teacher's collected works may
include not only his own writings, but redactions by
several generations of disciples as well as later
apocrypha, and where one layer of material ends and
another begins may not always be easy Or even possible
to distinguish. In attempting to trace the life and
thought of a particular figure, it is sound methodology
to identify, where this can be done, those works that
are authentic and accord them the greatest weight in
one's interpretive work. However, works whose
authenticity cannot be definitively determined also have
their story to tell, sometimes one that merits close
scholarly attention. Such is the case with a number of
problematic writings attributed to the medieval Japanese
Buddhist teacher Nichiren (1222-1282).

Nichiren wrote prolifically; his collected works



comprise more than five hundred writings. These
represent a variety of forms, including essays of
varying lengths, personal letters and recorded oral
teachings and ranging from learned doctrinal expositions
in literary Chinese to sermons for lay people in the
vernacular language--all developing Nichiren's doctrine
of salvation through exclusive devotion to the Lotus
Sitra and the direct accessiblity of Buddhahood for
anyone, man and woman, foolish or wise, who takes faith
in the sQtra and chants its daimoku or title in the
formula, Namu-myéhé-fenge-kyé. Yet not all these
writings are equally reliable as genuine works of
Nichiren. At one end of the spectrum, well over a
hundred documents that survive in his holograph or can
be otherwise verified are indisputably authentic; while
at the other end, we find a few that are almost
certainly redactions by his close foilowers or
pseudographic works attributed to him by disciples
writing after his death. In between, however, lies a
gray area of texts whose authorship remains uncertain,
possibly written by Nichiren or possibly by his
disciples. This essay will focus on a portion of this
ambiguous material, specifically, a dgroup of texts that
illustrate Nichiren's idea of the immediacy of
enlightenment via the Lotus by drawing on the vccabulary

and symbol system of original enlightenment thought



(hongaku shisé).

Original enlightenment thought formed the topic of
a major discourse in the medieval Japanese religious
world. Traditionally associated with esoteric Tendai
Buddhism and also having roots in Shingon, this doctrine
helds that Buddhahood is not something "attained" at all
but originally inherent in all beings, sentient and
insentient alike. In the Tendai literature, depending
upon the text, the original enlightenment discourse is
associated with various religious acts, including faith,
meditation, sidtra recitation and the chanting of
mantras. Tiie crucial point seems to be, not which
practice one undertakes, but that one awakens to being
Buddha inherently. In the corpus of works attributed to
Nichiren, howeVer, original enlightenment thought is
welded to the exclusive practice of chanting the daimoku

of the Lotus Sitra: In that act, we are told, the

practitioner is identified with the primordially
enlightened Buddha whose body is the entire universe,
and that person's dweliing place becomes the Buddha
land. Of the works in the Nichiren corpus dealing
extensively with this discourse--close to forty in all--
some are very powerfully written, and a few have
traditionally been revered as numbering among Nichiren's
most important writings. Over the last several decades,

however, this group of texts has been problematized by



some of the leading scholars of Nichiren doctrine in
Japan, who maintain that Nichiren, in breaking away from
the Tendai sect, also rejected or substantially revised
its original enlightenment teaching. Thus many of these
writings are now considered possibly apocryphal or at
least not representative of Nichiren's primary thought.

Why are these texts important? Given how little is
known about Nichiren in the West, and that so many
autheﬁtic writings by him survive, why focus on
problematic material? Those documents that are of
indisputable authenticity of course provide the most
trustworthy index to Nichiren's ideas, and moét scholars
of Nichiren in Japan today tend to rely on thenm chiefly
or even exclusively. However, this dissertation is not
about Nichiren per se, but about a cluster of writings
attributed to him--writings that prove important and
illuminating for a number of reasons.

First of all, one can cite their literary worth.
Not every one of the texts in question could be called a
masterwork, but several of them arguably hold a place
among the most moving pieces in the Nichiren collection,
eloquently repudiating as they do the peréeived gulf
between our flawed human condition and ultimate truth
with their message of a Buddhahood originally inherent
in even the most deluded being. Regardless of

authorship, they deserve recognition as belonging to the



world's great religious literature.

Second, these texts prove historically
significant, on multiple counts. To begin with, they
tell us much about how Nichiren and his teaching of
devotion to the Lotus have been--and in some quarters,
still are--understood. Even if they should for the most
part be apocryphal, their composition nevertheless
precedes the major exegetical literature of the Nichiren
sect produced during the late Muiromachi (1336-1568) and
Edo (1600-1868) periods; thus they would in effect
constitute one of the first levels of Nichiren
"commentary," reflecting how Nichiren's ideas were
construed by the members of early community who were his
first interpreters.

However, it is by no means certain that all or even
most of these writings are apocryphal. While their
ambiguous status unsuits them as primary sources for
Nichiren's ideas, one still cannot dismiss the
possibility that they may represent certain aspects of
his thought. The Nichiren who emerges from these texts
differs markedly from those stereotypes~-Nichiren as
national prophet, martyr, fanatic, and case study in
abnormal psychology--that inhabit the pages of so much
of our Western secondary literature on Japanese religion
and history. Wwhile still adamant that only the Lotus

SQtra leads to liberation in the Final Dharma age--the



degenerate era in which many medieval Japanese Buddhists
believed themselves to be living--this Nichiren is a
teacher of sudden enlightenment, of mystical union with
a cosmic Buddha, standing far more squarely in the
mainstream of East Asian Mahayana thought than do our
conventional images of this man as a somewhat bizarre
and marginal figure. How far this Nichiren is grounded
in historical reality, and how far he represents a
construct of later disciples, cannot presently be
determined; still, the documents in question may
conceivably represent certain elements in Nichiren's
thinking, elements that should be taken into
consideration in any attempt at.a comprehensive study of
his thought.

These writings also constitute another fragment of
information that may help in the ongoing attempt to
piece together a clearer picture of those historically
crucial developments in the Japanese Buddhist world that
took place around and during the Kamakura period (1185-
1333). The new Kamakura schools, including Nichiren's,
have long been represented as a sudden break with the
dominant Tendai/Shingon establishment, independent and
radically different from what preceeded them.
Denominational scholarship, in particular, tends to
paint the Kamakura founders as aimost transhistorical

figures, minimizing their embeddedness in an existing

10



tradition. Here in these texts, however, we find the
practice associated with Nichiren and his followers-—-
chanting the title of the Lotus SiGtra as an exclusive
.form--welded to the original enlightenment discourse
central to the esoteric Tendai tradition that Nichiren
is said to have rejected. While it would be premature
to draw firm conclusions, this fusion would seem to
support a view advanced in recent Years by scholars in
both Japan and the West, that the "radical disjuncture"
model of Kamakura Buddhism needs reassessment, and that
denominational categorization of the Japénese Buddhist
tradition--e.g., into Tendai, Nichiren, etc.--may not
always be the most useful appproach in attempting to
make sense of the new doctrines, practices and
structures of religious organization that emerged during
the medieval period.

Moreover, precisely because they overlap twe
traditions--Nichiren and Tendai--the texts in question
illustrate the sort of interpretive problems peculiar to
those gray areas that orfien slip through the cracks
between academic categories. In addition to the reasons
for their historical importance enumerated above, these
writings provide a complex and fascinating case study of
the interaction between scholarship and texts. We shall
see, for example, how the ways in which these texts have

been evaluated have been influenced by various
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hermeneutical agendas, including sectarian
interestedness in asserting Nichiren's intellectual
independence from his Tendai matrix, modern scholarly
presuppositions about the nature of original
enlightenment thought and about Kamakura Buddhism, and
conflicting doctrinal interpretations of rival Nichiren
denominations. We shall also see how modern techniques
of textual criticism, which aim at objectivity, can and
occasionally have been manipulated to serve a distinctly
partisan intent. The object of this study, in short, is
to introduce representative examples from this
intriguing body of texts, explore what they have to tell
us about Lotus-related developments in medieval Japanese
Buddhist thought and practice, and examine what can be
learned from the politics of the scholarship concerning
them, i.e., how the biases of modern interpretive
communities have influenced the argument to include or
exclude them from a consideration of what Nichiren had
to say.

A word may also be in order here about what this
essay does pot attempt. While I have briefly outlined
certain elements in Nichiren's ideas relevant to the
discussion at hand, I have not undertaken a detailed
exposition of original enlightenment-related elements in
the structure of his thought as it emerges from his

authenticated writings--a massive task far exceeding the
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scope of what can be accomplished here. Nor have I
attempted to present any definitive conclusions about
whether or not these texts are genuine. While
questioning the assumption that reference to the
original enlightenment discourse in a particular text
can alone be considered valid reason for doubting
Nichiren's authorship, I remain uncertain about whether
he wrote these texts. After having studied these texts
for some years, I feel much less sanguine than when I
started about the possibility of any clearcut answers to
the enigma of these documents emerging in the forseeable
future. The historical and interpretive problems they
raise, as well as their intrinsic interest as religious
documents, prove in the end more compelling than the
mere question of who wrote them.

Part I of the essay, chapters one through four,
discusses the cluster of problems associated with these
writings, introducing a number of texts. Chapter one
traces the history of the controversy surrounding them
ard outlines the major problems involved--textual,
historical and hermeneutical--through a summary of the
significant voices in the debate. Chapters two through
four analyze this problematic in the context of speqific
texts. Examples are taken from different genres found
within the disputed material: chapter two deals with

doctrinal essays; chapter three, with personal letters
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addressed to followers of Nichiren; and chapter four,
with purported records of Nichiren's oral teachings.

Complete translations of the texts discussed in
these three chapters--or, in the case of the oral
teachings, translations of substantial excerpts--
comprise Part II of the dissertation. The major portion
of this material--the long essay '"Sékanmon shé," the
shorter essays "Ichinen sanzen hémon," "Jinyoze no
koto," and the excerpts from the oral teachings-~have
been translated by me here for the first time: to the
best of my kncwledge, they have never before been
rendered into any Western language. The short essay
"Isshé jobutsu shé"™ and the six personal letters have
been translated before in The Major Writings of Nichiren
Daishonin, vols. 1 and 2 (Tokyo: Nichiren Shéshi
International Center, 1979 and 1981), as part of an
ongoing project of translating Nichiren's work into
English under the editorial supervision of Columbia
University Adjunct Professor Burton Watson. My own
participation in the work for those volumes, as one of
the principal translators and editors, will account for
any similarities between the English versions contained
therein and the ones appearing here. The Major Writings
was intended chiefly for Nichiren devotees as well as
for an interested general readership. I have

retranslated these seven pieces here in accordance with
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the rather different standards of academic Buddhist
translation and my own preferences for wording. In
somes cases I have altered the interpretation of
specific passages in ways that I now feel more closely
appproximate the text. I have also worked from a
different Japanese edition of Nichiren's collected

writings.
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PART I: DISCUSSION
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CHAPTER ONE
Sects, Texts and Original Enlightenment:

Outline of a Problamatic

In the world of contemporary Buddhist studies in
Japan, it is often remarked, as one scholar notesg, that
"nowhere is [textual] authenticity argued more heatedly
thar in the doctrinal studies of the Nichiren sect."l
This may be, first of all, because much room exists for
argument: works attributed to Nichiren that have
definitively been proven apocryphal are few indeed,
while the disputed material is extensive. Second, a
great deal is at stake. What, for example, did Nichiren
teach concerning the object of worship? Did he intend
the object of worship to be the person of the Buddha, or
the Dharma immanent in one's own mind? Did he teach
transcendence or affirm the world? Did he develop his
thinking independently of the medieval Tendai esoteric
tradition, or participate in the same universe of
discourse? And, among the rival Nichiren denominations
or rival scholars within denominations, whose
interpretation of doctrine most closely reflects what
Nichiren actually taught? Responses to all these
questions and a host of others can be influenced to

varying degrees by whether certain problematic texts are
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included or excluded from a consideration of Nichiren's
thought.

The above questions may not be those that most
‘intrigue us who approach the Nichiren tradition from the
outside, as a subject of academic study. Still, the
problematic materials in the Nichiren collection prove
both fascinating and important: as religious literature
in their own right; for what they can tell us about how
Nichiren and the religion he taught have been understood
historically; and for what they suggest about one new
movement within Kamakura Buddhism and its relation to
older forms. 1In addition, the debate surrounding them
stands as an illuminating and cautionary example of how
the assumptions and agendas of modern scholarship can
influence the .interpretation of texts. This essay will
focus on the most controversial group of disputed
writings in the Nichiren canon: those closely related to
the doctrine of original enlightenment.

As a prelude to the consideration of specific
writings, this initial chapter will trace the history of
the debate concerning these texts, outline the major
problems involved in any attempt to determine whether
they are genuine or pseudographic, or whether they do or
do not represent Nichiren's thought, and point out some
of the presuppostions, hemeneutical agendas, and areas

of interestedness involved in the controversy. First,
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however, it would be well to sketch in two major areas
of background material necessary to the discussion by
providing (1) a brief history of the Nichiren corpus and
the attempts to identify apocryphal writings; and (2) an
introduction to original enlightenment thought and how

scholars interpret it today.

The Nichiren Collection

The body of texts attributed to Nichiren has
traditionally been termed the gosho (sacred writings),

sosho (writings of the founder), or jbun (bequeathed

documents). No other religious teacher of the medieval
period equalled him for the sheer volume of writings he
produced. The standard edition of his collected works,
the four-volume Shéwa teihon Nichiren shénin ibun
(Shéwa-period standard edition of the writings of
Nichiren Shénin), contains a total of 529 complete
writings attributed to him and 442 helographic fragments
of additional writings, ranging in length from a few
characters or kana syllables to full paragraphs of
text.2 These writings have come down to us in three
forms: documents in Nichiren's autograph;
transcriptions, either of individual writings or of
collections of writings; and xylographs published during
the Edo period. Of Nichiren's letters and essays, 113

complete autographs survive, and another 25 autographs,

19



lost in a fire at the Nichirenshd head temple on Mt.
Minobu in 1875, are known to have existed. 1In addition,
there are 56 transcriptions of individual works made by
Nichiren's immediate or second-generation disciples.
This voluminous collection includecs doctrinal essays of
varying lengths, summaries or extracts of other works,
charts and graphs, recorded oral teachings, letters and
petitions to government officials and religious leaders,
and personal letters to disciples and lay followers.
Nichiren is not mentioned in the historical records of
his day, so these writings constitute the primary
material for understanding his life and thought. They
also provide a rich source of social, political and
cultural information for the Kamakura period. Many of
Nichiren's writings are valued for their high literary
quality, and passages from them are cited in classical
Japanese dictionaries as examples of contemporary usage.
Like many individuals later revered as religious
founders, Nichiren did not systematize his own
teachings; much of his writing was situational, produced
in response to events confronting himself or his
followers. His scathing criticism of other sects drew
the ire of the authorities, and, being repeatedly exiled
or forced to flee where he was staying, Nichiren led a
peripatetic existence for much of his career, acquiring

converts in each place he went. Thus many of his
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writings, especially those in the form of letters, were
scattered from the outset. According to tradition,
Nichiren's six senior disciples collected his writings
at Ikegami in Musashi Province on the first anniversary
of his death, making an index to which they affixed
their seals. These works they called the rokunai gosho
(catalogued writings). A year later, they are said to
have gathered those writings that had eluded their first
compilation e’fort, terming these works the rokuge gosho
(uncatalogued writings).

The two major collezctions of Nichiren's writings to
be published during the Edo period were in fact called
the rokunai and the rokuge, but the tradition of their
compilation at the hands of the six senior disciples
began to be questioned fairly early on and has finally
been dismissed by modern textual scholarship.3
Painstaking work by Nichiren specialists Yamakawa Chid
(1879-1956), Asai Yérin (1874-1941), Suzuki Ichijé
(1890-1963) and Miyazaki Eishi (1913-) has traced in
part how these writings were compiled over the course of
centuries by individuals working at Nichiren centers
located in Nakayama in Shimofusa Province, Minobu in
Kai, and Fuji in Suruga, as well as in other scattered
locations in other parts of the Kantd region, Kyoto,
Sado Island, and even Kyushu. Though opinion varies

slightly, the rokunai collection, consisting of 148
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writings, is now thought to have been completed
somewhere within 100 to 150 years after Nichiren's
death, and the rokuge, containing 259 writings, over the
more than 200 years following that.4

In the late Kamakura, Nambokuchdé and Muromachi
periods, the unsettled condition of society at large and
interfactional conflicts within the Nichiren community
inhibited free exchange among temples, and though
indexés were gradually compiled and texts collected,
probably only a few monks had ever actually seen a large
number of the documents. Not until the first
publication of the rokunai collection in its entirety in
the Genna era (1615-1623), and of the rokuge in Kanbun 2
(1662), did a complete picture of the Nichiren corpus
become more widely accessible.

