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How�did�it�come�to�this?��How�did�the�Buddhism�of�Shakyamuni’s�disciples�become�the�
Chan�of�Huineng�and�the�Zen�of�D�gen�–�and�how�did�Westerners�then�transform�D�gen’s�Zen�
into�the�novel�ways�of�practice�and�teaching�found�at�a�place�like�San�Francisco�Zen�Center?��
I’ve�been�long�puzzled�by�this�question�–�especially�the�last�part,�of�how�we�ended�up�with�this�
–�and,�like�many,�I’ve�assumed�that�the�answer�lies�somewhere�in�the�West.��We�modernized�
Zen�in�the�many�ways�that�we�have,�and�we�Westernized�Zen�in�the�many�ways�that�we�have.��
In�general�the�books�on�Western�Buddhism�give�that�impression,�and�there�is�certainly�some�
truth�to�it.�

But�as�I�began�to�study�the�Japanese�Zen�of�the�last�century�and�a�half,�I�realized�that�I’d�
been�asking�the�wrong�question.��Shunry��Suzuki,�for�example,�did�not�bring�the�Zen�of�D�gen�
to�San�Francisco,�he�brought�the�Zen�of�early�twentieth�century�Japan.��In�particular,�he�brought�
the�Zen�of�a�scholar�monk�named�Kishizawa�Ian,�whom�he�called�his�“master”�and�with�whom�
he�studied�for�twenty�five�years.��So�the�right�way�to�understand�the�Western�“transformation”�
of�Buddhism�is�not�to�measure�it�against�D�gen’s�monasticism�but�instead�to�ask:��how�have�we�
turned�early�twentieth�century�Japanese�Zen�into�our�contemporary�Western�practice?�

I�say�this�because�what�I�discovered�in�my�study�is�obvious�but�important:��the�world�of�
Suzuki�Roshi’s�Zen�training�had�very�little�to�do�with�the�world�of�D�gen�Zenji’s�Zen�and�Chan�
training.��The�Zen�world�that�Suzuki�Roshi�trained�in�–�a�world�he�shared�generally�with�people�
like�Kishizawa�Ian�and�K�d��Sawaki�and�Hakuun�Yasutani�and�Taizan�Maezumi�and�J�sh��Sasaki�
–�was�not�only�centuries�removed�from�D�gen’s�monasticism�but�was�in�fact�a�world�that�had�
already�been�influenced�by�the�West,�had�already�been�modernized�and�to�some�degree�
adapted�to�Western�sensibilities�and�epistemologies.�

In�other�words,�much�of�the�transformation�of�Zen�that�I�have�assumed�took�place�in�the�
West�in�the�mid�to�late�twentieth�century�in�fact�took�place�in�Japan�somewhat�earlier.��
Specifically,�it�took�place�over�the�course�of�the�Meiji�Period�(1868�1912),�a�time�of�intense�
turmoil�and�change�in�Japan�as�the�nation�scrambled�to�deal�with�the�influx�of�Western�
“modern”�values,�thought,�technologies,�and�institutions,�and�rushed�to�carve�out�a�place�for�
itself�within�that.��I�picture�Western�modernity�as�an�enormous�train�hurtling�down�the�track�
towards�Japan�in�the�period;�the�country�could�either�hop�on�and�outfit�a�suitable�(if�second�
class)�car�for�itself,�or�it�could�be�crushed�like�a�twig�on�the�tracks.��Much�of�the�debate�and�



transformation�across�all�aspects�of�Japanese�society�at�the�time�–�from�education�and�
government�to�culture�and�religion�–�can�I�think�be�understood�through�this�image.��The�same�
image�can�also�illuminate�Japan’s�turn�towards�increasing�militarization�and�imperialism�in�the�
early�to�mid�twentieth�century:��the�mood�then,�too,�was�“hop�on�or�be�crushed,”�colonize�or�
be�colonized.�

The�Buddhist�leaders�of�the�Meiji�Period�had�to�respond�not�only�to�government�
pressure�–�like�orders�to�clarify�the�boundaries�and�doctrines�of�their�respective�sects,�or�the�
decriminalization�of�priests’�marrying�–�but�they�were�also�challenged�by�the�vigorous�and�vital�
lay�centered�“New�Buddhist”�movement�that�was�springing�up�within�and�around�the�
institutions,�pushing�them�in�a�various�ways�to�modernize�and�become�more�Western�friendly.�

I�see�now�that�the�debates�and�struggles�born�of�these�tensions�within�Japanese�
Buddhism�in�the�Meiji�Period�have�at�least�as�much�to�do�with�getting�us�where�we�are�today�in�
American�Zen�as�do�any�of�the�insights,�adaptations,�and�departures�from�tradition�enacted�by�
the�founders�and�shapers�of�American�Zen.��This�is�the�basic�insight�that�has�excited�me�about�
the�period�and�that�has�driven�me�to�study�it.�

�

____�

�

This�project�began�with�a�suggestion�from�Charlie�Pokorny,�my�friend�and�elder�brother�
in�Dharma,�that�I�consider�studying�Kishizawa�Ian,�the�great�scholar�monk�of�the�early�
twentieth�century�and�long�time�teacher�to�Suzuki�Roshi.��Suzuki�Roshi�had�a�few�teachers,�
including�his�transmission�master�Gyokujun�So�on,�but�it�becomes�clear�in�his�recorded�lectures�
and�in�David�Chadwick’s�account�of�his�life�that�his�greatest�influence�is�very�likely�Kishizawa�
Ian.��As�I�began�to�poke�around�some�Japanese�sources�for�information�on�Kishizawa,�I�was�
amazed�to�discover�that�he�was�in�fact�an�influential�figure�in�modern�S�t��Zen,�a�monk�and�
scholar�of�some�prestige�and�the�author�of�a�well�known�and�massive�twenty�four�volume�
commentary�on�Sh�b�genz��called�the�Complete�Lectures�on�Sh�b�genz��(Sh�b�genz��zenk��

).��I�was�stunned�that�a�teacher�this�prodigious�and�influential�would�be�virtually�
unknown�and�largely�unacknowledged�by�most�of�us�in�the�lineage�of�Suzuki�Roshi.�

As�I�began�to�study�more,�however,�I�realized�that�Kishizawa,�as�important�a�figure�as�he�
is,�worked�largely�in�the�shadow�of�his�teacher,�a�scholar�monk�named�Nishiari�Bokusan.��
Nishiari�is�sometimes�called�the�“father�of�modern�S�t�”�and�his�own�(much�shorter)�
Sh�b�genz��commentary�is�the�first�and�without�question�the�most�influential�of�the�modern�
sectarian�works�on�D�gen.��To�understand�Suzuki�Roshi�and�contemporary�American�Zen,�I�had�
felt�that�I�needed�to�understand�Kishizawa;�to�understand�Kishizawa,�though,�it�seemed�I�had�to�
look�to�Nishiari�Bokusan.��This�does�not�regress�infinitely�(although,�as�the�circular�lineage�



documents�show,�it�kind�of�does)�–�Nishiari�was�a�devoted�disciple�of�eventually�prominent�
teachers,�but�his�work�was�by�no�means�simply�derivative�from�theirs.�

As�my�eyes�opened�to�the�importance�of�Nishiari,�I�noticed�that�though�he�too�remains�
largely�unacknowledged�in�American�Zen�circles,�he�is�a�bit�better�known�than�Kishizawa.��I�
noticed,�for�instance,�that�Mel�Weitsman�and�Kaz�Tanahashi�had�recently�completed�a�
translation�of�his�comments�on�Genj�k�an,�published�in�Michael�Wenger’s�book�Dogen’s�
Genjokoan:�Three�Commentaries�(2011).��I�also�began�to�find�a�few�odd�references�to�his�life�
and�work�in�books�like�Richard�Jaffe’s�groundbreaking�Neither�Monk�nor�Layman,�Kim’s�Eihei�
D�gen:�Mystical�Realist,�Heine’s�collection�D�gen:�Textual�and�Historical�Studies,�and�Paul�
Jaffe’s�translation�of�Yasutani’s�Genjokoan�commentary,�Flowers�Fall.��Still,�I�could�find�very�
little�in�English�about�Nishiari’s�life�and�even�less�about�his�influence�on�our�contemporary�
understanding�of�D�gen’s�meaning.�

While�I�still�hoped�to�explore�the�work�of�Kishizawa,�as�well�as�that�of�Oka�S�tan,�
another�student�of�Nishiari’s�and�a�mentor�to�Kishizawa,�it�seemed�clear�that�I�needed�to�start�
with�Nishiari�Bokusan.��I�had�hoped�in�this�project�to�include�some�translations�from�Nishiari’s�
work,�and�had�narrowed�it�down�particularly�to�his�lectures�on�a�precept�text�(the�Busso�sh�den�
zenkaish�� )�by�the�eighteenth�century�scholar�monk�Banjin�D�tan�(another�
major�S�t��figure�largely�unacknowledged�in�American�Zen!).��I�first�wanted�to�tell�the�story�of�
Nishairi’s�life,�however,�and�as�I�worked�on�the�background�of�Meiji�Buddhism,�and�of�Meiji�
S�t�,�that�I�felt�would�be�necessary�to�contextualize�it,�I�realized�that�I�had�bitten�of�much�more�
than�I�could�chew.��Including�a�translation�with�this�paper�proved�too�much�to�manage,�as�did�a�
study�of�Nishiari’s�approach�to�D�gen.�

What�is�left�then,�is�less�a�study�than�a�story:��a�story�of�the�tumult�of�Meiji�Buddhism,�
the�birth�of�the�modern�S�t��sect,�and�the�life�of�a�man�named�Nishiari�Bokusan.��It’s�a�story�I�
had�to�write�in�academic�ese,�but�I�hope�that�you�can�read�through�to�a�picture�of�the�time,�and�
that�you�may�come�to�share�my�sense�of�appreciation�and�debt�to�the�many�Meiji�Period�voices�
that�shaped�modern�S�t��Zen.�

�

______�

�

This�project,�as�well�as�the�two�years�of�graduate�study�at�UC�Berkeley�that�it�represents,�
would�have�been�impossible�without�the�support�of�beings�too�numerous�to�name.��I�will�
nonetheless�name�a�few.�

As�noted�above,�I�am�indebted�to�Charlie�Pokorny�for�his�initial�push�into�this�area�of�
study.��My�own�Zen�teacher�Sojun�Mel�Weitsman�encouraged�me�in�this�regard,�and�I�am�



grateful�for�his�work�on�Nishiari�and�especially�for�his�ongoing�teaching�and�support.��He�has�
been�vital�in�keeping�me�connected�with�the�basic�source�of�my�energy�for�Dharma�study.�

I�would�not�have�begun�this�project�or�been�able�to�pursue�academic�Buddhist�Studies�at�
all�without�the�deep�and�unwarranted�support�of�Prof.�Robert�Sharf,�sometimes�chair�of�the�
Group�in�Buddhist�Studies�at�UC�Berkeley.��His�willingness�to�sponsor�me�as�a�student�under�the�
umbrella�of�the�Group,�and�to�work�with�me�on�my�fledgling�Asian�language�skills�and�my�“Zen�
modernist”�assumptions�about�Buddhism,�has�been�of�tremendous�benefit.��His�influence�has�
defined�this�phase�of�my�life.��Many�know�Prof.�Sharf�in�Zen�circles�for�his�sharply�critical�(and�
very�useful)�work�on�the�notion�of�“religious�experience”�as�the�hallmark�of�Zen,�but�those�who�
know�him�only�through�his�writing�may�not�know�his�personal�warmth�and�genuine�sympathy�
(in�all�senses�of�the�word)�for�those�of�us�who�practice�the�forms�of�Zen�and�work�to�develop�
the�modern�American�Zen�institutions.��I�should�acknowledge�too�that�without�the�example�and�
advice�of�my�long�time�Dharma�friend�Eric�Greene,�also�a�student�of�Prof.�Sharf’s,�it�never�
would�have�occurred�to�me�that�UC�Berkeley�could�be�an�option�for�me�or�that�Prof.�Sharf�
would�ever�give�me�the�time�of�day.�

Prof.�Sharf�mentored�me�over�the�course�of�my�degree�and�of�this�project,�but�as�I�
began�work�in�earnest�on�the�writing�I�was�also�able�to�enlist�the�support�of�Prof.�Mark�Blum,�
chair�of�Japanese�Buddhist�Studies�at�UC�Berkeley,�and�Prof.�Richard�Jaffe�of�Duke�University.��
Prof.�Blum�specializes�in�the�Pure�Land�traditions�and�is�a�scholar�of�enormous�range�–�he�has�
written�on�modern�and�pre�modern�Japanese�Buddhism�and�is�the�translator�of�the�Nirvana�
Sutra�from�the�Chinese.��I�am�very�grateful�for�his�support,�and�especially�for�his�generosity�in�
designing�a�graduate�seminar�on�Meiji�Buddhism�largely�to�support�me�in�my�research.��Prof.�
Jaffe,�who�has�himself�lived�and�practiced�at�the�San�Francisco�Zen�Center,�has�done�the�most�
work�of�any�scholar�in�English�on�S�t��Zen�in�the�Meiji�Period,�and�his�book�Neither�Monk�Nor�
Layman�was�not�only�very�useful�for�me�personally�in�my�past�struggles�with�the�ideal�of�clerical�
celibacy,�but�also�opened�my�eyes�to�importance�of�the�Meiji�Period.��I�am�enormously�grateful�
for�his�time,�insights,�and�encouragement�in�this�project,�and�his�willingness�to�sit�on�my�thesis�
committee�despite�his�full�schedule.�

By�an�amazing�coincidence,�two�of�the�postdoctoral�fellows�in�Japanese�Buddhism�at�UC�
Berkeley�over�my�time�there�have�been�experts�in�the�modern�history�of�S�t��Zen,�and�while�
my�time�with�both�of�them�was�too�limited,�I�benefitted�enormously�from�conversations�with�
Dominick�Scarangello�and�Michaela�Mross.�

Despite�all�of�the�academic�support�I�have�received,�I�am�certain�that�this�project�is�
wracked�by�mistakes,�oversights,�gaps,�and�outright�misinformation,�all�of�which�is�entirely�my�
own�doing.�

That�I�have�been�able�to�undertake�this�period�of�academic�study�while�remaining�in�
residence�at�Green�Gulch�Farm�Zen�Center�has�been�an�incredible�gift,�and�I�am�grateful�to�all�of�
the�San�Francisco�Zen�Center�community�for�supporting�my�absence�from�the�work�and�practice�



life�during�this�time.��I�am�particularly�grateful�to�the�support�of�Abbess�Eijun�Cutts�and�Robert�
Thomas,�in�his�role�as�President�of�San�Francisco�Zen�Center,�who�went�out�on�a�limb�in�
allowing�me�to�continue�residency�while�I�studied�full�time.�

Finally,�I�need�to�express�my�gratitude�to�my�boys�Frank�and�Dusty�for�the�joy�and�
sustaining�energy�they�bring�into�my�life,�and�especially�to�my�wife�Sara�for�her�unflagging�
support�of�me,�spiritually,�emotionally,�and�quite�practically�as�my�studies�left�me�at�times�an�
absent�father,�spouse,�and�housemate.�

This�project,�flawed�as�it�is,�is�dedicated�to�the�memory�of�Abbot�My�gen�Steve�Stücky.��
His�presence�and�faith�in�me�has�been�a�great�blessing�in�my�life,�and�his�encouragement�of�my�
studies�paved�the�way�for�this�work.��May�my�life�reveal�his�compassion.�

Whatever�scant�merit�this�study�may�generate�is�turned�over�and�offered�for�the�benefit�
of�living�beings.�
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�

INTRODUCTION�

�

Though�well�known�in�Japanese�Zen�circles�as�a�father�of�the�modern�S�t��Sect�(S�t�sh�
),�little�has�been�written�in�English�about�the�eminent�cleric�Nishiari�Bokusan� �

(1821�1910).��Nishiari�rose�to�prominence�in�the�sect�during�the�Meiji� �period�(1868�1912),�
a�time�of�great�upheaval�in�Japanese�Buddhism�and�the�period�of�the�institutional�birth�of�the�
S�t��Sect.��At�the�peak�of�his�career,�Nishiari�served�as�abbot�of�the�S�t��head�temple�S�jiji�

�and,�for�a�time,�as�chief�abbot�of�the�sect�(S�t�sh��kanch�� ),�and�he�made�a�
lasting�mark�on�S�t��doctrinal�studies,�especially�through�his�studies�of�the�Sh�b�genz��(

,�“Treasury�of�the�True�Dharma�Eye”)�of�Japanese�S�t��patriarch�Eihei�D�gen�( ,�
1200�1253).�

I�aim�in�the�three�sections�of�this�paper�to�present�the�life�and�career�of�Nishiari�
Bokusan�in�its�context�of�Meiji�Buddhism�and,�specifically,�Meiji�S�t�.��In�Section�One�I�present�
an�account�of�the�general�situation�of�Buddhism�in�the�Meiji,�drawing�from�a�range�of�excellent�
English�language�scholarship�on�the�topic.��In�Section�Two�I�rely�on�a�more�scattered�set�of�
secondary�sources,�largely�in�English�but�where�necessary�in�Japanese,�to�piece�together�an�
account�of�the�major�elements�of�S�t��Zen�in�the�Meiji,�an�account�that—despite�a�few�
important�contributions—has�yet�to�be�coherently�or�comprehensively�presented�in�English.��In�
Section�Three�I�turn�to�the�life�of�Nishiari�Bokusan.��Limiting�myself�to�a�biographical�treatment�
and�leaving�a�doctrinal�analysis�of�his�influential�works�like�the�Sh�b�genz��keiteki�
�for�another�time�or�to�a�better�qualified�scholar,�in�this�section�I�draw�especially�from�

Japanese�biographical�sources�to�introduce�the�life�and�career�of�this�major�S�t��figure.
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SECTION�I�

�
Buddhism�in�Meiji�Japan�

�

While�Meiji�Buddhism�was�slow�to�become�established�as�a�legitimate�topic�for�Buddhist�
scholars,�in�recent�decades�it�has�received�considerable�attention.��According�to�Jaffe�and�Mohr,�
the�most�important�scholar�in�the�development�of�the�field�was�Ikeda�Eishun� ,�whose�
groundbreaking�1976�work,�Meiji�no�shin�bukky��und�� ,�was�built�upon�by�
scholars�like�Kashiwahara�Y�sen� ,�Tamamuro�Fumio� ,�and�Yoshida�Ky�ichi�

�(Jaffe�and�Mohr�1998,�1–2).��To�Jaffe�and�Mohr’s�1998�list�must�certainly�be�added�a�
number�of�more�recent�works�in�the�burgeoning�field,�like�that�of�Sueki�Fumihiko� .��
Though�the�foundational�studies�of�Meiji�Buddhism�have�naturally�been�in�Japanese,�significant�
English�language�scholarship�on�the�topic�has�also�been�trickling�out�since�the�1980s.��While�it�is�
far�from�exhaustive,�the�English�language�scholarship�is�mature�enough�to�provide�the�basis�for�
a�solid�overview�of�the�topic,�especially�when�considered�in�conjunction�with�the�array�of�
general�historical�studies�of�the�period,�among�which�Jansen�(2000)�and�Gluck�(1985)�stand�out.��
In�this�overview�I�will�lean�heavily�on�the�works�of�Staggs�(1979),�Grapard�(1984),�Thelle�(1987),�
Hardacre�(1989),�Ikeda�(1998),�Mohr�(1998),�Jaffe�(2001),�Snodgrass�(2003),�and�Blum�(2011).��
The�two�works�that�most�neatly�serve�my�purpose,�and�which�are�cited�extensively�in�the�pages�
to�follow,�are�Collcutt�(1986)�and,�by�far�the�most�cited�source�in�all�of�the�English�language�
treatments,�Ketelaar�(1990).�

� �
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�

Part�I:��The�Meiji�Persecution�of�Buddhism�
�

�	�����������	���		
��
�

To�understand�the�basis�of�the�anti�Buddhist�policies�that�characterize�the�early�Meiji�
government’s�attitude�towards�Buddhism,�it�is�useful�to�look�back�to�the�situation�of�Buddhism�
in�the�Tokugawa� �period�(1600�1868).��There�has�in�the�scholarship�of�the�last�decades�
been�a�backlash�against�the�tendency�of�earlier�historians�and�Buddhologists�to�uncritically�
accept�the�Meiji�account�of�Tokugawa�Buddhism,�an�account�which�takes�the�anti�Buddhist�
measures�of�the�Meiji�as�a�necessary�and�purificatory�response�to�the�corruption�and�
degradation�of�the�Tokugawa�Buddhist�clergy�and�institutions.1��An�1871�promulgation�by�the�
Ministry�of�the�People�(Mimbush�� )�is�emblematic�of�this�rhetoric,�which�was�not�limited�
to�the�government�or�anti�Buddhist�intellectuals�but�was�reproduced�even�by�the�Buddhist�
institutions�themselves:��“Priests�who�have�long�been�bastions�of�decadence…�are�themselves�
responsible�for�the�destruction�of�Buddhism”�(Ketelaar�1990,�43).��A�typical�example�of�the�
widespread,�uncritical�reproduction�of�this�discourse�in�the�scholarship�is�Kishimoto’s�Japanese�
Religion�in�the�Meiji�Era,�a�text�which�is�colored�throughout�by�the�narrative�of�the�regenerative�
benefit�of�the�Meiji�persecution;�one�section,�in�the�chapter�on�“Religion�in�the�Tokugawa,”�is�
tellingly�titled�“Buddhist�Spiritual�Stagnation”�(Kishimoto�1956,�10–13).�

But�to�join�recent�scholars�in�withholding�judgment�on�the�moral�character�of�Tokugawa�
period�clergy�is�by�no�means�to�deny�that�the�deep�interpenetration�of�the�Tokugawa�

������������������������������������������������������������
1�Ketelaar�is�highly�critical,�for�example,�of�the�“disappointing�regularity”�with�which�are�made�such�
“decidedly�moralistic�conclusions”�based�on�“an�idealized�conception�of�Buddhism.”��He�cites�as�
emblematic�the�essays�of�Tsuji�Zennosuke� �on�the�early�modern�decline�of�Buddhism�and�his�
assessments�of�the�persecution�as�“purifying”�(Ketelaar�1990,�11–13).��Collcutt�is�a�bit�more�moderate�in�
his�assessment,�admitting�that�it�is�“impossible�to�deny�that�institutional�Buddhism�in�the�Tokugawa�
period�had�lost�much�of�its�earlier�vitality,”�but�arguing�that�the�widespread�popularity�of�Buddhist�
festivals,�pilgrimages,�etc.,�and�the�vigor�of�figures�like�Hakuin� �(1686�1768),�Bankei� �(1622�
1693),�and�Jiun�Sonja� �(1718�1804),�provide�a�critical�counterpoint�to�the�simplistic�decline�
narratives�(Collcutt�1986,�146n).��Among�the�recent�English�language�works,�Victoria’s�stands�out�as�least�
critical�of�these�claims,�sympathetically�citing�harsh�assessments�of�Tokugawa�Buddhism�by�Anesaki�
Masaharu� �(1873�1949),�Robert�Bellah,�and�Joseph�Kitagawa�(Victoria�2006,�4).��Mohr,�on�the�
other�hand,�in�a�useful�treatment�of�Zen�in�the�Tokugawa�period,�finds,�“surprisingly�for�a�reputedly�
moribund�tradition,”�considerable�dynamism�and�diversity�within�and�between�Buddhist�sects�(Mohr�
1994,�363).�
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government�and�Buddhist�institutions�created�an�exceedingly�comfortable�climate�for�
Buddhism.��Whether�or�not�that�comfort�bred�widespread�decadence�and�corruption,�it�
certainly�did�foster�significant�anti�Buddhist�sentiment,�particularly�among�the�samurai�class.��
The�clearest�and�strongest�aspect�of�this�problematic�interpenetration�of�Church�and�State�was�
the�danka�seido� ,�a�system�in�which�the�government,�largely�as�a�means�to�resist�
Christianity,�mandated�that�each�household�in�the�country�register�with�(and�financially�
support)�a�Buddhist�temple.2��Flush�with�the�funds�extracted�from�these�mandatory�
relationships,�the�Buddhist�institutions�could�in�turn�provide�significant�financial�services�to�the�
government.3��While�Buddhism�was�dominant�politically,�serving�in�effect�as�“a�religious�arm�of�
the�system�of�political�controls,”�and�though�it�retained�significant�popular�support�throughout�
the�period,�intellectually�Buddhism�was�“on�the�defensive�throughout�the�Tokugawa�period”�in�
the�face�of�attacks�from�increasingly�powerful�anti�Buddhist�streams�of�Confucian,�Shint�,�and�
National�Learning�(kokugaku� )�thought,�as�well�as�Western�studies�(Collcutt�1986,�144–
145).��Furthermore,�while�the�Tokugawa�government�never�lost�its�dependence�on�the�Buddhist�
establishment,�it�was�sensitive�to�the�increasingly�anti�Buddhist�climate�and�began�in�the�later�
part�of�the�era�to�call�for�restrictions�on�Buddhist�expansion�and�authority.��Heeding�these�calls,�
responding�to�local�sentiment,�and�serving�their�own�Confucian,�Shint�,�or�Nativist�inclinations,�
administrators�in�various�regions�began�as�early�as�the�mid�seventeenth�century�to�enact�local�
anti�Buddhist�purges�of�varying�intensity�and�efficacy.��These�persecutions�provided�the�basis,�
and�in�some�cases�even�the�personnel,�for�the�national�anti�Buddhist�project�that�would�follow�
in�the�first�days�of�the�Meiji�Restoration�of�1868.4��

These�deep�roots�in�the�Tokugawa�period�of�the�Meiji�anti�Buddhist�program,�and�the�
common�Tokugawa�and�Meiji�government�objectives�of�centralization�and�control�of�the�clergy,�
lead�Mohr�to�argue�for�a�“shrouded�continuity”�between�the�Tokugawa�and�Meiji�regimes.��He�
argues�that�“the�self�proclaimed�‘new’�Meiji�government�had�the�same�goal�as�the�deposed�
Bakufu”�and�“merely�went�on�to�enforc[e]�more�radically�policies�that�had�been�pursued�for�
two�hundred�and�fifty�years.”��He�sees�the�most�extreme�anti�Buddhist�measures�of�the�early�
Meiji�not�as�marking�a�turning�point�in�the�dynamics�between�the�government�and�the�Buddhist�
institutions,�but�simply�as�short�sighted�and�politically�immature�attempts�by�the�Meiji�
������������������������������������������������������������
2�For�a�historical�overview�of�the�danka�seido,�see�Hur�2007�and�Marcure�1985.�
3�The�financial�support�of�the�Tokugawa�government�by�Buddhist�temples�was�evident�to�the�period’s�
very�last�days,�as�with�the�case�of�the�Higashi�Honganji� �giving�money�and�manpower�to�the�
bakufu�armies�as�late�as�1867.��This�sort�of�financial�assistance�from�temples�to�the�government�
continued�into�the�Meiji.��See�Ketelaar�1990,�71–72.�
4�The�most�important�of�the�Tokugawa�period�Buddhist�purges�were�in�the�domains�of�Mito and�
Satsuma ,�but�the�crackdowns�in�the�domains�of�Ch�sh� ,�Okayama ,�Aizu ,�and�
Tsuwano �were�also�significant�both�for�local�Buddhists�and�in�the�development�of�national�anti�
Buddhist�policies.��Collcutt�and�Ketelaar�discuss�these�precursor�purges�in�detail�(Collcutt�1986,�146–151;�
Ketelaar�1990,�43–86).�
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government�to�follow�Tokugawa�era�precedent,�albeit�newly�couched�in�terms�of�“nation”�and�
national�identity�(Mohr�1998,�167–168).�

While�Ketelaar�is�overall�much�more�committed�than�Mohr�to�asserting�the�
discontinuity�and�novelty�of�the�Meiji�period,�he�too�sees�some�continuities�in�anti�Buddhist�
strategies.��He�outlines�a�four�part�process�by�which�the�local�eradication�of�Buddhism�was�
attempted�in�the�Mito�Domain�in�the�mid�seventeenth�through�mid�nineteenth�centuries,�and�
argues�that�its�structure�was�paradigmatic,�soon�to�be�replicated�not�only�by�other�domains�but�
also�in�the�national�project.��His�analysis�below�thus�serves�not�just�to�describe�the�Mito�
persecution�but�also�the�national�strategy:�

The�institutionalization�of�anti�Buddhist�policy�during�the�Meiji�era�
involves�a�fourfold�process:�(1)�the�establishment�of�a�government�
office�vested�with�comprehensive�authority�over�“religious�
affairs”;�(2)�the�conducting�of�a�precise�survey�to�determine�the�
imminent�political�and�economic�contours�of�the�institutions�in�
question;�(3)�the�decimation�of�Buddhist�temples,�rites,�and�
priestly�practices�and�even�of�the�Buddhist�priesthood�itself;�and�
(4)�the�construction�of�a�system�to�suppress�Buddhism’s�
differences,�particularly�those�of�its�forms�evocative�of�the�
carnivalesque.5��(Ketelaar�1990,�54)�

�

�

������
�	�������������
�	����Shinbutsu�Bunri�����Haibutsu�Kishaku�
�

The�term�“eradication”�aptly�describes�Meiji�anti�Buddhist�policy;�it�is�precisely�the�
sense�of�the�Meiji�era�slogan�“abolish�Buddhism�and�destroy�Shakyamuni”�(haibutsu�kishaku�

),�and�does�likely�express�the�experience�of�those�on�both�sides�of�the�“eradication”�of�

������������������������������������������������������������
5�In�using�the�term�“carnivalesque,”�as�he�does�throughout�his�study,�Ketelaar�is�explicitly�drawing�on�the�
work�of�Mikhail�Bakhtin�to�express�the�volatile,�uncontrolled,�liberative�potentiality�that�stands�in�
opposition�to�attempts�to,�in�Bakhtin’s�words,�“absolutize�the�given�conditions�of�existence�and�the�
social�order.”��Demonstrating�that�not�only�Shugend�� ,�divination,�exorcism,�etc.,�but�also�public�
nudity,�erotic�literature,�dramatic�lampoons,�stand�up�comedy,�and�other�non�religious�customs�and�
entertainments�were�banned�by�the�Meiji�regime,�Ketelaar�argues�convincingly�that�it�is�the�
carnivalesque�quality�itself,�rather�than�Buddhist�institutional�power�or�Buddhism�per�se,�that�was�the�
real�threat�that�the�Meiji�regime�was�intent�to�eradicate.��By�“the�construction�of�a�system�to�suppress�
Buddhism’s�difference,”�Ketelaar�is�referring�to�the�fabrication�of�traditions,�festivals,�observances,�
spaces,�etc.�to�replace�their�Buddhist�counterparts�while�serving�more�neatly�the�needs�of�the�State�
ideology,�a�fabrication�culminated�in�the�so�called�State�Shint�.��See�Ketelaar�1990,�50–54.�
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any�given�temple.��The�initial,�official�government�policy,�though,�was�ostensibly�not�of�
eradication�but�of�separation,�namely�the�“separation�of�Shint��and�Buddhism”�(shinbutsu�
bunri� ).6��Separation�is�a�logical�initial�step�in�any�process�of�eradication,�however,�and�
it�is�no�surprise�that�the�edicts�outlining�the�policy�of�shinbutsu�bunri,�issued�in�the�first�month�
of�the�new�Meiji�government�in�1868,�were�widely�perceived�as�a�harbinger�of�and�license�for�
eradication.��It�was�abundantly�clear�that�Buddhism�was�to�be�categorized�among�the�“ancient�
evils”�(ky�rai�no�r�sh�� )�which�the�founding�document�of�the�Meiji�was�intent�on�
eradicating�(Ketelaar�1990,�86).7��It�is�also�likely�that�the�officials�responsible�for�the�separation�
edicts,�the�staff�of�the�newly�formed�Office�of�Rites�(jingi�jimukyoku� ,�later,�Ministry�
of�Rites�jingikan� ),�were,�as�reform�Shint�ists�and�hardline�Nativists�experienced�in�the�
local�anti�Buddhist�campaigns�of�the�Tokugawa�period,�did�intend�and�hope�to�“eradicate”�the�
“ancient�evil”�of�Buddhism.��As�Collcutt�suggests,�though,�the�new�regime�was�sensitive�to�the�
possibility�that�an�overt�policy�of�eradication�“might�have�provoked�further�local�opposition�and�
contributed�to�increased�political�instability”�(Collcutt�1986,�151).��The�ostensibly�neutral�
language�of�“separation,”�then,�should�not�be�understood�as�expressing�an�authentically�
moderate�agenda.��Masking�the�more�basic�effort�to�“eradicate,”�the�rhetoric�of�“separation”�is�
an�instance�of�the�kind�of�discourse�analyzed�by�Ketelaar�in�his�description�of�the�paradigmatic�
Mito�persecution,�in�which�temples�are�not�“destroyed”�but�“managed”�(shobun� )�or�
“amalgamated”�(gappei� ),�and�in�which�the�forced�laicization�of�priests�is�not�a�violence�but�
a�“return�to�farming”�(kin�� )�or�a�“return�to�the�secular”�(genzoku� )�(Ketelaar�1990,�
49).�

Furthermore,�this�“separation”�of�Shint��and�Buddhism�(or�even�the�“eradication”�of�
Buddhism)�required�what�proved�to�be�an�even�more�radical�project,�their�respective�definition.��
Shint��and�Buddhism�had�been�intertwining�for�well�over�a�thousand�years,�if�they�had�ever�
really�been�distinct�at�all,�and�to�pull�them�apart�they�had�to�be�defined.��Grapard’s�
groundbreaking�1984�article,�centered�around�a�study�of�the�typical�“syncretic�cult�center”�of�
T�nomine� ,�is�largely�devoted�to�demonstrating�the�profound�extent�of�Buddhist�Shint��
syncretism�(and�its�collective�syncretism�with�Daoism�and�Confucianism),�suggesting�that�it�goes�
as�deep�as�does�“the�Sino�Japanese�interactions�one�sees�occurring�at�the�level�of�the�Japanese�
language,”�and�accordingly�arguing�that�the�Meiji�era�“disruption�of�the�Shint��Buddhist�
������������������������������������������������������������
6�Grapard�prefers�the�more�violent�connotations�of�“dissociation”�to�“separation”�for�bunri;�he�further�
argues�for�the�more�literal�English�rendering�of�shinbutsu�as�“Shint��and�Buddhist�divinities”�rather�than�
the�more�common�“Shint��and�Buddhism,”�insisting�on�a�crucial�distinction�between�Shint��divinities�
and�the�Shint��religious�system�(Grapard�1984,�241).�
7�The�full�passage,�Article�4�of�the�Meiji�Charter�Oath,�is� .��
Jansen�translates�it,�“Evil�customs�of�the�past�shall�be�broken�off�and�everything�based�upon�the�just�
laws�of�Nature”�(Jansen�2000,�338).��Victoria�renders�it�“All�absurd�usages�of�the�old�regime�shall�be�
abolished�and�all�measures�conducted�in�conformity�with�the�righteous�way�of�heaven�and�earth”�
(Victoria�2006,�4–5).�
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discourse�was�in�fact�a�denial�of�cultural�history”�and�the�substitution�of�that�history�with�
“cultural�lies”�(Grapard�1984,�242–245).��Ketelaar�describes�the�difficulties�of�the�surveyors�in�
the�Satsuma�domain�purge,�who�relied�on�the�“form�of�violence”�of�“arbitrary�linguistic�
discriminations”—like�“temple”�(tera� )�versus�“shrine”�(jinja� )—to�determine�a�given�
site’s�status�as�Shint��or�Buddhist,�and�he�shows�how�even�such�emblematic�“Shint�”�symbols�
like�the�torii� �gateway�and�the�shimenawa� �rope�were,�prior�to�the�separation,�parts�of�
a�“common�religious�lexicon”�(Ketelaar�1990,�57–59).��Another�example�of�the�deep�problem�of�
“separation,”�and�the�superficial�fixes�applied�to�it�by�government�agents,�is�in�the�renaming�of�
syncretic�divinities�from�the�“Buddhist�sounding”�to�the�“Shint��sounding.”��In�what�Ketelaar�
calls�“enunciatory�gymnastics,”�for�instance,�the�popular�guardian�deity�(of�Buddhist�origin)�
Fud��son� �was,�at�Narita� ,�transformed�into�a�“Japanese�kami”�simply�by�imposing�a�
re�reading�of�the�same�characters�as�Ugokazu�no�mikoto�(Ketelaar�1990,�75).�

To�note�the�conceptual�incoherence�of�the�separation�edicts,�though,�and�even�to�
suggest�(as�does�Ketelaar),8�that�their�greatest�legacy�was�not�in�their�damage�to�persons�and�
properties�so�much�as�in�the�radical�redefinitions�they�catalyzed,�is�by�no�means�to�suggest�that�
the�separation�edicts�were�mere�rhetoric:��the�violence�against�Buddhists�and�Buddhist�
institutions�came�swift�and�severe.��The�central�institutions�of�the�Meiji�government�were�still�
relatively�weak,�and�local�autonomy�ensured�significant�geographic�variation�in�the�
enforcement�of�the�separation�program,�but�nevertheless�a�vast�number�of�temples,�statues,�
texts,�and�artifacts�were�destroyed,�and�huge�numbers�of�clerics�were�forcibly�laicized.��Grapard�
is�typical�of�many�commentators�in�facing�the�lack�of�quantitative�data�on�the�damage�with�
recourse�to�locutions�like�“innumerable”�and�“beyond�imagination”:��“innumerable�statues,�
paintings,�scriptures,�ritual�implements,�and�buildings�were�destroyed,�sold,�stolen,�burnt,�or�
covered�with�excrement”;�“the�destruction�of�syncretic�art�and�treatises�is�beyond�imagination”�
(Grapard�1984,�245).��Collcutt�is�exceptional�in�the�rigor�with�which�he�pursues�quantitative�
data,�but�in�his�well�informed�assertion�that�a�“full�accounting…�will�probably�never�be�made”�
we�fall�back�again�on�the�vaguely�“innumerable.”��He�finds�“dramatic”�but�only�piecemeal�
regional�data�on�the�physical�damage�of�the�separation�edicts,�citing�local�statistics�like�the�
complete�absence�of�temples�in�Satsuma�by�1872,�the�Toyama� �reduction�to�eight�temples�
from�a�pre�persecution�number�of�over�1,600,�and�the�Tosa� �eradication�of�439�of�615�
temples�(which�included�the�laicization�of�their�monks).��Collcutt�thus�lacks�confidence�in�any�of�
the�pre�1872�national�statistics�that�are�cited�in�the�scholarship,�but�he�does�find�reliable�
numbers�for�the�1872�1876�time�frame,�and�shows�that�the�drastic�reduction�of�temples�and�
������������������������������������������������������������
8�“The�enduring�legacy�of�the�persecution�years�is�not�to�be�found�in�the�tens�of�thousands�of�destroyed�
and�confiscated�temples,�in�the�tons�of�bells�melted�down�for�cannon,�or�in�the�uncounted�numbers�of�
headless�statues�that�can�still�be�found�discarded�along�the�roadsides�of�rural�Japan.��Rather,�it�is�in�the�
newly�created�systems�of�religious�education,�the�construction�of�Buddhist�and�Shint��histories,�and�the�
post�persecution�legislation�of�precise�legal�and�political�contours�of�all�sectarian�institutions�that�the�
anti�Buddhist�movement�left�its�deepest�traces.”�(Ketelaar�1990,�76)�
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clerics�continued�through�that�period:��“According�to�census�data,�nearly�18,000�temples�were�
closed�between�1872�and�1876�alone.��More�than�56,000�monks�and�5,000�nuns,�together�with�
their�families�and�many�of�their�disciples,�were�returned�to�lay�life.”��These�statistics�disprove�
the�notion�that�the�eradication�effort�was�“as�is�sometimes�suggested,�a�sporadic�or�short�lived�
phenomenon”�(Collcutt�1986,�156–163).�

�

�

���������
����� �
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Closely�associated�with�the�physical�violence�against�Buddhist�properties�was�the�
disestablishment�of�Buddhist�institutions,�the�new�government’s�effort�to�divest�them�of�the�
social�status�and�legal�privileges�they�had�long�enjoyed.��This�disestablishment�of�Buddhism�
from�its�privileged�position�was�a�significant�reordering�of�national�hierarchies.��For�example,�
where�prior�to�1869�no�layperson�of�any�rank�could�be�on�horseback�or�in�a�carriage�on�
Buddhist�temple�grounds,�after�1869�this�sort�of�insubordination�to�Buddhism�was�legally�
permissible�(Ketelaar�1990,�68).��Broader�measures�like�universal�conscription�and�compulsory�
education�also�had�a�significant�impact�in�reducing�the�status�and�privilege�of�Buddhist�
institutions.��In�short,�early�in�the�Meiji�period�the�government�“eliminat[ed]�all�status�privileges�
for�the�clergy”�and�“dissolv[ed]�many�of�the�institutional�arrangements�that�had�governed�
relations�between�religious�institutions�and�the�state”�during�the�Tokugawa�period�(Jaffe�1998,�
45).��These�disestablishment�efforts�went�so�far�as�to�limit�not�only�institutional�power�but�also�
popular�Buddhist�practices,�and�sweeping�restrictions�or�outright�bans�were�instituted�on�
Buddhist�ceremonies,�ordinations,�festivals,�and�pilgrimage.�

Perhaps�the�most�significant�and�lasting�measure�towards�the�disestablishment�of�
Buddhism�were�the�measures�that�removed�the�State�from�its�involvement�in�and�enforcement�
of�Buddhist�clerical�discipline.��Jaffe�has�given�this�topic�considerable�attention�and�remains�the�
authority�on�it:9�

One�crucial�law,�promulgated�in�1872,�decriminalized�a�variety�of�
clerical�practices�that�had�been�illegal�according�to�Bakufu�
regulations�for�much�of�the�Edo�period.�The�regulation,�commonly�
referred�to�during�the�Meiji�period�as�the�nikujiki�saitai� �
law,�ended�all�penalties�for�clerics�who�violated�state�and�clerical�
standards�of�deportment�by�eating�meat,�marrying,�letting�their�
hair�grow,�or�abandoning�clerical�dress.�Although�many�
government�officials�viewed�the�regulation�as�an�important�
component�of�an�overall�policy�to�modernize�Japanese�society�by�

������������������������������������������������������������
9�See�Jaffe�1998;�Jaffe�2001.�
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abolishing�the�old�Edo�status�system�(mibun�seido� ),�the�
heads�of�almost�every�Buddhist�denomination�construed�the�
measure�as�another�attempt�to�destroy�Buddhism�by�undermining�
their�efforts�to�end�the�clerical�corruption�and�laxity�that�had�
invited�the�recent�violent�persecution�of�Buddhism.�The�changes�
in�government�policies�toward�precept�enforcement�sparked�a�
vitriolic�debate�among�clerics,�concerned�laypeople,�government�
officials,�and�the�laity�over�the�practice�of�nikujiki�saitai�and�the�
role�that�the�state�should�play�in�guaranteeing�compliance�with�
the�Buddhist�precepts.�For�the�rest�of�the�Meiji�era�the�heads�of�
established�Buddhist�denominations�groped�for�some�way�to�
respond�to�the�legal�changes�instituted�by�Meiji�government�
leaders�and�to�maintain�order�within�their�denominations.�(Jaffe�
1998,�46)�

It�should�be�emphasized�that�while�there�were�certainly�instances�of�forced�laicization�
over�the�course�of�the�Meiji�persecution�of�Buddhism,�the�nikujiki�saitai�law�did�not�constitute�a�
forced,�mass�laicization�by�the�government,�but�was�on�its�face�merely�an�assertion�of�the�well�
known�Western�principle�of�the�separation�of�Church�and�State.��Technically�the�State�was�not�
mandating�anything,�but�was�simply�stepping�back�from�its�previous�and�problematic�role�as�an�
authorized�enforcer�of�clerical�discipline.��Decriminalizing�an�act�is�not�to�mandate�it,�and�there�
is�nothing�about�the�nikujiki�saitai�law�that�prevented�clergy�from�maintaining�the�formally�
established�and�disseminated�celibacy�requirement�of�their�respective�sects.��As�the�sectarian�
leaderships�themselves�argued�desperately�for�a�number�of�years�after�the�1872�
decriminalization�order,�clerics�were�in�fact�still�accountable�to�their�sects’�regulations.��Given�
the�lack�of�power�on�the�part�of�the�sectarian�leaders,�however,�coupled�with�the�long�history�
of�clerical�rule�bending�and�marriage,�rank�and�file�clergy�had�little�motivation�to�heed�their�
pleas.��These�two�factors�will�be�explored�below.�

Firstly,�the�codification�of�sectarian�boundaries�in�the�Meiji,�while�giving�an�appearance�
of�homogeneity�and�unity�within�the�State�approved�“sects,”�masked�intense�diversity�and�
factionalism�within�the�sects.��As�discussed�elsewhere�in�this�paper,�in�every�sect�just�below�the�
surface�of�sectarian�unity�were�competing�lineages�and�branches�and�competing�responses�to�
the�changes�of�the�Meiji.��This�diversity�and�tension�within�each�sect�complicated�the�
administration�of�centralized�control�over�the�sects’�branches�and�lineages.��Had�the�nominal�
sectarian�heads�held�genuine,�practical�authority�over�the�rank�and�file�provincial�clergy,�they�
could�have�compelled�them�to�conform�with�the�clerical�rules�that�(in�most�cases)�already�
clearly�forbade�marriage.��Even�in�the�face�of�later�government�assertions�that�clerics�did�
remain�responsible�to�clerical�rules,�however,�the�sectarian�leaderships�proved�simply�too�weak�
to�maintain�clerical�discipline.��With�no�effective�central�administration�of�the�sects,�and�in�the�
absence�of�government�enforcement,�clerical�discipline�naturally�collapsed.�
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What�this�account�neglects,�however,�is�a�second�and�perhaps�more�important�point:��at�
the�time�of�the�nikujiki�saitai�law,�“marriage”�among�the�clergy,�albeit�secret�or�at�least�non�
public,�was�long�established�and�widespread.��It�is�difficult�to�quantify�the�married�clergy�and�
temple�families�prior�to�the�decriminalization,�but�it�is�a�well�attested�phenomenon�throughout�
Japanese�Buddhist�history.10��Jaffe�notes,�for�example,�abundant�evidence�of�clerical�fornication�
as�early�as�the�Nara� �period�(710�794),�and�shows�that�the�practice�of�temple�inheritance�
by�the�son�of�a�cleric�“was�common�enough�that�during�the�Heian�period�[ ,�794�1185]�the�
rights�of�a�blood�child�to�a�deceased�cleric’s�property�were�legally�recognized”�(Jaffe�2001,�11).��
In�the�Tokugawa�period,�too,�the�institution�was�widespread;�Jaffe�cites�Tamamuro�to�note�that�
“at�least�as�far�as�many�of�the�Kogi�Shingon�[ ]�clergy�are�concerned,�during�the�Edo�
period�their�way�of�life�differed�little�from�that�of�the�laity,”�and�he�concurs�with�Faure’s�
conclusion�that�“marriage�and�familial�inheritance�of�temples�were�commonplace,�particularly�
among�those�clerics�who�staffed�clan�temples�and�shrine�temples”