Even before the modern period, scholars recognized
that in the course of this long compilation process,
works written by individuals other than Nichiren himself
had, whether inadvertently or deliberately, been
incorporated into the collection and transmitted as
authentic works of Nichiren. Pseudographic writings
seem to have become a problem early on. Tﬁe "Nikké
yuikai okibumi" (Nikké's last admonitions), said to
record the final admonitions of Nichiren's disciple
Byakuren Ajari Nikké and traditionally dated Genkd 3

(1333), warns against associating with those who forge
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dosho and condemns them as "parasites in the body of a
lion."5 A version of the rokunai index made by
GySgakuin Nitché (1422-1500), eleventh chief abbot in
the Minobu lineage, c¢o'. iins what purports to be a
colophon appended by . _: six senior disciples, stating
their concern that, after Nichiren's death, there will
appear "evil men without aspiration for the Way, who
will forge writings as they please and call them the
Shénin's gosho, deluding all living beings."6 Though
this colophon is itself apocryphal, it suggests that the
compilation of the rokunai may in part have been
motivated by an awareness that pseudographic texts were
beginning to circulate and a desire to prevent their
acceptance as genuine writings.

Late Muromachi and Edo commentators, in their
annotations on specific writings, occasionally express
doubt about the provenance of a particular text and
suggest that it may not in fact be Nichiren's work. A
few were conclusively identified as apocryphal. For the
most part, however, writings whose authenticity was not
certain were either accepted or rejected as served the
needs of various Nichiren communities at any given tinme.

In the early part of this century, however,
following the introduction from the West of modern
techniques of textgal study, certain scholars arfiliated

with the Nichiren sect grew enthusiastic about the
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possibility of purifying the Nichiren canon of
apocryphal texts. BAmong the first to propose a
methodology was Yamakawa Chié (1879-1956). As a primary
basis for distinguishing spurious from genuine writings,
he suggested, the reliable documents in Nichiren's
autograph should be assembled and their chronological
order established; this would then serve as a "normative
osho" against which more questionable texts might be
evaluated.’ Courage was needed to expose a body of
time-honored sacfed texts to the harsh light of modern
critical methods, and Yamakawa seems to have met with
some resistance: in a footnote to the above suggestion,
which was published in 1934, he.remarked that he had
been urging this course for the preceding twenty years.®8
However, the name that has become immortalized in
connection with this methodology is that of Yamakawa's
contemporary Asai Yérin (1874-1941), professor at Risshé
University, which is associated with Nichirenshid, and
specialist in Nichirenshd doctrinal studies. Asai's
success in generating enthusiasm for the idea of
purifying the Nichiren canon may have owed in part to
his skill in presenting it as a sacred task to be
shouldered by forward-looking Nichirenshd scholars. His

posthumously published Nichiren Shénin kyégaku no kenkyua

(A study of the doctrine of Nichiren Shénin), which has

exerted an immense ‘influence on subsequent Nichiren
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textual studies, called for a marshalling of the lastest
resources of modern scientific scholarship to confront
what he saw as a problem of recovering an original
.purity:

Oowing to the number of people involved and the
many years that have passed [in the process of
compilation] until today, in not a few cases,
forged writings have been incorporated [in the
Nichiren collection] and transmitted as
genuine. In order to show reverence to the
Shénin's pure and orthodox teachings, and to
determine the basis of the early doctrine of
this sect, these [apocryphal works] must by
all means be weeded out and eliminated. This
is a mission to be accomplished by modern
scholars of our sect. In fulfilling it, we
must [start] by determining which texts are
authentic, without being governed by
traditional opinion, and progress to
scientific study of those texts. Our mission
as scholars is indeed a grave one.®

Asai's passion, backed by his groundbreaking textual
scholarship, inspired a generation of Nichirenshi
scholars. Twenty years later his call for a
purification of the canon continued to resound
undiminished, for example, in the writing of Nichiren
texts specialist Suzuki Ichijé, published in 1965:
Ibun must be writings that Nichiren Shénin
produced by his own hand. Nevertheless,
forged writings by people who lived after him
have been left behind as works of Nichiren
Shénin; that is, writings of doubtful
authenticity have been incorporated even in
the rokunai, rokuge and the collection of

complete works. These must be investigated

and removed, to protect the purity of the
corpus.

Yet despite their enthusiasm and the gains in
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textual studies achieved by Asai and his successors, not
much in the way of substantial progress has been made in
conclusively identifying apocrypha. There is too little
to go on in the way of feal evidence, and attempts to
determine authenticity by computer analysis have thus
far proved inconclusive.ll The criteria used at present
are as follows: Is there a holograph? If not, is there
a copy made by a contemporary of Nichiren? A *no" to
both these questions removes a document from the
category of the absolutely reliable but in itself
remains inconclusive; though many holographs and
transcriptions by contemporary disciples survive, the
major portion of the corpus has come down to us only via
much later transriptions and xylographs. Next, at what
point does the writing in question appear in the
indexes? Mention in any of the earliest indexes
preceding the formation of the rokunai and rokuge tends
to argue--though not conclusively--in favor of a
particular work being genuine. Before the modern
period, when the rokunai index was still thought to have
been compiled by Nichiren's six senior disciples,
listing in the rokunai was deemed proof of authenticity,
but modern scholarship has shown this standard to be
inadequate: the rokunai and the rokuge alike contain
problematic writings. Failure to appear in any index

before the rokuge could be taken as partial evidence in
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absentia for a particular work being possibly
apocryphal, but in itself a late listing proves
inconclusive, considering that Nichiren's writings were
scattered from the beginning and collected only over a
long period of time. Many of the rokuge writings are no
doubt genuine.

Another sort of criterion, one that Asai ¥Yérin
widely employed, is whether or not a work contains
terminology not found in any of Nichiren's
authenticatible writings. Given the large number of
surviving holographs, a "yes" here carries some weight,
although again not decisively so. Beyond these
criteria, the judgment that a particular document may be
pseudographic inevitably passes into a vague area where
pre-decisions about what is representative of Nichiren's
primary thought are used to assess borderline materials.

With no more definitive criteria than these to
work with, Asai's goal of a purified canon remains
unrealized. The difficulty of making firm judgments
about authenticity is in fact reflected in the

organization of the Shéwa teihon standard edition of

Nichiren's work. When the first three volumes of this
collection were first published in 1952-1954, those
writings whose authenticity had been questioned since
premodern times were included in vol. 3, the zokuhen or

"subsidiary texts" section, as works "whose authenticity

27



is problematic," while works "whose authenticity is not
established, yet which traditionally have been highly
valued from the standpoint of doctrine or of faith"l2
were included along with fully authenticated writings in
vols. 1 and 2, the shéhen or "primary texts" section.
In plainer language, the traditional judgment of
premodern commentaries--rather than any new, conclusive
determinations made by modern scholars of scientific
text criticism--was employed as the guiding principle in
the arrangement of the canon. Not all the writings in
the shéhen have by any means been shown to be authentic,
and--though the likelihood of pseudographia here is much
higher--not all the works in the zokuhen have been
definitely preven apocryphal. The division into shéhen
and zokuhen caﬁ itself be seen as a compromise between
the ideal of canonical purity and the difficulty of
achieving it: the splitting off of certain problematic
texts into the zokuhen section represents a recognition
that questions of authenticity exist, while the fact
that these texts nevertheless continue to be included in
the collection represents the impossibility at present
of resolving those questions conclusively.

’Yet if Asai's vision of a purified canon has not
materialized, his program for an interpretation of
Nichiiren's thought based solely on unimpeachable,

"normative" texts has been carried on by his successors,
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becoming greatly influential. Asai's intellectual heirs
have for the most part, like himself, been specialists
in Nichiren doctrinal or textual studies, affiliated
with the Nichiren Kyégaku Kenkyldjo (Research Center for
Nichiren Doctrinal Studies) of Risshé University. While
their assumptions and methodology are not necessarily
shared by all scholars associated with Nichirenshi or
even with Rissh6é University, let alone by all scholars
of the other various Nichiren denominations, they have
taken the lead in presenting Nichiren to the broader
Japanese academic world, through their own published
research and through the editing of important reference
works including the Shéwa standard edition of Nichiren's
writings, the Nichirenshd jiten (Dictionafy of
Nichirenshd) and Nichiren Shénin ibun jiten (Dictionary
of the writings of Nichiren Shénin). Thus their textual
and hermeneutical approaches have exerted a
determinative impact on how Nichiren is understood by
Japanese intellectuals today. With few exceptions, and
some controversy over individual writings, they have
continued to problematize, and occasionally add to, the
list of works that Asai originally deemed‘suspicious.

As a result, secondary studies of Nichiren have come to
be based on an increasingly narrower range of documents
that can be regarded as indisputably genuine.l3

Nichiren scholar Miyazaki Eishd has provided an
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exhaustive list of the categories of works in the
Nichiren canon now regarded as apocryphal. They
include: worké produced under the influence of Tendai
esotericism or of the Tendai oral transmission
literature; works written to aid in preaching or
explanation; works assimilating the cults of various
deities to faith in the Lotus Sitra or to Nichiren's
teachings; works written as guidelines for debate with
other sects; works associated with particular prayer
rituals; works that purport to be autobiographical,
putting together events of Nichiren's life culled from
his own writings, or that attempt to provide him with an
exalted lineage; works written to support a particular
doctrinal position in the factional disputes that broke
out among Nichiren's disciples after his death and
retrospectively attributed to Nichiren to lend then
authority; works purporting to be transfer documents
from Nichiren to some designated individual; works
emphasizing a special connection between Nichiren and a
particular person or locality; and works mistakenly
transmitted as Nichiren's, including amplifications of
extracts from his own doctrinal writings and extracts
from the work of earlier teachers.l4 There are in
addition numerous works that, in the absence of an
extant holograph or other corroborating evidence, cannot

be definitively proven genuine, but that contain no
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otherwise suspicious points and have aroused no
particular questions.

While the Nichiren corpus does indeed contain at
least one or a few questionable texts from each of
Miyazaki's categories, the overwhelming majority of
those that have fallen under suspicion in recent years,
the ones that Asai Y¥érin questioned most vigorously,
belong to the first group: works influenced by Tendai
esotericism or Tendai oral transmission literature,
specifically, those showing evidence of the original
enlightenment discourse that characterized much of
Tendai thought throughout the medieval pericd. 1In
chapter six of his Nichiren Shénin kydégaku no kenkyi,
Asai problematizes no fewer than thirty-four writings in
this category. As shall be described in greatr detail
later, Nichiren took his monastic vows in a Tendai
temple, studied at the great Tendai center on Mt. Hiei,
and counted a number of Tendai monks among his
disciples, so it would hardly be surprising, one might
think, if evidence of a major discourse then current in
Tendai circles occasionally found its way into his
writing. Yet at present, the mere pPresence in a
Nichiren-attributed text of anything to do with originai
enlightenment thought has coéme to be regarded as
sufficient reason to question that text's authenticity.

To understand why this is this case, and what is at
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stake in the exclusion of these texts from the sphere of
Nichiren's “primary thought;" we need to know something
about the original enlightenment doctrine and modern
'scholarly assumptions concerning it, as well as the
context in which these particular texts in the Nichiren
collection were originally questioned and in which the
debate concerning them has evolved. These issues are

discussed in the following two sections.

Original Enlightenment and Its Modern Interpreters

"There is no such thing as the 'attainment' of
Buddhahood. One does not ‘attain' Buddhahood because
one is Buddha inherently, if one would but realize it"--
So runs the central argument of original enlightenment
thought. Like many discourses, this one derives its
impact from the contrast with what it is arguing
against: in this case, traditional, linear models of the
Buddhist path, beginning with the launching of the
bodhisattva vews; followed by a program of gradual
spiritual cultivation and progress through successive
stages of achievement; and culminating in attainment of
the goal. It is a grave error, say the Tendai original
enlightenment texts, to thus seek enlightenment apart
from oneself at this moment. The purpose of Buddhist
practice is not to arrive at a truth external to

oneself, but to awaken to one's own body and mind being
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Buddha originally.

The late Tamura Yoshiré (1921-1989), who devoted a
major portion of his scholarly career to study of the
original enlightenment discourse, describes it as
consisting in two philosophical moves.l5 First,
nonduality is pushed to its ultimate conclusion,
negating any ontological difference whatsoever between
the ordinary person and the Buddha, the mundane world
and the Pure Land, self and other, etc. All
conventional distinctions of the phenomenal world are
thus colilapsed in a breakthrough into an
undifferentiated, nondual realm, wherein all existences
and constructs, being Empty of independent self-nature,
interpenetrate and are mutually identified. Second,
based on this insight into absolute nonduality, one
"returns," as it were, to the phenomenal world,
affirming its relative distinctions, just as they are,
as expressions of ultimate reality or original
enlightenment. 1In other words, one negates two levels
of distinctions to reveal two levels of nonduality: (1)
the distinctions among phenomena (e.g., between body and
mind, or between self and objective world) are negated
to reveal their absolute nonduality; and (2) the
distinction between this absolute nondual realm and the
empirical world of differentiated phenomena (body/mind,

self/other) is also negated, revealing the nonduality of
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phenomena and the ultimate truth. This second move is
often expressed in such characteristic terms as "the
worldly passions are precisely enlightenment" (bonné
soku bodai) or "birth and death are precisely nirvana"
(shéji soku nehan). Professor Tamura's explanation as
outlined above is a helpful one that has come to be
regarded as standard, finding its way into reference
sources such as the new Iwanami Buddhist dictionary
published last year.l6

The term "original enlightenment" (hongaku) first
appears in the Ta-sheng ch'i-hsin lun (Awakening of
Faith in the Mahayana), traditionally attributed to the
Indian Buddhist Aévagho§a but now generally considered
to be an apocryphal work produced in China around the
fifth or sixth century. The original enlightenment
doctrine developed especially within the Hua-yen school.
In the early stages of this development, the expression
“original enlightenment" evidently referred simply to
the potential for liberation inherent in all beings, but
in medieval Japanese Tendai came to be identified with
the ultimate ground of reality or True Suchness
itself.17

As Hazama Jiko (1895-1946), one of the first and
most important modern scholars of medievai Tendai
Buddhism has demonstrated, the original enlightenment

discourse dominated Japanese Tendai thought throughout
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that period of its history known as medieval (chiko
Tendai)--that is, from the middile of the insei or
Cloister Government period (late eleventh century) until
the Genroku and Héei eras (late seventeenth through
early eighteenth centuries) of the Edo period.18 Though
its roots go back to classical times, from perhaps
around the mid-twelfth century on, works devoted to
elucidating it began to appear and continued to be
produced over the next few hundred Years. In the course
of this process, expositions of original enlightenment
thought developed their own characteristic language,
symbols, and doctrinal formulations, all aimed at
radically undercutting any notion of an essential
disjuncture between ordinary people and the Buddha, or
between the mundane world and the ultimate reality.

Many of these texts purport to be records of teachings
secretly passed down orally from master to disciple.
This is the Tendai literature of orally transmitted
doctrines, or kuden hémon. Schools formed in
association with these transmissions, the two major ones
being the Eshin and Danna schools, which retroactively
claimed as their respective founders the two leading
disciples of Rydgen or Jie Daishi (912-985): Genshin
(Eshin S6zu) and Kakuun (Danna S6zu). These schools in
turn divided into many subordinate lineages.19

As lineages developed in importance, so did an
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emphasis on secrecy. Many of the Tendai kuden texts
warn in the most fearsome terms against careless
disclosure of their contents. The "Juketsu entaragishi
toketsu," an early example of the genre, admonishes that
it is never to be passed on to unqualified persons, '"not
even for a thousand in gold."20 The "Sanji shika no\
kotogaki" says, "Even if you must discard bodily life,
do not confer this [inappropriately]....If there is none
qualified to receive it, this transmission should be
buried beneath a wall."2l Eventually, some schools
began to assert that such transmissions should be passed
on from the master only to a single chosen disciple
(yuiju ichinin), or only to his own son (jisshi
sbézoku) . 22

To the modern reader, there is something
paradoxical about this transmission in secret of
doctrines concerning an enlightenment said by its very
nature to be inherent in all. Attachment to lineage
and the accompanying concern for sSecrecy appear to have
stemmed from the influence of traditions of secret
transmission in esoteric Buddhism, as well as from
factional rivalries among the various groﬁps of monks on
Mt. Hiei, and was paralleled by similar phenomena of
secret master-to-disciple transmissions in the arts.23
The emphasis on secrecy in the Tendai kuden literature

may also reflect an attempt to control the dissemination
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of teachings seen as empowering and therefore dangerous
as a potential threat to the authority of their
proprietors. The radical nonduality of original
enlightenment thought contains by implication a critique
of hierarchies, and could easily be used to challenge
authoritarian structures. There may also have been a
fear that the doctrine could be misinterpreted to mean
that, because one is enlightened inherently, no further
practice is required, and thus be misused as a rationale
for lax behavior.24 It is also possible that the
emphasis on secret transmission represented a ritualized
reflection of a usual state of affairs: the immanence of
the ultimate truth in oneself and the mundane world
being so difficult to discern and believe in that it
does, in effect, remain "secret."

In a very tantalizing sense, the medieval Tendai

kuden literature is still "secret," in that there are so

many things about it that have yet to be researched.
Only a handful of the extant texts are available in
print.25 The rest exist as handwritten transcriptions
stored in temple libraries, and although the staff of
the Tendai Shiten Hensanjo (Tendai Research Foundation)
is preparing many of them for inclusion in the now-in-
process 100-volume Zoku Tendaishd zensho (Further
collected works of the Tendai sect), the task promises

to be a long and difficult one. Until these texts are
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made available, collated and compared, a detailed
picture of this literature remains inaccessible.26 Ang
even if this vast enterprise should be carried out, we
would still be far from having all the documents that
once existed, for great numbers of texts were
irrevocably lost when the warlord Oda Nobunga razed the
great Tendai center on Mt. Hiei in Genki 2 (1571). Thus
any general statements about the medieval Tendai
literature, especially at present, are unavoidably based
on fragmentary information.

Another problem concerns the dating of individual
texts. Until about the fourteenth century, virtually
none of these writings was signed by its actual author
but was instead attributed retrospectively to some great
Tendai master of the past, such as Saiché,; Enchin,
Ennin, Genshin, etc. Tentative datings of specific
texts or of stages within the development of original
enlightenment thought have been proposed,27 but opinions
vary widely, and without firm dates for more than a few

documents, it is nearly impossible to arrange the body

of kuden literature in definite chronolgical order and
determine precisely when specific doctrines developed.
Besides these textual problems, other questions
arise. To what was this discourse responding, and what
kept it viable for so many centuries? How did the oral

transmission literature function within the monastic
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community? A number of theories have been proposed,
none wholly satisfying, but nevertheless provocative and
an inducement to further study. A few of these theories

‘are outlined below.

(1) The socjal correctjve theory. One suggestion,
proposed by Ogata Doken,28 is that original
enlightenment thought represents a return to the
classless and egalitarian spirit of ths early Buddhist
sangha that occurred in inevitable reaction against the
excessively hierarchical structure of, first, the court
nobility, and then later, the feudal era of Japanese
society. Ogata here offers original enlightenment
thought as a counter-example to criticism leveled by
Ienaga Saburd and others to the effect that Buddhism on
the whole allied itself with conservative forces and
acted as a brake on social progress (the doctrine of
karma, for example, worked to enforce the status quo by
maintaining that one's social position in the present
life is the deserved result of past deeds.)

Ogata is right in pointing out that original
enlightenment thought can lend itself beautifully to
egalitarian interpretations, but how far these
implications were actually developed in the medieval
period remains questionable. The tradition of secret
transmission, for one thing, weighs against this

suggestion. It would seem that any potential
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implications for social egalitarianism in the original
enlightenment doctrine were effectively held in check by
the esoteric framework in which it was transmitted.
Ogata draws many of his'examples of the democratic
application of original enlightenment thought from
Sonshun's "Hokekyé jurin shiyé shé." However, Sonshun
(1451-1514) lived rather late in the history of this
discourse, at a time when it had already begun to be
popularly disseminated. Moreover, the "Hokke jurin
shiyd shé" is a collection of popular sermons, including
many setsuwa, and in that sense is not representative of
the original enlightenment literature, much of which--
including other works by Sonshun--was Clearly written
for an educated monastic readership.

(2) The national character theory. Another
suggestion, proposed by Nakamura Hajime (1912-)29 and
developed by Tamura Yoshiré,30 is that original
enlightenment thought represents an expression, in
Buddhistic terms, of an indigenous, pre-Buddhist
Japanese mindset or psychological orientation,
characterized by an affirmation of nature and
accomodation to phenomenal realities. In recent vears,
this theory has gained widespread credence in Japanese
academic circles. Tamura argues in particular that the
seccnd philosophical move in the original enlightenment

doctrine--the "return" to the empirical world, affirming
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all its differentiated forms as expressions of ultimate
reality--crosses the boundaries of traditional Buddhist
thought and should instead be attributed to Japanese
thinking patterns. Bracketing the problems this
suggestion raises of cultural stereotypes, it is fair to
say that something in original enlightement thought
evidently appealed to Japanese sensibilities, and that
the development of this discourse in the medieval period
amply reflects its Japanese social and cultural context,
including attitudes toward the world of nature.
Nevertheless, it remains questionable whether one can
find anything uniquely Japanese in the original
enlightenment doctrine itself. The return to the
phenomenal world described in Tamura's second move was
integral to Mahayana Buddhist thought long before its
introduction to Japan, for example, in the second part
of the famous formula, "Form is Emptiness, Emptiness is
form," or in the second step of the dialectics of the
T'ien-tai triple truth and the threefold contemplation

in a single mind ("entering conventional existence from

Emptiness"31),

(3) The deviant non-Buddhist doctrine theory, 1In
marked contrast to the viewpoint represented by Nakamura
and Tamura, Hakamaya Noriaki of Komazawa University has
recently spoken out against "the illusion that original

enlightenment thought is something unique to our
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country."32 Neither, in Hakamaya's view, is original
enlightenment thought legitimately Buddhist, a point he
argues with near-polemical fervor in his ceontroversial
book Hongaku shisé hihan (A critique of original
enlightenment thought). Hakamaya's concern is not
sociological or historical description of what Japanese
Buddhists have thought or done but the recovery of the
normative meaning of the Buddha's teaching. His
criticism is threefold: (1) "Original enlightenment, "
according to Hakamaya, represents an unchanging, all-
encompassing universal ground within which one is born
and dies, corresponding to the sort of &tman or self-
existent (Hakamaya uses the word "topos") denied by the
early Buddhist doctrines of dependent origination and
non-self. 1In his view, it represents "nature" as found
in the traditions of Lao-tzu, Chuang-tzu or other
indigenous Chinese thought, resurfacing as a “topos" in
a Buddhist context. (2) Representing as it does a self-
existent &tman, original enlightenment thought
uncritically affirms self and thus undercuts the
Buddhist imperative of altruistic action, Hakamaya says.
In this connection, unlike Ogata, Hakamaya sees original
enlightenment thought as tending to support the
authoritarianism of one's own tradition, as opposed to
the critique of self and of authoritarianism implicit in

the andtman doctrine. (3) In its insistence on the
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ineffability of ultimate reality that can only be
experienced, original enlightenment thought denies faith
and the use of words and of wisdom (prajnia), by which
Buddhism traditionally holds that the truth of dependent
co-production is to be discerned and investigated. One
could take issue with many of Hakamaya's premises, but
his thesis has proved most useful in helping to
stimulate discussion and challenge stersotyped
explénations of Japanese Buddhism.

As this brief sampling suggests, academic theories
about original enlightenment thought share few points of
agreement. Here, however, because of its relevance to
this essay, we need to focus on a particular attitude
toward original enlightenment thought, one that cuts
across various theoretical positions. While not held
universally, it is nevertheless widespread and has
exerted considerable influence in the realm of Japanese
academic Buddhist studies. This is the assumption that
original enlightenment thought, in identifying all
Phenomena with the ultimate reality, represents an
uncritical world affirmation that endorses everything,
even human delusion, just as it is, in effect
undercutting the very need for Buddhist practice. This
notion has over the last‘few decades attained the status
of accepted opinion and is starting to appear in

dictionaries and standard reference works. Tamura
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Yoshird, who held this view concurrently with his
"Japanese national character" theory, was among the most
vocal of those who saw original enlightenment thought as

ethically problematical:

We may say that Tendai original enlightenment
thought breaks through the limitations of
dualistic thinking to reveal a realm that is
nondual and absolute....The problen, however,
lies in the move from the nondual or absolute
toward the affirmation of actuality. For
example, from the formulation that the worldly
passions are precisely enlightenment,
[original enlightenment thought] goes to the
extent of affirming worldly passions just as
they are, and even further, comes to be
offered as a tool for the fulfillment of
worldly passions. While attaining to the
highest level as a philosophical principle, it
remains, on the contrary, pregnant with
difficulties in respect to practice."33

Or in blunter terms: "The illusional (sic) man is
affirmed as he is, and any particular practice for
enlightenment is unnecessary."34

The disparaging of the original enlightenment
doctrine as a corruption or deviation seems to have its
roots partly in the attitude of modern Japanese Tendai
scholars, who for the most part have tended to focus
their studies on the more "orthodox" Chinese T'ien-t'ai
tradition or on the pre-medieval period of Japanese
Tendai, that is, from the time of Japanese Tendai
founder Saiché (767-822) until around the time of Rydégen
and Genshin. Later texts, as described above, do not

exist in any sort of order but rather confront the
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researcher with a veritable Pandora's box of
difficulties: in this sense, medieval Tendai may not be
an attractive field for those who like answers better
than questions. In addition, some Tendai specialists

seem to have regarded the medieval kuden literature,

with its emphasis on free and creative approaches to
interpretation, as a falling away from the strict
scholarly standards of the Tendai exegetical work that
characterized the pre-medieval era.35 until recently,
the medieval period was often referred to in scholarly
literature as the "dark ages" (ankoku jidai) of Tendai
Buddhism.

Perjorative evaluations of medieval Tendai thought
in modern scholarship have gained further impetus from
proponents of Kamakura Buddhism, who not infrequently
characterize these newer movements as correctives that
arose in reaction to Tendai's dangerous world-affirming
tendencies, reasserting the primacy of practice.36 fThis
in turn dovetails with another familiar cliché
--that, where the Tendai monks were corrupt, elitist and
self-absorbed, the teachers of the new Kamakura sects
reached out with true Buddhist compassion to the
suffering masses.

The assumption that original enlightenment thought
represents an uncritical affirmation of the world and of

human delusion badly needs to be reassessed, and we will
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return to this subject in greater detail later on in
this chapter. For now, we may merely note that, as
Tamura Yoshiré has observed, "With respect to Tendai
.original enlightenment thought, most modern scholars
regard it as corrupt and decadent."37 As we shall see
later on, this attitude appears to have been one of the
factors at work in the probienatizing of those texts in
the Nichiren corpus that draw on the original
enlightenment discourse. To understand how this and
other elements have conjoined to influence the
evaluation of these texts, we must here eonsider the

origin and subsequent development of the controversy

surrounding themn.

The Controversy: Its History and Contexts

Apparent connections between Nichiren and medieval
Tendai original enlightenment thought have been noted
since before the modern period. One of the first
scholars to point them out was the monk Keiké of the
Miidera, head temple of the Jimon branch of Tendai, who
wrote in the latter part of the eighteenth century that
"Nichiren's school" had "branched off" from certain oral
transmissions then current within medieval Tendai
Buddhism.38 For more than a hundred years, Keiké was
cited to support the contention that Nichiren's ideas

were essentially derivative. Maeda Eun (1857-1930), for
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example, expressing agreement with Keiké's position,
wrote that the doctrines of the Nichiren Hokke sect

are in fact based on original enlightenment

thought, and moreover, their talk about the

three thousand realms in a single thought-

moment as concrete actuality (ji no ichinen

sanzen), on which they always pride

themselves, is completely inherited from the

original enlightenment doctrine of our teacher

Saiché.

Shimaji Daité (1875-1927), while acknowledging
points unique to Nichiren in his approach to practice
and application, nevertheless held the opinion that
Nichiren had "transmitted the doctrinal studies of the
Eshin school [of Tendai]" and that "the content of his
doctrine hardly differs from that of medieval Tendai
thought."40 yesugi Bunshd, who also cited Keiks,
further wrote that Nichiren's doctrine represented "a
derivation of the oral transmission literature of Mt.
Hiei"4l and further suggested that "Nichiren's [idea of]
attaining Buddhahood in chanting the daimoku may also
have originated in" certain transmission rituals of the
Tendai Danna school.42 With the exception of Shimaji
Daitd, whose personal affiliation was with Jédo Shinshi,
these individuals were Tendai priests as well as
scholars of Tendai Buddhism, and one detects in some of
their comments a certain interestedness in emphasizing

how much Nichiren had owed to their own school. One can

imagine how galling such repeated assertions were to
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scholars of the Nichiren sect, who prided themselves on

their independent tradition.

Then~-suddenly, as it seemed--Asai Yérin
discovered a means of rebuttal in the textual studies
that he had been so instrumental in developing. Asai's
counter—argument may be summarized as follows: Keik$,
Maeda, Shimaji and Uesugi were in error, because they
had assumed that the essence of Nichiren's doctrine was
expressed by those works in the corpus reflecting the
influence of medieval Tendai original enlightenment
thought. 1In reality, however, these works were not
written by Nichiren. They represent the forgeries of
later disciples who, influenced by their study on Mt.
Hiei or at Tendai centers in Eastern Japan, incorporated
into their understanding of Nichiren's teaching a
doctrine he himself had rejected. Even if some of these
texts might conceivably be Nichiren's writings, they do
not represent his primary thought, as expressed in
normative writings such as his two most important
treatises, the "Kaimoku shé" (Opening of the eyes) and
the "Kanjin honzon shé" (On the object of worship) .
Nichiren, with his exclusive emphasis on the Lotus
Sdtra, could never have borrowed anything from the
medieval Tendai tradition, which had adulterated its
Lotus doctrine with such diverse elements as Zen, Pure

Land and esoteric teachings, thus confounding the true
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with the provisional. Nichiren's doctrinal studies were
indebted to no one except the orthodox T'ien-t'ai
tradition represented by the Chinese T'ien-t'ai founder
Chih-i (538-597), the sixth T'ien-t'ai patriarch and
restorer Chan-jan (711-782), and the founder of Japanese
Tendai, Saich6.43 Asai further excoriated those
scholars of his own sect who interpreted Nichiren's
teaching in terms of original eniightenment thought:

If it is as such scholars say, then the

Shénin's doctrinal studies, as I have said

before, either lapped up the dregs of Tendai

esotericism or sank to an imitation of

medieval Tendai, and, in either case, possess

neither originality nor purity. Can this

indeed be the true pride of Nichiren doctrinal

studies?44

Despite his obvious agenda of defending Nichiren's
uniqueness and purity, Asai was not without supporting
evidence for his claims. After the early period of
Nichiren's work (1242-1260), few of his fully
authenticatible writings have original enlightenment
thought as a central discourse. Most of the later
writings in the Nichiren corpus dealing with original
enlightenment thought do not survive in holograph.
Moreover, many of them employ certain terms and
expressions, associated with the original enlightenment
doctrine, that do not appear in any of Nichiren's

indisputably genuine writings. 1In their use of such

terminology, Asai suggested, the writings he was now
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questioning and works that had been regarded as
forgeries since premodern times resembled one another,
while both groups differed from Nichiren's authenticated
writings. He further showed that the arguments of
Keikd, Maeda and others in some cases rested on some
very questionable documents.45

Asai had tapped here into the modern exegetical
principle of textual parsimony, the basing of
intefpretive work solely upon indisputable texts. The
fact that so few of the Nichiren-attributed documents
dealing with original enlightenment thought can be
authenticated constitutes a powerful argument,
suggesting that there may indeed be problems with some
of the writings in question, and that Asai's proposal
should be taken seriously. Nevertheless, even the sum
total of the evidence will not justify his conclusion
that original enlightenment thought had no place in
Nichiren's thought, or that any reference to this
discourse in a Nichiren-attributed text should in itself
constitute sufficient grounds to call the authenticity
of that text into question. These criticisms will be
developed in the course of this essay; hefe we should
simply note, first of all, that correspondence in the
Nichiren collection between references to original
enlightenment thought and those texts whose authenticity

cannot be demonstrated is only a rough one: some

50



indisputably genuine Nichiren writings contain elements
from this discourse, while many texts in the Nichiren
corpus whose holographs have not survived, and which
thus remain ultimately unverifiable, have nothing to do
with original enlightenment thought at all. Second--a
point to be addressed in some detail further on in this
chapter--historical evidence suggests it to be unlikely
that Nichiren developed his thinking outside the sphere
of the original enlightenment discourse. Critics of
Asai's argument, few as they have been, have for the
most part focused on one of these two points: the risks
of problematizing so many texts on the basis of
inconclusive evidence, and the need to take greater
account of history. Here, we will trace the progress of
the controversy after its initiation by Asai, outlining
the views first of his critics and then of the major
scholars who have developed and refined his position,
adding further observations where appropriate.

Asai's critics. In the first group, we find Suguro

Shinjé (1925-), also of Risshé University, who
questioned Asai's methodology of interpretation based
solely on holographic documents. Suguro warned:

Because the reasons [for doubt] depend to a
great extent upon negative evidence and
subjective judgment or evaluation, if a firm
principle is established that writings
containing even slightly dubious points are
not to be treated as genuine, then the scope
of those elements that are deemed doubtful can
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expand indefinitely until only works whose
holographs survive or are known to have once
existed are treated as authentic. . .However,
because the reasons [involved] are of this
[inconclusive] nature, no matter how one may
pile them up, one cannot rule out the opposite
possibility, in other words, that these are
genuine writings. In terms of percentages, the
odds are fifty-fifty.46

He also added:

Even if the suspected writings are in

actuality pseudographic, because in the

majority of cases they would have been

produced with the aim of giving a certain

interpretation to Nichiren's thought, one

could say that the ideas capable of eliciting

such an interpretation were already latent in

Nichiren's thinking. Thus if we eliminate

apocryphal writings, we also eliminate these

latent ideasa which does not seem

appropriate.

Room may exist for questioning Suguro's contention
that the ideas expressed in pseudographic writings must
necessarily have been latent in Nichiren's thinking.
Nevertheless, with his observation about the odds being
fifty-fifty, Suguro put his finger on what may perhaps
be termed the key difficulty of this entire problematic.
Though an astonishing number of holographs do survive,
still, the greater part of the Nichiren corpus exists
only in the form of later copies. Thus, while the fact
that most of Nichiren's writings dealing with original
enlightenment thought do not survive in holograph could
point to widespread production of pseudographia on the
part of later disciples, as Asai suggested, it could

also represent a pure "fifty-fifty" accident of history,

52



as Suguro reminds us. No way exists at present to
determine conclusively which is the case.

Unfortunately, this state of affairs subtly lends itself
to partisan readings.

Parsimony of interpretation--exegesis based solely
on verifiable texts--in itself is scund methodology.
Especially in a case like that of Nichiren, where more
than a hundred holographs survive, what could be safer,
more objective, or more scientific, one might ask, than
to ground one's interpretations solely upon these
unimpeachable documents? Ironically, hdwever, in this
case, this "scientific," "objective" approach coincides
with a certain sectarian interestedness in stressing
Nichiren's originality and minimizing his indebtedness
to the earlier Tendai tradition. Since few works in the
Nichiren collection dealing with original enlightenment
thought survive in holograph, an exegesis based solely
on holographs or otherwise authenticatible documents can
serve as a polemical tool for asserting Nichiren's
intellectual independence from medieval Tendai. Asai,
as we have seen, stressed the importance of a scientific
critical approach, but his use of it to defend the
presumption of a "pure," original Nichiren doctrine,
problematizing as possibly apocryphal those texts
tainted by esoteric Tendai élements, makes one suspect

that his application of this supposedly objective
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methodology may have cloaked some non-objective
assumptions.

That Asai's argument dovetailed too neatly with
sectarian ideological agendas was noted in 1956 by
Kawazoe Shéji. Where Asai was a specialist in shigaku,
or sectarian doctrinal studies, and was concerned with
what should be regarded as normative in doctrinal
matters, Kawazoe, a historian, brought a different
viewpoint to bear on the issue. While praising Asai's
groundbreaking work in textual studies, Kawazoe
criticized his methodology for assuming that Nichiren
had begun from the premise that he ultimately arrived

at, i.e., a pure and exclusive emphasis on faith in the

Lotus Satra. "One can detect hints here, in new guise,
of an attempt to protect one's own doctrine," Kawazoe
noted. It was "utterly inconceivable" to him that
Nichiren, in the process of formulating his thought, had
not incorporated something from medieval Tendai: Asai's
position, in Kawazoe's view, was "ahistorical" in its
denial of Nichiren's intellectual development.48
Kawazoe's point is extremely relevant, not only to
the specific issue of the relation between Nichiren and
medieval Tendai thought, but alsc in the larger context
of the encounter between traditional modes of doctrinal
studies and modern scholarly methods. According to

traditional Buddhist hermeneutics, the Buddha reserves
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his most profound teaching until last, and sectarian
scholarship in all Buddhist denominations has generally
bent in the direction of honoring a revered teacher's
later works as both the most authoritative and as
representing the conclusion of all that he has written
before. 1In the case of Nichiren scholarship, this
tendency is seen in the long-standing hierarchical
division of Nichiren's works into the two major
categories of before and after his exile to Sado Island
in 1271.49 such favoring of later teachings, however,
negates the importance of the process by which a teacher
developed his ideas, as well as the possibility that
those ideas were not necessarily consistent throughout.
Kawazoe did not develop his critique of Asai's
methods; his above-cited remarks were made almost
parenthetically in a brief paper on another subject. By
extension, however, we may say that his point can be
used to question another aspect of Asai's methodology:
his use of "normative" texts. For Asai, the definitive
documents against which all others must be judged were
the "Kaimoku shé" and the "Kanjin honzon shé," two major
treatises written repectively in 1272 and 1273 during
the Sado exile, both indisputably authentic.50 He
points out that Nichiren himself regarded them as vital
expressions of his teaching,5! a judgment that counts

considerably, given Nichiren's unique position as a
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critic of his own work; and traditional Nichiren
scholarship has always valued them as especially sacred.
Certainly one cannot deny the doctrinal and historical
importance of these two works. However, from the
viewpoint of the process of Nichiren's intellectual
development to which Kawazoe's criticism points, we need
not assume that the ideas of a man whose extant writings
span forty years are necessarily defined in their
entirety by just these two treatises. A great virtue of
"secularized" scholarship, one may say, lies in
liberating us from the need to weight certain texts
unduly.

Parenthetically, as will be illustrated later, we
find that both texts can and have been used to support
widely divergent views; and that differences in emphasis
between these two texts and more questionable writings,
which may not necessarily be substantial ones, have on
occasion been reified into fundamental contradictions in
order to problematize Nichiren-attributed material
dealing conspicuously with original enlightenment
thought.

Asai's conviction that there existed an originally
"pure" Nichiren doctrine can itself be criticized as
"ahistorical." Like any teaching, Nichiren's was
syncretic, incorporating a number of earlier influences,

some from schools that Nichiren harshly criticized.
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Philosophically, his idea that Buddhahood is immediately
accessible in the act of chanting the daimoku
presupposes the basic Mahayana notion of Emptiness, that
all things are without fixed self-nature, and the
corollary ideas of nonduality and the interpenetration
of the dharmas that developed to so great an extent in
East Asian Buddhism. He also borrowed elements from
Japanese esotericism, such as the doctrine of "becoming
a Budﬁha in this very body" (sokushin jébutsu). In the
realm of praxis, his use of a mandala suggests esoteric
Shingon influence; so does the daimoku, as a mantra
imbued with the power for attaining mystical union with
the Buddha. As an easy form of practice readily
available to people of all classes, and as one held to
be exclusively efficacious in the Final Dharma age,
Nichiren's daimoku also has much in common with the Pure
Land practice of reciting the Buddha Amida's name. It
was part of Nichiren's genius, not that he established
an originally pure doctrine, but that he synthesized a
variety of traditions and assimilated them to the
daimoku of the [otus Sdtra, thus welding doctrines of
great metaphysical subtlety to a simple aﬁd widely
accessible form of practice.

Asai Yérin's work, as Kawazoe acknowledged, created
an important awareness of textual problems: No longer

can any conscientious scholar of Nichiren retreat to the
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naive position that everything in the Nichiren corpus
must necessarily be Nichiren's work. He and his
Succesors were courageous enough to turn the light of
scientific inquiry on a sacred body of texts and insist
that future sectarian scholarship must not be bound by
traditional assumptions. VYet Asai in particular seems
to have stopped short of questioning the most basic
sectarian assumption of all: that there existed a pure
Nichiren doctrine, intellectually independent of the
medieval Tendai tradition from which Nichiren emerged.
Another, more recent critic of Asai's methodology
is Hanano Mitsuaki, a specialist in Nichiren and
medieval Tendai texts who, as a relatively young
scholar, enumerated in a brief essay three limitations
he perceived in Asai's methodology.52 First, he faulted
Asai for excessive optimism in assuming that the
entirety of Nichiren's thought could be determined from
extant authenticated texts alone. Not all Nichiren's
writings have survived, a fact attested to by several
hundred holographic fragments. While acknowledging that
primary weight should be given to undisputed documents,
Hanano nevertheless cautioned against assuming that they
yield a complete picture. In this he echoed Suguro's
earlier argument, that focusing only on authenticatible
documents could possibly obscure aspects of Nichiren's

thought. Second, he questioned whether relying solely
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on indisputable texts would invariably yield a
conclusion so clear as to obviate the possibility of
multiple interpretations. Third, he took issue with
Asai's project of establishing a fixed, singular, and
normative Nichiren doctrine, an end that would, in his
opinion, rob Nichiren's thought of its dymanic and
multifacted quality and deny scholars room for
individual conjecture.

Hanano's second point, that even indisputable texts
do not yield a consistent viewpoint, bears particular
relevance to this discussion. For example, one might
think it a simple matter to ask: are Nichiren's ideas,
as reflected in his authentic writings, consistent with
original enlightenment thought, or not? However, this
is far from easily determined. A lengthy exposition of
Nichiren's thought would exceed both the scope and
intent of this essay;: nevertheless, a brief digression
into doctrinal matters is called for here, in order to
point out some of the problems involved.

Nichiren's conviction of the direct accessibility
of Buddhahood in the act of chanting the daimoku or
title of the Lotus Sitra is grounded in T'ien-
t'ai/Tendai notions of the interpenetration of the
dharmas and the inherence of the Buddha nature or
ultimate reality in all beings, sentient and insentient

alike. To express this notion of interpenetration,
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Nichiren employed the Tendai term ichinen sanzen, or the
single thought-moment that is three thousand realns, a
key concept that I outline in some detail in the
.Appendix. In the act of chanting the daimoku, Nichiren
taught, as in more traditional forms of meditation, the
subject/object barrier collapses, and the mind of the
practitioner (single thought-moment) becomes one with
the entire phenomenal world (three thousand realms).
Chanting the title of the Lotus thus opens a point of
access to nondual reality in which the ordinary person
and the Dharma are identified, the eternél, timeless
Buddha realm breaks through into the present moment, and

the sahd world of our empirical experience becomes the

Buddha land. 1In speaking of this, Nichiren borrowed a
phrase then current in both Tendai and Shingon Buddhism:
the "attainment of Buddhahood in this very body"
(sokushin_jébutsu).

From the time of his exile to Sado, Nichiren began
to express his vision of the Buddha realm manifested in
all phenomena in the form of a calligraphic mandala.
Down the center of this mandala are inscribed the seven
characters Namu-my8hé-renge-kyé; surrounding this
inscription are the Buddhas who figure in the Lotus

7
Sitra, Sdkyamuni and Many Jewels, together with great

bodhisattvas of both this and other worlds, voice-

hearers, gods, humans, dragon kings, demons and hell-
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dwellers--representatives of all the ten realms
constituting the hierarchy of sentient beings.
Illuminated, as it were, by the central inscription of
the daimoku, they manifest their inherent enlightenment
without changing their original status. Nichiren termed
this mandala the manifestation of the "single thought-
moment being three thousand realms in concrete
actuality" (ji no ichinen sanzen).

This aspect of Nichiren's thought, with its
emphasis on the collapsing of dualities, the
interpenetration of the dharmas and the ontological
identity of the Dharma with all beings, structurally
resembles original enlightenment thought very closely
indeed. On the other hand, we also find passages in
Nichiren's writings that describe the Buddha as an
externalized, transcendent savior figure who extends his
compassion to benighted beings, or which stress faith in

the Lotus Sitra with the eventual goal of rebirth in a

pure land. This latter aspect of Nichiren's thinking
hardly seems consistent with the original enlightenment
doctrine at all.

This dual character of Nichiren's thought has
fueled a debate of many centuries' duration over whether
the object of worship advocated by Nichiren was to be
understood as the Dharma (hé_honzon), which is inherent

in the believer (a position coinciding with original
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enlightenment thought); or the person, (nin honzon),
that is, the Buddha as an external object (a position
harder to reconcile with original enlightenment
thought). This controversy in turn underlies a related,
equally venerable debate over whether devotees should
revere Nichiren's mandala alone or whether the worship
of Buddha images should also be permitted.

In the linguistic structure of the daimoku, the

word namu (from the Sanskrit namas, an expression of

devotion) takes as its object Myéhbé-renge-kyé, the title
of the Lotus Sdtra that was also employed in the Tendai
tradition as a designation for ultimate reality: this
structure would seem to argue for the Dharma as object
of worship. The same may be said for the ccmposition of
Nichiren's mandala, on which the daimoku occupies the
central position, flanked by the two Buddhas, gékyamuni
and Many Jewels, as its right- and left-hand attendants.
Yet at the same time, Nichiren repeatedly mentions in
his writings a small standing image of éékyamuni Buddha
that he seems to have kept by him for much of his life,
and some of his letters praise the making of such images
on the part of his disciples.

Elimination of problematic texts will not solve
these apparent contradictions. Unimpeachable documents,
including extant holographs, can be cited to support

either side. Occasionally both views appear in the same
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text. One can only conclude that Nichiren did not find
these two aspects to be incompatible. His later
followers, however, have been hotly disputing such
issues since shortly after his death down to the
present. Asai Yerin, for instance, vigorously
maintained that the Nichiren had intended the object of
worship to be a personified Buddha, having objective
existence, and not the Dharma immanent in the believer;
his questioning of the texts related to original
enlightenment thought in part represents an attempt to
resolve what he saw as an irreconcilable contradiction
between the two positions.53 aAs a recent example of the
opposing argument, Nichiren historian Tokoro Shigemoto
(1911-1977) concluded that, while Nichiren may have
provisionally approved worship of the Buddha as an
gxpedient, his true intent, based on original
enlightenment thought, was to establish as the object of
worship the Dharma inherent in one's own body and
mind.%% significantly, both scholars found passages to
cite from the "Kaimoku shé" and "Kanjin honzon shé" in
support of their respeqtive views, which casts some
doubt upon how far even these most unimpeachable texts
can serve as a normative standard for determining
Nichiren's ideas in this regard. Hanano Mitsuaki was
correct in observing that even relying solely on

authenticated material as an index to Nichiren's thought
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will not necessarily yield a unified interpretation.

Where the controversy over the problematic Nichiren
texts dealing with original enlightenment thought began,
as described earlier, in the context of a long-standing
rivalry between the Tendai and Nichiren sects, it has
continued--at least in part--as a subject of contention
between differing groups within the Nichiren tradition.
Last in the category of major dissenters from Asai
Yérin;s position we must mention Nichiren Shéshidi, whose
scholars have on the whole resisted Asai's project of
identifying and weeding out apocryphal texts. This
denomination of Nichiren Buddhism is best known in the
West in connection with the Séka Gakkai, the largest of
the Nichiren-based new religions, whose members are
nominally affiliated with it. Nichiren Shéshi doctrine
acknowledges only Nichiren's mandala as the legitimate
object of worship; the use of Buddha images is
condemned. Nichiren himself, rather than §ékyamuni, is
revered as the Buddha most closely associated with the
beings of the Final Dharma age; the oneness of the
Buddha and the ordinary worldling often spoken of in the
disputed texts is interpreted in a very sﬁecific sense,
as pointing to the original Buddha who appeared in this
world in the person of Nichiren. Thus, while Asai and
his colleagues may be said to have had a certain

L] . [} \ & L] .
sectarian-based interestedness, vis-a-vis Tendai, in
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showing those writings closely related to original
enlightenment thought to be spurious, their Nichiren
Shéshu counterparts may be said to have a similar sort
of interestedness in claiming them to be genuine.

One sees evidence of this in the Shéshi edition of

the Nichiren collection, the Shéwa shintei Nichiren

Daishénin gosho zenshii (Shéwa-period new standard
edition of the complete works of Nichiren Daishénin), 55
published in 1966-71, whose organization reflects an
implicit rejection of the entire project of attempting
to purify the canon. The compilers of this edition
Clearly used the earlier Nichirenshii Shéwa standard
edition as a reference and adopted its basic format, for

example, by placing fragments and oral teaching in

" separate sections. The significant difference lies in

the absence of a zokuhen; all the writings included, 538
in total, are categorized as shohen--"primary texts"--
and the prefatory remarks read: "This collection
includes virtually all the writings that have since of
oid been treated as gosho, whether their authenticity
has been confirmed or not." Most Nichiren Shésha
sectarian scholars continue to treat as genuine and
authoritative the works questioned by Asai and his
successors, though their dissent has in the main been
one of silence rather than critical rejoinder.56

Ample precedent, as well as hermeneutical
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strategies, can of course be found for canonical
inclusion of works whose authenticity is debatable; many
of the most influential writings in the history of
Buddhist thought probably belong to this category.
However, simply abolishing the category of zokuhen in
the complete edition and ignoring, once it has been
raised, the critique of the texts in question does not
amount to a critical response. It would be more
persuasive from a scholarly point of view if Nichiren
Shéshl, or its major affiliate, the Séka Gakkai, were to
acknowledge openly that questions exist concerning
certain texts and that, without holographs or other
independent corroborating evidence, authenticity can
never be absolutely certain, following such an
acknowledgement with a well-reasoned argument explaining
why they have nevertheless opted to continue the use of
these writings in interpretive work. This approach
should certainly be feasible. Nichiren Shéshi and its
associated lay organizations boast able scholars, but
their efforts have thus far been oriented chiefly toward
sectarian doctrinal studies and the communication of
same to lay adherents, rather than toward academic
research.5? should they choose in the future to engage
the broader academic world, 'a more forthright discussion
of this issue will be in order.

Asai's successors. We will turn now from Asai's
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critics to some of the major figures who have inherited
and developed his argument. One of the first was Asai's
student Shigy6 Kaishd (1907-68), also a specialist in
'Nichiren doctrinal history, who attempted to revise the
entire chronology of the relationship between medieval
Tendai thought and Kamakura Buddhism. Shigyd first of
all proposed a much later dating scheme for the original
enlightenment literature than those that had previously
been suggested. Where medieval Tendai specialist Hazama
Jiké had opined that Tendai original enlightenment
thought had become influential during the insei period
(late eleventh and twelfth centuries) and reached a peak
during the Kamakura period, Shigyé suggested that it had
first gained strong influence in the late Kamakura
period (late thirteenth to early fourteenth centuries),
reaching full maturity in the Nambokuché and MuFomachi
eras.%® Certain seminal Tendai original enlightenment

and kuden texts that Hazama had placed in the late Heian

or Kamakura period--such as the Shuzen-ji ketsu or the
Kanké ruijd, Shigyd pushed up to middle or late
Kamakura, that is, roughly around the same time that
Nichiren was active or later.

The immense difficulties of pfecisely dating the
medieval Tendai literature, touched on earlier, makes
possible a great range of opinion. Pushing up the

proposed dating of these texts a full century or more,
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as Shigyé did, of course implies that Nichirsn was
unlikely even to have seen them, let alone have been
influenced by them. Shigyd in fact went so far as to
suggest--without, howevér, offering supporting evidence-
-that the new Kamakura schools had not, as Hazama and
others maintained, branched off from a mature medisval
Tendai original enlightenment tradition; rather, while
Tendai had always maintained the original enlightenment
doctrine inherently, the sense of rivalry engendered by
the emergence of the new Kamakura schools was what
stimulated its development as a full-blown discourse.
This suggestion, however, rests on the assumption that
the new Kamakura sects became forces to be reckoned with
so quickly that scholars of the Tendai establishment
almost immediately felt compelled to respond to and
compete with them. Since the time when Shigyé put forth
this suggestion in 1954, the notion that the new
Kamakura movements thus mushroomed into being overnight,
as it were, has been convincingly challenged by scholars
in both Japan and the West.

A much more sophisticated development of Asai's
fundamental position was assayed by Tamura Yoshiré
(1921-1989). Tamura was not, like Asai, a specialist in
Nichirenshd sectarian doctrine, but a more broadly
grounded scholar of Japanese Buddhist, especially Lotus-

related, thought; and his studies have reached a wider
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audience in proportion to their greater scope. Tamura
in the main retained Shigyé Kaishid's relatively late

datings for a number of important Tendai kuden texts,

thus suggesting that Nichiren was active before the
ériginal enlightenment discourse reached its height.
However, rather than attempting as Shigyd had done to
reverse the generally accepted relationship between
medieval Tendai original enlightenment thought and the
new Kamakura schools, Tamura acknowledged that Nichiren
had at first been influenced by original enlightennent
thought, but suggested that he eventually departed from
and significantly modified it; that is, while retaining
a conviction in the underlying identity of the ultimate
reality and the phenomenal world in principle, Nichiren
abandoned the absolute affirmation of the world found in
nondual original enlightenment thought in favor of a
doctrine that urged transformation of the contradictory,
dualistic realities of society through practice and
bodhisattva conduct. This thesis, advanced in Tamura's
magnum opus Kamakura shin Bukky6 shisd no kenkyd (A
study of the new Buddhist thought of the Kamakura
period, 1965)59 and several subsequent writings, has
been extremely influential and is now widely accepted.
At the same time, Tamura added to the list of texts from
the Nichiren corpus whose authenticity Asai Yérin had

originally questioned, or explicitly challenged the
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authenticty of works that Asai had merely termed
problematic. Because of its great influence on the way
Nichiren is understood and its relevance to the issue at
hand, Tamura's theory is worth examining here in some
detail.

Tamura divides Nichiren's life into the following
three sequential phases:60

(1) The period of affirming actuality, lasting from
the time of Nichiren's first extant writing, the "Kaitai
sokushin jébutsu gi" (The meaning of the essence of the -
precepts and the attainment of Buddhahood in this very
body),%1 written in 1242 when he was twenty, up until
about 1260, when he submitted his famous memorial, the
"Risshd ankoku ron" (Treatise on bringing peace to the
nation throughlthe establishment of the correct
teaching),%2 to the H6j6 government when he was thirty-
nine. During this period, says Tamura, Nichiren upheld
the absolute nondual world view of Tendai original
enlightenment thought, employing it in particular to
criticize the dualistic, otherworldly doctrine of Hénen
(1133-1212), who had taught salvation through rebirth in
Amida's Pure Land after death. Tamura points out that
the "Risshé ankoku ron" itself, which advocates

exclusive devotion to the Lotus Sidtra as the sole means

of banishing the epidemics, famine and other disasters

then plaguing Japan, is based on the nondualistic
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premise that the Buddha land is immanent in the present
world.

(2) The period of confronting actuality, covering
inclusively the period beginning and ending with
Nichiren's two exiles, to Izu (1261-64) and to Sado
(1271-74) . According to Tamura, when the "Risshd ankoku
ron" was rejected and hostile reactions to Nichiren's
criticism of the Pure Land sect brought about his exile
to thé Izu peninsula, Nichiren descended, as it were,
from the absolute monism of original enlightenment
thought to grapple with the relative distinctions of
history and the phenomenal realm, asserting, for
example, that the time was the Final Dharma age, that
Japan was an evil country, that its peoplé were of
inferior capacity, etc. In Tamura's view, where
Nichiren had earlier stressed the immanence of the
Buddha land in the present world, he now became

convinced of the need to establish the Buddha land by

reforming the present world through bodhisattva conduct
as the gydja or practioner of the Lotus Sttra who
disseminates its unique truth in the Final Dharma age,
even in the face of persecution. '

(3) The period of transcending actuality,
corresponding to Nichiren's retirement to Mount Minobu
in Kai (1274-82). During this period, Tamura suggests,

having realized the futility of his attempts to convert
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the nation, Nichiren entrusted the task of widely
disseminating exclusive faith in the Lotus to future
disciples and began to stress increasingly the
impermanence of human affairs and the promise of rebirth
in the Pure Land of Vulture Peak.

The key point for our discussion here lies in the
shift in Nichiren's thinking that Tamura sees between
first and second periods. In becoming concerned with
relative, historical distinctions of good and evil,
enlightenment and delusion, etc., and in realizing the
need to transform the world through propagating the
Lotus as a bodhisattva, "It is a matter of course,"
Tamura says, "that, in the latter part of Nichiren's
career, he grew critical with respect to the Tendai
doctrine of kaie [here, that all practices are the
practice of the one vehicle] and of original
eniightenment thought,"63 and, "After age forty,
Nichiren came to part with the Tendai original
enlightenment doctrine's absolute monism and affirmation
of actuality."64 Thus Tamura concludes that:

For this reason, works from this [post-Izu])

period that stress nondual original

enlightenment thought must become subject to

question regarding their authenticity. This

is especially true of those writings in which

highly developed original enlightenment

thought is to be seen.

Tamura deserves immense credit for being among the

first to work out a developmental view of Nichiren's
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thought.%6 His recognition of the Izu exile as pivotal
point in Nichiren's awakening consciousness of himself

as the gydéja whose mission it is to uphold the Lotus

Satra in the last age, enduring persecution for its
sake, was especially valuable in transcending the older
framework of doctrinal studies that had merely divided
Nichiren's teachings into the two static categories of
pre- and post-Sado. Tamura's model on the whole proves
quite useful; nevertheless, while a detailed discussion
of the stages in Nichiren's intellectual and religious
development would go beyond our purpose here., we can
mention one or two points in this model that raise
questions relative to the discussion at hand.

The first concerns how far original enlightenment
thought may be properly characterized as "affirming
actuality." To "affirm" the phenomenal realm as the
manifestation of ultimate reality, rejecting any
ontological dualism or hierarchy between the two, is a
metaphysical position; it does not inevitably follow
that one therefore endorses the social, political or
moral "actualities" of one's time. That Nichiren at
around age forty came into sharp conflict with the
secular authorities and assumed a critical stance toward
the realities of Japan does not necssarily imply that he
substantially rethought his original, nondual

metaphysics. In other words, the shift in Nichiren's
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thinking between the first and second periods in this
regard may not have been as definitive as Tamura

implies. Characterizing of Tendai original

'enlightenment thought as "world affirmation® as a way of

dissociating it from Nichiren's mature thought has been
attempted by others prior to Tamura; this issue will be
discussed in greater detail further on.

Second is the problem of original enlightenment
thought in Nichiren's later work. 1In saying that
Nichiren "became critical with respect to" or "parted
with" this discourse, Tamura can only mean that Nichiren
accorded it a minimized attention and not that he became
an overt critic; no criticism of this doctrine appears
anywhere in Nichiren's writings. Tamura is absolutely
right that the original enlightenment discourse recedes
from the main rhetoric of Nichiren's later writings.
This is especially true if one takes into consideration
only those documents that can be authenticated: when we
include problematic texts as well, this recession is
much less pronounced. However, as Tamura also points
out, original enlightenment thought does not disappear
entirely even from the verifiable writings; elements of
it remain, for example, in passages from Nichiren's
major essays "Kaimoku shé" and "Kanjin honzon shé."
While questioning the authenticity of a number of later

works attributed to Nichiren because of their
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conspicuous use of original enlightenment thought,

Tamura adds:
Nevertheless, because nondual original
enlightenment thought represents the ultimate
of Buddhist thought, and can even be called a
special characteristic of Buddhism, we must
recognize that, even in the latter part of his

life, Nichiren was at bottom sustained by this
[doctrine].67

In this way, Tamura proposes=--accurately, I
believe--that, while retreating in later life from
original enlightenment thought as a central discourse,
Nichiren nevertheless retained it as an underpinning of
his thought. The problem lies in Tamura's suggestion
that Nichiren's later adaptation of original
enlightenment thought is sufficiently distinctive to be

used as a standard for questioning the authenticity of

texts.

Tamura as a lifetime project attempted to shed
light on both the continuity and breaks between the
thought of the leading Kamakura Buddhist teachers
(Hénen, Shinran, Dégen and Nichiren) and their medieval
Tendai matrix in terms of how they understood the
relationship between the Buddha and the beings, or
between ultimate reality and the phenomenal world. 68
Tendai original enlightenment thought Tamura
characterized as "absolute nonduality," that so
thoroughly identifies the ultimate and the phenomenal to

effectively deny the need of practice for liberation.
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In contrast, he termed Nichiren's mature thought "the
relative based upon the absolute": while insisting on
the ontological identity of the Buddha and deluded
beings, Nichiren nevertheless acknowledged and sought to
overcome through practice the phenomenally real
distinction between delusion and enlightenment.

Toward the end of the last chapter of Kamakura shin
BukkyS_shisé no kezkydl, Tamura applies this distinction
to evaluating the authenticity of texts. He cites
passages from twenty-five writings in the Nichiren
corpus dating from the latter part of Nichiren's career
that reflect the influence of original enlightenment
thought. Of these writings, Tamura finds that twenty
strongly "stress nondual original enlightenment thought"
and concludes that their authenticity is therefore
suspect. 69 Five, however, he finds, "when examined
carefully, while they take nondual original
enlightenment thought as their basis, they nevertheless
in fact emerge from it."70

Now it just so happens that the five writings which
"emerge" from original enlightenment thought are
indisputably Nichiren's work, either existing in
holograph or otherwise verifiable, while the twenty that
"stress" original enlightenment thought and are thus
deemed suspect do not exist in holograph and cannot be

otherwise verified. That every late unverifiable text
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should fall into the problem category is almost too tidy
to be credible, but we should nevertheless have to
accept it if the distinction Tamura draws were
sufficiently substantive. On comparing the two sets of
quotations he presents, or even the entire works from
which they are taken, one finds that the writings he
questions do in several cases have a stronger nuance of
nonduality than the authenticated ones, but it is
precisely that, a nuance; even these questioned texts,
like those that are genuine, premise the identity of the
Buddha and the ordinary worldling upon faith and
practice. It is sometimes difficult to see where one is
substantially more "nondual" than the other. (A
specific instance of works from the two categories will
be considered in chapter three.) Altogether, one
receives the impression that Tamura's categories, while
by no means arbitrary, are nevertheless simpler and more
rigid than the material they attempt to organize--a
common problem with categories--and may not constitute a
distinction sufficiently clearcut to be used as a basis
for problematizing texts.

One should note, too, that a subtle valorization of
Nichiren over medieval Tendai is at work here. As
mentioned earlier, Tamura has characterized Tendai
original enlightenment thought as "attaining to the

highest level as a philosophical principle" but
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"pregnant with difficulties in respect to practice." 1In
proposing a process of intellectual development in which
Nichiren first accepted, then rethought, and eventually
transformed the original enlightenment doctrine,
emerging from the absolute nonduality of Tendai thought
to reassert the phenomenal distinction between delusion
and enlightenment that must be resolved through Buddhist
practice, Tamura is able to present Nichiren as having
retained the lofty philosophical principle while
nullifying its practical and ethical pitfalls.

The relationship between human beings and our
immediate world, and that which is conceived of as
ultimate reality, constitutes a profound religious
problem. If one places too much exmphasis on the
difference or separation between the two realms
(duality), then religious truth becomes remote,
inaccessible and divorced from human affairs. On the
other hand, if the identity of the two realms
(nonduality) is stressed to an extreme degree, one can
indeed wind up with uncriticial world affirmation,
denial of the necessity for practice, and the
absolutizing of worldly concerns. 2 recoénition of the
dangers of falling into either extreme is implicit in
the dialectics of the T'ien-t'ai triple truth:
differentiated phenomena are neither only Empty

(nonduality) nor only provisionally existent (Quality);
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to cognize both modes simultaneously is to perceive the
Middle Way. Hence the use of such terminology as
delusion and enlightenment being neither "two" nor "not
two." The need to continually re-negotiate the balance
is essential to both Buddhist traditions and individual
Buddhist practitioners, and no doubt accounts for the
many variations in emphasis on this theme that appear in
both Tendai and Nichiren-attributed texts. Scholars

working in the realm of Japanese Lotus-related thought

will long be indebted to Tamura for drawing together a
vast body of material from both medieval Tendai and the
new Kamakura schools and proposing a scheme that would
begin to illuminate both their continuities and
differences. The contrasts Tamura draws among these
various traditions in their interpretation of nonduality
are heuristically useful; however, his model invites the
overly simplistic understanding that medieval Tendai
Buddhists collectively failed to recognize the problem
inherent in the teaching of nonduality, while Nichiren--
or any of the other Kamakura teachers--arrived at a
definitive solution.

Tamura's methodology is far more polished than
Asai's; he avoids the trap of asserting a historically
questionable "pure" Nichiren doctrine, and he amply
takes into account Nichiren's intellectual development,

thus answering, in effect, the criticisms leveled
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against Asai by Kawazoe. Tamura follows Asai, however,
in drawing a major distinction between Nichiren's ideas
and medieval Tendai nondual original enlightenment
thought and in using this distinction to question those
texts in the Nichiren corpus containing elements of this
discourse whose authenticity cannot be absolutely
proven. This assumption of a clearcut line of
demarcation between Nichiren and Tendai thought with
respect to the ideas of nonduality and original
enlightenment--that is, one substantial enough to be
used as a basis for problematizing texts--invites some
questions, as shall be discussed shortly.

So stands the controversy at present. Those
maintaining that the texts in question are problematic--
either possibly apocryphal or in any event not
representative of Nichiren's primary thought--hold the
dominant voice. That their argument appears to serve
certain ideological agendas warns us to view their
conclusions critically--a caveat that applies equally to
their opponents' position--but it does not nécessarily
mean those conclusions are wrong. Critics have been
able to point out flaws in their methodology but not to
authenticate the texts. Inconclusive as evidence though
the fact may be, Asai and his successors in the
controversy have on their side that so few of these

questioned documents survive in holograph or can
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otherwise verified as genuine.
The problem is that, in the wake of Asai's

research, a subtle and complex issue has been reduced to

‘an either/or proposition, so that the very presence in a

text of anything at all to do with original
enlightenment thought has come to be thought sufficient
reason to raise questions about that text's
authenticity. And where such texts cannot readily be
challenged as possibly apocryphal, they are often placed
in a questionable light as being outside the sphere of
Nichiren's main ideas.?1

All this, as we have just noted, assumes a
distinction between medieval Tendai thought and that of
Nichiren decisive enough to serve as legitimate standard
for questioning textual authenticity. Two basic
problems can be found with this assumption. First, the
distinction that has been drawn between medieval Tendai
and Nichiren's interpretation of nonduality, in their
alleged respective emphases on affirming the phenomenal
world as it is (Tendai) and reasserting the primacy of
practice (Nichiren), proves to be a tenuous one,
possibly too subtle to constitute a reliable criterion
for problematizing texts. Second, the documented extent
of Nichiren's exposure to the original enlightenment
discourse and his connections with the Tendai community,

coupled with the absence in his collected writings of
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any explicit criticism of this doctrine, makes it seem
somewhat questionable that reference to this discourse
in works attributed to him should in itself be

considered problematic. The following two sections of

this chapter deal respectively with these objections.

World Affirmation Versus the Primacy of Practice

The earlier-mentioned preconception of original
enliéhtenment thought as an uncritical endorsement of
the world and a rationalization for laxity in religious
practice has enjoyed support from several quarters.
Evidently initiated by modern Tendai sectarian scholars
and perpetuated by more broadly based historians of
Buddhist thought, such as Tamura Yoshird, it has also
been espoused by specialists in Nichirenshid doctrinal
studies. For example, Asai Y&rin suggested that
original enlightenment thought stemmed in part from
monastic corruption and falling off in scholarship,
aggravated by the decline of imperial authority.’2
Shigyé Kaishd too saw it as a doctrine that sought to
"reject all effort by human agency and dwell peacefully
in the given, natural realm, not acknowle&ging concepts
of value distinction."73 aAsai Endé holds that medieval
Tendai stressed only the Buddhahood inherent in ordinary
people and "disregarded even [the stage of] hearing the

Dharma and embracing it with faith," which he terms "a
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confusion of theory and practice, a pernicious
equality."7¢ Tendai original enlightenment thought
having been thus characterized, Nichiren is then
presented as a teacher who championed a return to
orthodox emphasis on the centrality of practice,
rejecting a purely theoretical identification of the
Buddha and the ordinary person set forth in medieval
Tendai. Doctrinally oriented presentations of Nichiren
often phrase this distinction in the dense shorthand of
Buddhist technical terminology: e.g., where medieval
Tendai emphasized the originally inherent Buddha nature
(busshd), Nichiren stressed receiving the seed of
Buddhahood (busshd) in the act of chanting the
daimoku’%; or, in terms of the six identities, where
medieval Tendai stressed the first, that of identity in
principle (ri-soku), the stage of the ordinary worldling
prior to practice, Nichiren stressed the second, that of
verbal identity (mydji-soku), which represents the
initial stage of pr:stice.’® wWhere Nichiren appears to
have shared a concept in common with medieval Tendai
thought, we may read that it is really not the same at
all. For example, the emphasis on actuality (ji) in
Nichiren's thought is described as "something practical
and active that can be understood in the sense of
concrete manifestation or accomplishment," while ji in

Tendai original enlightenment thought means "affirming
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the phenomena oif reality just as they are."77

This theory/practice distinction between medieval
Tendai and Nichiren--or between Tendai and any of the
Kamakura teachers--rests largely on the assumption that
the original enlightenment doctrine amounted to an
uncritical or even corrupt endorsement of things as they
are and denied the need for practice. While a thorough
reexamination of this assumption lies beyond what can be
undertaken here, at least some of its more obvious flaws
can be noted.

First of all, we should recall that, as Hazama Jiké
has pointed out, that portion of Tendai history
characterized by the original enlightenment discourse
appears to have lasted from the inseji or Cloister
Government period of late Heian through the Genroku and
Hbéei eras of Edo--about five hundred years. The
persistence of this discourse for so long a time
suggests a remarkable vitality, inconsistent with a
doctrine that is morally decadent. During those five
centuries, there did occur undeniable instances of
corruption in the Tendai kuden tradition, including the
forging, buying and selling of transmissions,’8 and the
abuse of the original enlightenment doctrine to
rationalize self-indulgence and the pursuit of worldly
desires.’® However, corruption was evident in other

sectors of the Buddhist world as well, and other
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doctrines besides that of original enlightenment were
used to rationalize misbehavior, including dualistic and
"world-denying" ones, such as Hénen's Pure Land
.teaching.ao That abuse occurred does not constitute
evidence that the original enlightenment doctrine
endorsed it.

The charge that this doctrine denied the need for
practice is also questionable. First of all, this
argument rests on a highly selective reading. A few
passages in some texts could be construed to mean that
practice is superfluous, or that evil behavior can be
condoned.81 But many also set forth original
enlightenment thought in connection with specific
religious acts, including faith, meditative practices
such as the threefold contemplation in a single mind,
sitra recitation or even chanting the name of Amida or
the daimoku. Some writings urge one to "exert the mind
night and day"82; others warn against divulging to
beginners such potentially dangerous teachings as good
and evil being of the same essence.83 Nakanishi Zuiké,
one of the few scholars to explicitly challenge the
alleged decadence of the medieval Tendai kuden
tradition, quotes texts emphasizing that the secret
doctrines should be transmitted only to those who have
thoroughly prepared themselves through study and

religious disciplines.84 It is hard to reconcile such
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admonitions with laxity and corruption, or with a denial
of practice.

When we see these texts in conjunction with
religious practice, the."affirmation of the phenomenal®
that Tamura and others have viewed as an endorsement of
worldliness and delusion appears in a different light.
Such expressions as "the worldly passions are precisely
enlightenment," "good and evil are a single suchness,"
etc. are not confined to the original enlightenment
discourse. Such language has a long history in the
Mahayana tradition in association with the dialectics of
Emptiness, the critique of discriminative categories and
the insights to be gained in meditation. "When a
bodhisattva practices wrong paths, he thereby enters the
Buddha Way," says the Vimalakirti Sdtra. "Greed, anger
and folly are the seeds [of the Tathdgata]."85 1In the
context of this larger tradition, it seems possible that
such statements in the kuden texts were in no way
intended as a moral cachet that "anything goes" in daily
life, but rather represent attempts to express a
perception of the world mediated by the radical critique
of Emptiness, or to help practitioners break down the
attachment to dualistic thinking that the Mahayana has
always warned against as an impediment to insight. care
must be taken, in reading these texts, to distinguish

between ontological and ethical statements: One can
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"affirm" evil as ontologically inseparable from the
ultimate reality and yet stiil consider oneself morally
bound to resist evil conduct.

If on the whole the advocates of the Tendai
original enlightenment doctrine were, as numerous texts
suggest, not justifying deluded behavior at all but in
fact deeply committed to practice, this undermines one
of the differences frequently assumed to exist between
medieval Tendai and the teachings of the Kamakura
founders, MNichiren included. Parenthetically, in fact,
we may note that several medieval Tendai documents
exhibit many of the ideas commonly associated with the
new Kamakura schools, such as an emphasis on simplified
forms of practice, the possibility of salvation through
faith, and the oneness of practice and attainment. In
this, they add to mounting evidence suggesting that
Kamakura Buddhism did not represent quite the radical
break with tradition that it is often assumed to be, but
in fact shared many points of continuity with older
forms.

It must be acknowledged that, in reading through a
number of medieval Tendai texts and a number of
Nichiren's writings, one does receive the impression
that, on the whole, the Tendai documents place more
emphasis on innate Buddhahood, and Nichiren, on

accessing it in the act of practice. Doctrinal

87



distinctions between Tendai and Nichiren concerning
their respective emphases on inherent Buddha nature
versus receiving the seed of Buddhahood, etc. have an
undeniable basis in a general difference of nuance that
emerges from the two bodies of writings. However,
counter-examples also occur on both sides: passages in
medieval Tendai documents that stress practice and
passages in Nichiren's writings that emphasize inherent
Buddhahood. Asai, Tamura and others are correct in
pointing to a difference here, but it may amount to a
difference of emphasis only. And if so, it may not
constitute an adequate basis for questioning the

authenticity of texts.

Nichiren and Médieval Tendai

Here we will consider our second objection: that
Nichiren-- for all that he initiated a new religious
movement--retained sufficiently close connections to the
Tendai community, and to ideas circulating within it,
that reference to a major Tendai discourse in writings
attributed to him need not necessarily be cause for
suspicion.

How thorough was the break between Nichiren and his
Tendai matrix? Was it a break at all, or simply the
beginning of a new movement within the larger Tendai

community, one that evolved toward increasing
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independence after Nichiren's death? Again, extensive
exploration of this question is not possible here, but
it will be well at this point to outline briefly some
relevant aspects of this problenm.

Nichiren tradition regards the occasion of
Nichiren's first public sermon, on the twenty-eighth day
of the fourth month of Kenchd 5 (1253), as the founding
of the Nichiren sect, but Nichiren himself never
refefred to that event in this way. Later in life, he
wrote enigmatically, "Nichiren is not the founder of any
sect, nor am I a later follower [of some existing
sect]."86 This ambiguity is mirrored in his own
writings and in what we know of the structure and
composition of his early community.

Like all the Kamakura founders, Nichiren was
ordained as a Tendai monk and studied at the Tendai
headquarters on Mt. Hiei; in many réspects, his doctrine
remained closer to Tendai's than did that of the other
Kamakura teachers. He acknowledged the same sacred
texts as Tendai, the Lotus Sitra and the "sixty volumes
of T'ien-t'ai literature"--chih-i's three major works
and Chan-jan's commentaries on them--and fetained the
Tendai classification of scriptures, the "five periods
and eight teachings" (goji hakkyé), as well as the major
Tendai doctrines.

On the other hand, however, Nichiren also looked
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upon himself as the bearer of a unique teaching. Like
Chih-i and Saiché before him, Nichiren saw the truth of
the Lotus SGtra as consisting in the "single thought-

moment that is three thousand realms" (ichinen sanzen) .

But this doctrine as these earlier T'ien-t'ai/Tendai
masters had taught it had been based on the
manifestation section or first fourteen chapters of the
Lotus Satra, that portion of the sitra preached by
§ékyamuni Buddha in his provisional quise as someone who

had attained the Way for the first time in this

lifetime; ichinen sanzen as he, Nichiren, taught it was
based on the origin section or latter fourteen chapters
of the Lotus SGtra, that portion preached by §ékyamuni
once he had revealed himself as the eternal Buddha,
enlightened since inconceivable kalpas ago and
constantly present in this world. Where the ichinen
sanzen of Chih-i and Saiché was a formless principle
(ri) to be observed within the mind in meditation, in

his own teaching, ichinen sanzen found concrete

expression in the actualities (ji) of the daimoku and
the mandala. These constituted the only teaching valid
in the Final Dharma age; Tendai, Nichiren asserted more
than once, was as useless as "last year's calendar."87
Thus with regard to the form of practice, its scriptural
basis and its unique relevance to the Final Dharma age,

Nichiren clearly saw himself as independent of
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traditional Tendai.®88

Nevertheless, even while asserting his independence
from the classical T'ien-t'ai/Tendai tradition in this
regard, Nichiren also made statements that would seem to
identify the Tendai sect as the orthodox stream of
Buddhism, and himself, as the representative of orthodox
Tendai. For example, in writings from the Sado and
Minobu periods, we read, "Nichiren of Awa Province has
reverently received the transmission from the three
teachers [Sdkyamuni, Chih-i and Saiché] and assists the
spread of the Hokke sect in the Final Dharma age"89;
"The Tendai-Hokke sect is called the Buddha-founded sect
(butsuryd shd), because it was established by the Buddha
himsel£"90; wrhose [monks] in this country of Japan who
are not disciples of the Great Teacher Dengyéd [Saichd]
are followers of heterodox paths and evil persons"91;
"The ceremony for opening the eyes of painted or wooden
Buddha images should be conducted only on the basis of
the Lotus SGtra and the Tendai sect,"92 and so forth.
Nichirenshd doctrine seeks to resolve this ambiguity by
speaking of Nichiren having received both an "outer
transmission" (ge s6jé), which is historical and
intellectual, placing him within the historical flow
from sakyamuni through Chih-i and Saiché, and an inner
transmission (pai_séjé), religious and intuitive,

directly from S&kyamuni Buddha.93
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After Saichdé (767-822), Japanese Tendai had fallen
increasingly under the influence of Shingon, a trend
Nichiren deplored because it had resulted in the
'dethroning of the Lotus Sdtra and the enshrining of the
esoteric scriptures in its place. His heavy emphasis on
the writings of the patriarchs Chih-i, Chan-jan and
Saiché, rather than the work pf later Japanese Tendai
masters, has led some scholars (including Asai Yérin) to
characterize him in part as a Tendai reformer who sought
to restore the sect's orthodox emphasis on the Lotus

Sitra. However, even though Nichiren hafshly criticized

later (i.e., medieval) Tendai for its esoteric
accretions, this was the Buddhism that dominated his
age, and one should not hastily conclude that he held
nothing in commen with it. Criticism of a tradition is,
after all, not proof of autochthonous identity. Later
in life, Nichiren also denounced Shingon, but its
influence on his thought is unmistakeable, most notably
clear in hié use of a mandala.

Nichiren refers repeatedly to his community as "my
followers" (waga ichimon), obviously considering them a
distinct group, participating in the same faith as
himself and willing to share his trials in upholding
it.94 Yet he and his early community were in no way
isolated from the Tendai community of the day. 1In his

opposition to the Pure Land sect, as Kawazoe Shéji has
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pointed out, Nichiren identified with the Tendai
establishment, and his criticisms of the Pure Land
tradition were supported by a clear awareness that the
spread of Hénen's teaching was undermining the Tendai
economic base.95 Takagi Yutaka has noted that, of
sixty-six monk-disciples of Nichiren who can be
identified by name, no fewer than twenty, including four
of the six senior disciples, are known or can be
presumed to have been Tendai monks originally.96 while
Nichiren was living in retirement on Mount Minobu (1274~
82), many Tendai monks were converted in the Fuji arca
by his disciple Byakuren Ajari Nikké, and in several
cases they continued to reside at their original Tendai
temples, maintaining their position and function within
those temple organizations, though this arrangement was
not always without friction.97

After Nichiren's death, communities of devotees
began to form around five of the six senior disciples
(the sixth, Nichiji, traveled to Hokkaido and from there
to mainland China to spread the teachings). As time
passed, these groups moved increasingly in the direction
of independent organizations, though again, separation
from Tendai was not always complete. The Fuji lineage,
originating with the above-mentioned Nikkdé, was perhaps
the most independent: documents attributed to Nikké or

his disciples excoriate the other five for calling
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themselves "sramanas of Tendai," and Nichiren's

teaching, a branch (yoryd) of Tendai Buddhism.98 wWhile
the desire to escape persecution at the hands of the
Kamakura authorities may have formed a partial
motivation for such self-designation, it is also
possible that these disciples genuinely regarded
themselves as Tendai Buddhists. In either case, a
number of Nichiren's disciples in the Kamakura area did
maintain Tendai associations. The disciples of Ben
Ajari Nisshd, another of the six senior disciples,
continued to receive the precepts on Mt. Hiei. 1In 1351,
Nisshé's successor Nichiyd even inscribed a copy of
Nichiren's mandala and signed it "Nichiyd, sramana of
Tendai."99 Asai Yérin has demonstrated that monks from
Minobu and other Nichiren communities studied at Mt.
Hiei and Tendai centers in the Kanté area and received

transmissions of the Tendai kuden teachings.190 agaj

seems to assume that such contacts were initiated only
after Nichiren's death, in the Nambokuché and Muromachi
periods, but they may simply have represented an
escalation.of interchange that in certain quarters had
been going on all along.

Though much remains to be researched in this area,
even this handful of data would seem to suggest that
attempts to draw definitive boundaries, intellectual or

institutional, between Tendai and the early Nichiren
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tradition in all regards may amount to a retrospective
imposition of a present, rigid sectarian consciousness
onto a period when it had not yet solidified. In
enumerating the continuities between the two, I do not
intend to revive the specific arguments of Keikd, Maeda,
Uesugi et al. to which Asai Ydérin was replying, which
were reductive in minimizing the extent to which
Nichiren had departed from the parent tradition.
Nevertheless, the indication of links between Nichiren
and medieval Tendai remains strong enough to render
dubious the reliability of original enlightenment
thought as a litmus text for identifying possibly
apocryphal texts.

We know, moreover, that Nichiren was familiar with
original enlightenment thought. He was educated from
childhood in the Tendai esoteric tradition.

Transcriptions he made of seminal Tendai kuden works

survive in his own hand.l01 according to one tradition,
his teacher on Mt. Hiei was Shunpan, an eminent scholar
of the Eshin school of Tendai active in the original
enlightenment discourse,102 and whether this was in fact
the case or not, he would certainly have had ample
opportunity to be exposed to the discourse while
studying on Mt. Hiei.

Moreover, as Tamura Yoshiré has pointed out, up

through the time of the "Risshé ankoku ron" (1260),
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Nichiren used nondual original enlightenment thought to
counter Honen's dualistic interpretation of the Pure
Land teaching, asserting that the pure land is immanent
in this present world. After about 1260 and the events
following the submission of the "Risshd ankoku ron,"
original enlightenment thought becomes somewhat less
apparent in his writings but continues to surface in
later works, including a few of those considered major
"norﬁative" writings: the "Kaimoku shé," for example,

identifies the gahd world as the Buddha's original

land,lo3 and the "Kanjin honzon shé" speaks of an
eternal Buddha identified with the body of the
practitioner.104

Most tellingly of all, we find no criticism of the
original enlightenment doctrine in the entire Nichiren
corpus. Nichiren is famous, or some might say infamous,
for his outspoken attacks on doctrines other than his
own: Passage after passage in his collected works
decries the evils of chanting the name of the Buddha
Amida, the folly of relying on Shingon rituals to
protect the country, and the errors of wordless Zen. Of
a man so given to polemics, we would expeét that at
least a few words would have survived criticizing
original enlightenment thought, if he had indeed
rejected or rethought it. But none do. 1In fact--apart

from Nichiren's criticism of contemporary Tendai for its
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incorporation of the esoteric teachings--as Suguro
Shinjoé has pointed out, "There is extremely little in

the ibun that can be seen as a criticism of medieval

Tendai thought."105

Even if clear lines of demarcation could be drawn
between Nichiren's thought and that of medieval Tendai,
which seems doubtful, reference to the original
enlightenment discourse in Nichiren-attributed writings
would still not necessarily be cause for suspicion.
There are two reasons for this. First, although the
stages in the development in this discourse have yet to
be dated with anything approximating precision, we may
assume that by Nichiren's time, the doctrine was already
well Known, at least in monastic circles. Although we
tend to speak of the Tendai doctrine of original
enlightenment, it is importart to remember that this
represented a very broad current of thought in the
medieval Buddhist world, one that definitely transcended
denominational boundaries. The term Yoriginal
enlightenment" occurs in Shingon literature as well as
that of Tendai, and the discourse itself is structurally
almost identical to Shingon "Dharma-body thought"
(hosshin ron): Where Shingon texts speak of the cosmic
Buddha Mah&vairocana, whose body is the five elements
that compose the universe, Tendai speaks of the

"Tathdgata of original enlightenment," identified with
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the eternal S&kyamuni of the "Fathoming the Lifespan"
chapter of the Lotus Sifitra, whose body is the entire
dharma-realm. The influence of original enlightenment
thought appears in Zen documents as well; Dégen, for all
that he is often presented as a critic of this
discourse, draws on it in a number of his writings.106
So pervasive a discourse may well have been viewed by
medieval Buddhists as common property, rather than the
exclusive possession of a particular sect. Thus in
establishing his independence from esoteric Tendai,
Nichiren might not have found it necessary to abandon
original enlightenment thought as something inextricably
identified with that tradition. .

Second, there exists the phenomenon of what might
be called "trendy" expressions. New discourses produce
their own vocabularies, which, as the discourse gains
currency, come to be used even by individuals who
subscribe to that discourse only partially, or even
nominally. It could be that Nichiren drew on the
terminology and symbols of the original enlightenment
discourse, assimilating them to his own teaching of
gaining access to enlightenment in the moment of
chanting the daimoku, without necessarily concurring
with all aspects of original enlightnment thought.107

Part of Nichiren's greatness, as noted earlier, lay

in his gift for synthesis. While he criticized
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virtually all the specific religious forms of his day in
his insistence on exclusive devotion to the Lotus Sidtra,
it can easily be seen that he in fact assimilated to the
'nggg all the beneficial functions that the other
teachings were said to possess, including the attainment
of Buddhahood in this very body, the power to protect
the nation and and subdue its enemies, the conferring of
worldly benefits, the curing of illness, and rebirth
after death in a Pure Land.108 Rather than rejecting
the original enlightenment discourse because it derived
from the Tendai esoteric tradition that he condemned, it
would arguably have been more in keeping with Nichiren's
style to have assimilated it to the daimoku of the Lotus
Sdtra--as it is in the texts we are about to examine.

We have here outlined the major problems and
pPresuppositions involved in the attempt to establish,
one way or another, the authenticity of the documents
under discussion and whether or not the ideas they
contain are expressive of Nichiren's thought. Let us
see now how these issues are played out in the
consideration of specific texts. For the material
involved is by no means monolithic. Some of these
writings present definite textual problems or show
evidence of a hand other than Nichiren's; others display
no particular problem whatsover beyond a reference to

original enlightnment thought. Some do not "sound" like
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Nichiren at all; others are indistinguishable in this
regard from his authenticated writings. The following
three chapters deal with differing examples of this
problematic material from three genres: doctrinal

essays, personal letters, and records of oral teachings.
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CHAPTER TWO
"Becoming a Buddha in One Lifetime":

Four Problematic Essays

We will begin our discussion of specific texts by
examining four doctrinal essays attributed to Nichiren.
Though not enough evidence exists to class these works
as definitely psuedographic, three of them present
sufficient difficulties, apart from their use of the
original enlightenment discourse, to raise legitimate
questions about Nichiren's authorship. 9ne of these is
clearly a composite text. These four essays will serve
to illustrate the nature of those writings in the
Nichiren canon that have fallen under suspicion because
of their connections with original enlightenment thought
and the grounds on which they have been problematized.
They will also give some idea of the complexity of the
issues involved in attempts to establish authenticity.

Along with the others of the questioned texts that
form the subject of this essay, these four works
rigorously deny any ontological gap between the ordinary
person and the ultimate reality: anyone who believes in
the Lotus Sitra is thereby identified with the
originally enlightened Buddha, and the place where he or

she lives is the Buddha land. To express this idea of
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the immediacy of Buddhahood via the Lotus Satra, all
four texts employ the term isshé jébutsu or "becoming a
Buddha in one lifetime." To my knowledge, they are the
only writings in the Nichiren canon that use this
precise phrase, though this common terminology does not
necessarily argue a connection among them. Three of the
four discuss at length the value of chanting the daimoku
or title of the Lotus Siitra as a practice, or as the
only practice, efficacious in realizing one's original
enlightenment. 1In this sense, regardless of authorship,
these texts prove important historically in
understanding the development of thought concerning the
daimoku, the practice central to Nichiren Buddhism.

For each text, I will first introduce some of its
major points and then discuss the particular problems it

presents. Full translations appear in Part II.

Of Dreams and Waking Reality: The "Sékanmon shé"

Among those writings in the Nichiren collection
that most eloguently assert the direct accessibility of
Buddhahood to those who uphold the Lotus Sit a, we find
one with the imposing title "Sanze shébutsu sékanmon
kySs6 hairyd" (The establishment of the hierarchy of
teachings approved by all Buddhas of the three time
periods), hereafter referred to by its abbreviated name

"Sékanmon shé."l Though the original manuscript of
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this essay does not survive, the first notice of it
occurs quite early, a copy of it being listed in the
second earliest index of Nichiren's writings, compiled
in Kéei 3 (1344), sixty-two years after his death in
Kbéan 5 (1282).2 The "Sékanmon shé" is traditionally
said to have been written in Kéan 2 (1279), three years
before Nichiren's death. However, as we shall see, it
contains considerable internal evidence against so late
a date. If it should in fact be Nichiren's writing--a
question mark--it might rather belong to a very early
stage in his career, perhaps even before he wrote the
"Risshé ankoku ron." This possibility will be discussed
in some detail further on.

The "S&kanmon shé" represents an instance of a once
highly valued work that has fallen from grace, as it
were, in the wake of criticism by Asai Yérin and his
followers. With few exceptions, Nichiren Buddhists
historically held this essay in high regard, as no fewer
than twelve surviving commentaries on it from the
 Muromachi and Edo periods testify.3 oOne ¢f the latest
of these is a lengthy exposition by Udana-in Nichiki
(1800-1853) ,4 an important forerunner of modern Nichiren
doctrinal scholarship known for his contemplative-
introspective interpretations of Nichiren's thought, who
ranked the "Sékanmon shé" among the most vital of

Nichiren's writings. Masaharu Anesaki, whose work
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predated the present concern with authenticity in
Nichiren textual studies, considered the "Sékanmon sha"
one of the best examples of Nichiren's writings in a
mystical strain.® The high place traditionally accorded
this work probably accounts for its inclusion in the
shéhen or "primary texts" section of the standard
addition of the canon, even after Asai's scholarship had
relegated it to the limbo of questionable writings.

The "S&kanmon shé" presents a series of potent
images illustrating the uniqueness of the Lotus Sdtra as
the only teaching affording direct access to the realm
of original enlightenment. Here we will consider the
predominant one: its analogy of dreams and waking
consciousness.

The text begins by recapitulating several standard
Tendai doctrinal categories, based on the tradition that
Sakyamuni Buddha taught for fifty years: For forty-two
years, it is said, he expounded provisional teachings,
and in the last eight years, he preached the true
teaching, the Lotus Sdtra. The provisional teachings,
being accommodated to people's understanding, do not
represent the complete truth; they are the Buddha's
"skilful means" or teachings for "instructing others"
(keta). The Lotus Sitra, on the other hand, represents
the Buddha's "self-practice" (jigyd), the teaching he

expounds without accomodation as the spontaneous and
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direct expression of his own enlightenment. Almost
immediately, however, the text departs from this rather
dry, exegetical tone, bringing these abstract
classifications within the realm of direct experience by
assimilating them to two modes of consciousness familiar
to everyone, dreaming and waking:

Living beings of the nine realms are in the
midst of the sleep of ignorance at each
thought-moment. Submerged in the dream of
‘birth and death, they forget the waking
reality of original enlightenment. Attached
to rights and wrongs in a dream, they move
from darkness into darkness. Therefore, the
Tathdgata entered our dream of birth and
death, placing himself on the same level as
the perverted beings, and by means of the
language used in dreams enticed the dreaming
beings, leading them gradually by expounding
matters concerning the distinctions between
the good and evil that occur in dreams.®

The provisional sltras are in this way shown to deal
with ephemera. They speak in the "language of dreams"
about things that happen in dreams, and thus lack real

substance. The Lotus, however, differs essentially:

This sitra expounds the original mind of
waking reality. However, because the thoughts
of the beings were habituated to the mind-
ground of dreaming, the Buddha borrowed the
language used in dreams to teach the waking
reality of the original mind. Thus the words
[of the Lotus Sfitra] are the language used in
dreams, but its intent is to teach the
original mind, which is waking reality. Such
is the intent of the text of the Lotus Sdtra
and its [T'ien-t'ai] commentaries. If one
fails to understand this clearly, he will
surely go astray concerning both the sdtra and
the commentarial text.’

One notes that there exists no special "language of
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waking reality"; words, as the "Sékanmon shé" later
indicates, belongs to the reaim of discriminative
conceptual categories (dreams) and thus cannot describe
enlightenment directly. Nevertheless, a unique intent
is claimed for the words of the Lotus Sdtra, in that
they are aimed, not at guiding the beings from evil
toward good within the context of a dream as do the
provisional teachings, but rather, at enabling them to
wake up.

The contrast between dreaming and waking
consciousness, as a metaphor for the difference between
delusion and enlightenment, has a long history in
Buddhism, whose very name derives from the verb budh,
"to awaken." The "Sékanmon shd," however, uses the
dreaming/waking analogy to illustrate a very particular
concept of enlightenment--an enlightenment not to be
cultivated or attained but inherent from the outset.
The use of the term "original enlightenment" (hongaku)
in the "sékanmon shé" reflects how this concept had
evolved and come to be understood by medieval Japanese
Buddhists. No longer does this term indicate a
potential as opposed to its realization, as in its locus
classicus, the Ta-sheng ch'i-hsin lun, where original
enlightenment as an inherent capacity is said to be
manifested as "initial enlightenment" (shikaku).

Rather, it has become identified with ultimate reality
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itself and is contrasted with delusion. Enlightenment
pursued as a goal remote in tihe, involving the
transformation, through gradual cultivation, of an
ordinary person into a Buddha, is here rejected as
illusory--"a fruit obtained in a dream." The ordinary
person and the Buddha are essentially identical; only
their mode of perception differs. The "Sékanmon shé"
illustrates this with a somewhat modified version of
that archetype of dream analogies, the famous butterfly
episode from the Chuang-tz'u:

Long ago there was a man named Chuang-ch'ou.
In a dream, he became a butterfly and passed a
hundred years. His sufferings were many and
his pleasures few. [At last] he broke into a
sweat and woke with a start, whereupon [he
found that] he had not become a butterfly, a
hundred years had not passed, and there had
been neither sufferings nor pleasures; all
were falsehoods, deluded thoughts....The
Chuang-ch'ou who dreamed he had become a
butterfly was not a different person from the
Chuang-ch'ou who, on waking, realized that he
had not. When we think of ourselves as
crdinary worldlings in the realm of birth and
death, that is a distorted view, a distorted
thought, like [Chang-ch'ou] dreaming that he
had become a butterfly. When we realize that
we are the Tathdgata of original
enlightenment, that is like Chuang-ch'ou
returning to himself. It is becoming a Buddha
in this very body.

The "Soékanmon shé" thus firmly disallows any
ontological distinction Letween ordinary persons and the
Buddha. However, this in rio way amounts to an
affirmation of delusion, or suggests that ordinary

persons can be considered Buddhas prior to practice, as
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the text is immediately careful to clarify. "One does
not attain Buddhahood in the form of a butterfly," it

continues. "Because the perception of oneself as a

'butterfly is a falsehood, therein one cannot speak of

attaining Buddhahood; it would be out of the question."
The difference between delusion and enlightenment, while
ontologically nonexistent, i; nonetheless empirically
real, just as the experience of dreaming differs
significantly from that of the waking state. Hence the
necessity of Buddhist practice to transform one's
perception and "wake up."

Nevertheless, the aim of practice as set forth in
this essay departs altogether from traditional notions
of a path with a beginning and ascent through sequential
stages, culminating in final attainment. Since the
"Sékanmon shé" argues that enlightenment is not an
external goal to be reached but is inherent originally,
it vigorously denies the need to eradicate delusion and
cultivate virtue through a program of graded stages.
"Even the practitioner of inferior capacity can within a
single lifetime enter the stage of wondrous
enlightenmen. (myégaku)," it claims. "Because the one
and the many co-penetrate, all stages are completely
included within one stage."? It also emphasizes that,
among the six identities, one attains Buddhahood

directly from the stage of verbal identity (myéji-soku).
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This represents the initial stage of practice in the
Tendai system, at which one first hears the Dharma and
thus learns that he is ultimately equal to the Buddha.
The collapsing of all sfages of practice into the
initial stage, that of verbal identity, characterized
the thought of a number of important Japanese Buddhists
of the medieval period, including Nichiren.

Yet, just as there exist no sequential stages
through which the practitioner must ascend toward
Buddhahood, so--the text suggests--there exists no
attainment in the sense of a final destination from
which one cannot backslide. The realization of one's
identity with the ultimate reality can evidently be
gained, lost, and regained at any moment:

When one realizes that his own mind and the
Buddha mind are one really one mind, then
there is no evil karma that can obstruct him
at the moment of death, and no false thinking
that can detain him in the samsaric realm.
Because he knows that all dharmas are
precisely the Buddha-Dharma, he has no need of
a good teacher to instruct him....Walking,
standing, sitting or lying down, in all cases,
his conduct is perfectly united and of one
essence with the Buddha mind....[But] because
one abandons such autonomous practice and
dwells instead in the mind of one-sided
thoughts arising from ignorance and false
conceptualizing,...he moves from darkness into
darkness, ever going against the Buddha-
Dharma. How sad, how grievous! But if at
this moment he were to come to himself,
rectify his thinking and return to his
enlightenment, he would know that there is no
becoming a Buddha in this very body apart from
himself.l
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In its denial of enlightenment as a linear process,
the "Sokanmon shé" goes so far as to equate with
delusion and suffering the entire notion of sequential
stages of practice. 1In support of this position, it

cites a statement by T'ien-t'ai founder Chih-i (538-

597), as recorded in the Miao-fa lien-hua ching hsuan-i
(Profound meaning of the Lotus Siditra), to the effect

that those who form a connection with the Lotus Sitra
can "put an end to the higher cycle of birth and death."
By this statement, the Hsuan-i of course means that
practitioners of the sitra can free themselves even from
the transmigration undergone by sages and enter final
nirvéga. However, the "Sékanmon shé" interprets his
statement to mean freeing oneself, not from

transmigration or rebirth at all, but from sequential

models of the path:

. ..gradually they [the bodhisattvas of
provisional teachings] advance and ascend,
waiting throughout the passage of kalpas to
attain the remote [goal] of Buddhahood. This
is called "the higher cycle of birth and
death." To abandon a lower stage is called
"death." To ascend to a higher stage is
called "birth." This sort of higher cycle of
birth and death is the suffering that goes on
in the pure lands.

Now because we ordinary worldlings
practice the Lotus Sdtra here in this impure
land,...we put an end to the rebirth undergone
by bodhisattvas in the pure lands....We
condense the higher circle of birth and death

within a single lifetime and attain the Buddha
way.

This passage provides an example of a technique
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often used in medieval Japanese Buddhist texts, that of
quoting from siitras or traditional commentaries to lend
authority to their arguments, while at the same time
construing the passages quoted in a way utterly
unrelated to, or even at odds with, their original
meaning so as to make them appear to endorse a new
interpretation. Here, a phrase from the authoritative
commentary of Chih-i (“"put an end to the higher circle
of birth and death"), which itself presupposes a scheme
of gradual progress toward enlightenment over the course
of successive lifetimes, is turned on its head, as it
were, to support the position that such gradual progress
is illusory, and that enlightenment is accessible in
this very lifetime. Tension is thus deliberately
generated between the original meaning of the
gommentarial passage and the new, hongaku interpretation
being imposed upon it. This tension may in turn have
been intended to trigger the conceptual breakthrough
thought necessary for the practitioner to stop seeking
enlightenment as a temporally remote goal and realize
that inherently, one is Buddha already.

As can be seen in the above-quoted passage, the
"Sékanmon shé" accords primacy to "this impure land"
where "we ordinary worldlings practice the Lotus Sdtra"
over the pure lands where bodhisattvas exhaust

themselves in pursuit of Buddhahood conceived as a
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distant goal. This devaluing of the pure lands in favor
of the present world is repeated in this essay's account
of what transpires at death. At the last moment, it
says, the practitioner of the Lotus Sdtra will:

...without obstruction achieve the highest

grade of rebirth in the Land of Tranquil

Light. Then in the space of a moment he will

return to the dream of birth and death in the

nine realms, filling the lands of the dharma-

realms with his body and entering the bodies

of all living beings with his mind. Urging

-and inducing from within, drawing and leading

from without,...he will express the free and

supernatural power of compassion, broadly

benefiting living beings without

obstruction.

Rebirth in a pure land, the goal aspired to by many
medeival Japanese Buddhists, is here shown to represent
the merest interval on the way back to the "real" place
of Buddhist practice--the samsaric realm. By
implication, the "real" bodhisattva is not the sage
aspiring to Buddhahood in the pure lands but the
ordinary person who, in realizing the Lotus Sdtra's
truth of nonduality, obtains unobtructed freedom in the
phenomenal realm and thus can save all beings.

Though it deals with the subject of original

enlightenment, the "Sékanmon shé" cannot properly be
classed as an "oral transmission" (kuden hémon) text, as
it does not claim to record a specific teaching passed
down from master to dizciple. Neverthless, it follows

the convention of such texts in concluding with a stern
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injunction to secrecy. 1In the case of the "Sé6kanmon
shd," where no question of protecting the interests of a
particular lineage appears to be involved, the intent of
this admonition may have been simply to guard against
misunderstanding, and hence abuse, of the original
enlightenment doctrine itself. As the text says, one
who grasps this insight "has no need of a good teacher
to instruct him"; this knowledge is liberating and thus
also potentially dangerous. The original enlightenment
message is one of almost dizzying freedom, of limits
transcended and human possibilities extended almost
beyond the conceivable. Yet perhaps the authors of such
texts were well aware of how easily they could be
misunderstood to mean that, because one is in essence
Buddha to begin with, no further endeavor is required.
Tradition holds that Nichiren wrote the "Sé&kanmon
sh6" in the tenth month of the second year of Kéan
(1279), three years before his death, while in
retirement on Mount Minobu in the province of Kai, to
his follower Toki Jénin (1216-1299), a man of
considerable erudition to whom Nichiren sent many
letters and doctrinal essays. One problem with this
account is that the "Sékanmon shé" does not appear in
Toki's own catalogue of the works he received from
Nichiren. As mentioned earlier, however, a copy of it

is listed in an early index compiled in Kéei 3 (1344),
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and the compiler of this index, Jogyé-in Nichiyd (1298-
1374), belonged to Toki's lineage.l3 This may serve to
explain why Toki has traditionally been regarded as this
essay's recipient.

Another, more troublesome difficulty, concerns the
date. Valid reasons exist for doubting that Nichiren
would have written this text as late as 1279. First are
its unlikely sources of inspiration. The "Sékanmon shé"
draws on the "Jigyé ryakki" (An abbreviated comment on
self-practice) attributed to the Tendai prelate Genshin
(942-1017) and still more heavily on its commentary, the
"Jigyé ryakki chd" attributed to Genshin's disciple
Kakuché (d. 1034). It also quotes in its entirety the
"Chodagaku-ketsu" (Repudiating the [doctrinal] studies

of other [sects]) section from the Juketsu shii of the

fifth abbot of Mt. Hiei, Chishé Daishi Enchin (814-891),
referring to him in laudatory terms as "Sentoku Daishi®
(Virtuous Predecessor and Great Teacher). From
Nichiren's authenticated writings, however, it is clear
that by as late as 1279, he no longer held these eminent
Tendai masters of the past in much esteem. Genshin he
chastized for his role in promoting Pure Land practices
by authoring the "0jé yéshd" (Essentials of Rebirth),
and Enchin he condemned for adulterating the Tendai

Lotus tradition with Shingon esotericism. 1In

questioning the authenticity of the "Sékanmon shé," Asai
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¥orin noted, quite understandably, that he found it
difficult to see how Nichiren could have praised Enchin
by calling him "Sentoku Daishi."14 Miyazaki Eishd has
" also suggested that the obvious influence on the
"Sékanmon shé" of scholars whose position Nichiren had
rejected provides grounds for questioning whether
Nichiren in fact wrote it at al1.15

Further problems also present themselves. The
"sékanmon shé" is written in kanbun or literary Chinese,
but by the period of his retirement to Mount Minobu in
Kai (1274-82), Nichiren had ceased almost entirely to
write in kanbun, preferring the kana-majiri style, a
mixture of Chinese characters and the Japanese
syllabary. This essay also mentions §akyamuni Buddha's

transfer of the Lotus Siitra, described in the sidtra's

twenty-first chapter, to a throng of bodhisattvas who
have emerged from beneath the earth, but does not
specifically name their leader, Bodhisattva Superior
Conduct (Skt. Viéi§gacaritra. Jpn. Jégyd). By the time
of the Sado exile (1271~74), however, Nichiren had begun
to closely identify his efforts with the mission of this
bodhisattva--whose task is to spread the Lotus Sdtra in
the evil, latter age after the Buddha's death--and
almost always mentioned him by name when speaking of the
bodhisattvas who emerged from the earth. And perhaps

most puzzling of all, while the "Sékanmon shé" speaks of
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practicing the Lotus Sdtra, it contains no reference
whatsoever to chanting the daimoku, which seems an odd
omission indeed for a major essay by Nichiren written as
late as 1279. 1In fact, this writing contains virtually
nothing that can be regarded as distinctively
characteristic of Nichiren as apart from the Eshin
school of medieval Tendai thought, except perhaps its
strong identification of the Lotus Sitra with the Final
Dharma age.l® Nor--subjective and imprecise as such an
observation must remain--does it read for the most part
like Nichiren's mature style. One notes, for example,
some redundancy in certain passages and repeated use of
the connective "therefore" when no logical connection is
being indicated. Nichiren's writing is usually more
polished.

One possible answer to these difficulties, of
course, could be that Nichiren simply did not write the
"Sékanmon shé"--that we have here either an apocryphon
produced by later disciples or, more probabhly, a Tendai
work that somehow crept into the canon and has been
erroneously transmitted as a Nichiren text. Balanced
against this suggestion we find, as noted earlier, the
listing of the "S6kanmon shé" in a very early index.of
Nichiren's writings, dated Kéei 3 or 1344, sixty-two
years after his death and almost a half-century before

the ealiest date suggested for the compilation of the
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rokunai. While 1344 is certainly not early enough to
rule out the possibility of forgery or mistaken
authorship, it still suggests that one should not too
quickly dismiss the possibility that the "Sékanmon shé"
could be genuine. In this regard, another suggestion
may be worth considering: that Nichiren did in fact
write this essay but at a much earlier point in his
career, a suggestion that Shigydé Kaishd has referred to
in passing.l? Before the Sado exile (1271-74), and
especially before the submission of the "Risshé ankoku
ron" (1260), Nichiren still regarded Enchin and Genshin
as important Tendai forbears and did not yet consider
himself fully independent of their tradition.
Nichiren's early essays include several written in
kanbun, and up until his banishment to Sado Island, he
had not yet begun to speak of himself as carrying out
the task of Bodhisattva Superior Conduct. Moreover,
while such correspondences are by no means adequate to
establish authorship, the "Sékanmon shé" does contain
some elements more common to Nichiren's early writings
than to his later works.

One such element is the authority accorded to
Enchin in this essay. Were cne to set up for
discussion's sake the hypothesis that the "Sékanmon shé"
could be an early work, then the quotation of the

entirety of the "Chédagaku-ketsu® section from Enchin's
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Juketsu shd might tend to argue in favor, rather than

against, Nichiren as author. Though Nichiren was

eventually to criticize Enchin for placing the Lotus

Sdtra on the same level as the esoteric teachings, the
Juketsu shd appears to have exerted considerable
influence on his thinking.l8 The "Chédagaku" section
evidently impressed him especially, for he quotes
passages from it in no fewer than six writings besides
the "Sékanmon shé."1% of these, the Chi hokekyd
(Annotated Lotus Sdtra), Nichiren's personal copy of the
sitra in which he inscribed revelant passages from
various commentaries, quotes the "Chédagaku-ketsu" in
its entirety.

The "Sékanmon shd" also shares with some of
Nichiren's early writings the use of a concept known as
‘"five-element thought" (godai shisé). An extensive
section of the "Sékanmon shé" sets forth this discourse
as a way of establishing the identity of the pracitioner
with the primordially enlightened Buddha whose body is
the entire universe. This section begins with a long
quotation from Chan-jan's commentary on Chih-i's Moho

chih-kuan drawing on traditional Chinese thought that

identifies the five organs of the human body with the
five planets in heaven, the five sacred mountains on
earth, the five movements of yin and yang, the five

constant virtues in society, etc., thus demonstrating
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the essential unity of the individual and the macrocosm.
The "Sékanmon shé" then subsumes these correspondences
within the five characters of the daimoku, equating them
with the whole of phenomenal reality:

The five elements are earth, water, fire, wind
and space. These five major elements are also
identified with the five gkandhas, the five
precepts, the five constant virtues, the five
directions, the five kinds of wisdom and the
five periods. They are but varying
explanations of a single thing....In the
‘Present [Lotus] sdtra, these are opened up and
explained as the five aspects of the Buddha
nature and the seeds of the five wisdom
Buddhas inherent in the minds of all living
beings. These are in fact the five characters
myS-hé-ren-ge-kydé. These five characters form
the substance of the human body. Inherent and
constantly abiding, theg are the Tathdgata of
original enlightenment.<20

Such correspondences of fives occur with some
frequency in Japanese texts of the medieval period and
derive from two main sources: (1) traditional Chinese
thought, incorporated into Buddhism, which sees all
things as arising through the interaction of the five
elements of earth, wood, fire, metal and water; and (2)
esoteric Buddhism, which identifies the five great
elements that constitute all things--earth, water, fire,
wind and space--with the Dharma body of Mdhavairocana.
References to five-element thought appear only
occasionally in Nichiren's later works, but as a young
man, he seems to have been intrigued by this discourse.

His earliest known work, the "Kaitai sokushin jobutsu
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gi"2l yritten in Ninji 3 (1242) when he was twenty-one,
as well as two other works dated respectively Kangen 2
(1243) and Kangen 3 (1244),22 equate the five precepts
with the five elements, five sense faculties, five
organs, five directions, and so forth. As further
evidence of his exposure to this discourse, in Kenchd 3
(1251), while studying in the region of the capital at
Kyoto, Nichiren transcribed the "Gorin kuji myé
himitsugi shaku"23 of Kakuban (1095-1143), which
attempts a fusion of Shingon and Pure Land thought.
This text sets up a whole series of correspondences of
fives, based on the five Sanskrit letters a vi ra hﬁ?
ngg, whicﬁ represent the five universal elements of
earth, water, fire, wind and space and the enlightenment
of Mahdvairocana. (The identification of these five
Sanskrit characters with the five elements, frequently
seen in Shingon esoteric texts, may have inspired a
similar identification between the five elements and the
five characters of the Lotus Sdtra's title that appears
occasionally in writings of the Tendai/Lotus
tradition.24) A fragment of a chart in Nichiren's
handwriting,25 assigned in the standard edition to
"around Kenchdé 6," or 1254, when he would have been
thirty-three, also identifies the five precepts with no
less than sixteen different categories of fives. And a

recently discovered chart26 (which Asai could not have
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known about), also in Nichiren's holograph and dealing
with the five elements, has been dated as belonging to
the period around the end of Kenji and the beginning of
Kbéan (1277-78), suggesting that Nichiren may still have
retained an interest in this concept even during the
latter part of his life.

Asai Yoérin, evidently disturbed by the esoteric
origins of "five-element" thought, finds it sufficient
reason to question the auyfhenticity of, or at least to
relegate to a subsidiary position, any work attributed
to Nichiren in which it appears. As he writes:

The philosophy of the interpenetration and

constant abiding of the five elements

appearing in these works [i.e., the "Sdkanmon

shé" and others] is identical to the esoteric

thought of Eastern [Shingon] and Tendai
esotericism....No matter how one may claim

that he was influenced by the times, it is

unthinkable that [Nichiren] Shénin would have

so heavily adopted the thought of Eastern

esotericism, which he himself criticized as a

doctrine that would "destroy the nation," or

of Tendai esotericism, which he denounced,

after his enlightenment, for confusing the

provisional with the true. If we assume that

he did in fact adopt it, then wherein lie the

grounds for his criticism of Eastern and

Tendai esotericism?27

Despite its esoteric roots, however, by the
thirteenth century, five-element thought had become so
much a part of the common intellectual ground that
probably no one any longer considered it the unique
possession of a particular sect. Eisai (1141-1215), for

example, revered as the founder of Japanese Rinzai Zen,
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employed five-element thought to argue the beneficial
effects of drinking tea.28 Nichiren's post-sado
criticism of the Shingon and Tendai esoteric traditions
‘was aimed chiefly at their denigration, as he saw it, of
the supreme position of the Lotus Sitra, which their

scriptural classifications ranked as equal, or even

subservient, to the Mahévairogana-sﬁtra. But nothing in
any extant text attributed to him says anything at all
critical of five-element thought or of the notion of the
interpenetration of the individual and the macrocosm
that it represents. It would be a mistake to assume
that Nichiren's criticism of the esoteric traditions
implies that he rejected all esoteric elements in
formulating his thought. If he had, he would never, for
example, have written the Sanskrit symbols for the
esoteric deities Acala and Ragardja on almost every
mandala he inscribed, or, for that matter, have made use
of a mandala at all. The “Sékanmon shé" may not in fact
be Nichiren's writing, but its use of five-element
thought does not in itself constitute sufficiently
convincing grounds on which to determine this.

We do not now, nor may we ever, have enough
evidence to state conclusively whether Nichiren did or
did not write this essay. It remains significant,
however, for the role it has played historically in the

interpretation of Nichiren's thought, and as an
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expression--despite minor stylistic imperfections, one

of great literary worth--of one way in which the Lotus

Sitra was understood by certain medieval Japanese

Buddhists.

Three Thousand Realms in a Single Thought-Moment: The
"Ichinen sanzen hémon" and the "Jdnyoze no koto"

Here we will consider two shorter works,
traditionally dated shdéka 2, or 1258. Both contain a
number of points that cast doubt upon Nichiren's
authorship and have consequently been relegated to the
zokuhen or "subsidiary texts" section of the Shéwa
standard edition. Neither has the literary power of the
"S8kanmon shd," nor have they traditionally been valued
as major works. They are of great interest,
nonetheless, for what they can tell us about the
historical development of thought concerning the
chanting of the daimoku. Nichiren himself did not
initiate this practice,2? but he was the one who
elevated it to the status of an exclusive practice, one
uniquely suited to the Final Dharma age, and provided it
with a theoretical foundation. From those of his
writings known to be genuine, we can trace developments
in his concept of the daimoku over the course of his
lifetime. These two problematic essays discuss the

daimoku in more detail than many of Nichiren's
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authenticated writings and reflect how it was once
interpreted, if not by Nichiren himself, then by some
part of his community.

As background to the discussion, in 1258, Nichiren
was thirty-seven and by his own account engaged in
research for the "Risshd ankoku ron," which he would
present to the authorities two years later. Among the
writings he produced in this year we find one called the
"Ichidai shégyd taii" (The cardinal meaning of the
sacred teachings of the Buddha's lifetime),30 hereafter
referred to as the "Taii." Since the "Taii" has
survived in the form of a copy made by a contemporary
disciple, Niidakyé Ajari Nichimoku (1260-1333), it is
considered one of the most reliable documents from the
early period of Nichiren's career. It concludes that

Lotus Sitra stands supreme among all teachings and

identifies the ultimate principle of that sitra as the
perfect co-penetration of all dharmas, expressed in
classical Tendai terminology as the "single thought-
moment that is three thousand realms" (ichinen sanzen).
Toward the end of this essay, Nichiren remarks,
"Concerning the three thousand realms in a single
thought-moment, I will write in detail separately.n"31
This "separately" presents a subject of great
interest, for the collection of Nichiren's writings

contains no fewer than four essays, all traditionally
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dated like the "Taii" in Shdka 2, or 1258, that deal
with the three thousand realms in a single thought-
moment.32 All four are considered problematic, and it
is a matter of question whether they were really written
in 1258 or merely assigned to that year by later
scholars because they appeared to represent the
"separate" discussion of the "three thousand realms in a
single though-moment" referred to in the "Taii." Here
we will consider the two regarded as the more
problematic: the "Ichinen sanzen hémon" (The doctrine of
three thousand realms in a single thought-moment) and
the "Jidnyoze no koto" (On the ten suchnesses) . .

Both these texts interpret the Lotus Silitra in the
same manner as the "Sékanmon shd," as teaching the
ultimate identity of the Buddha and the ordinary beings.
They also echo the dream analogy of the "Sékanmon shé,"
using such expressions as "awakening from the dream of
false conceptualization" and "returning to the waking
reality of original enlightenment." But in contrast to
the "Sékanmon shd," which speaks only of the "practice
of Mydhé-renge-kyé [i.e., the Lotus Sftra]," these
essays associate the awakening to original enlightenment
with a specific religious act, that of chanting the
daimoku. We will begin with the "Ichinen sanzen hémon."

This essay opens with the question: "What is it

about the Lotus Sitra that surpasses all others?" and

137






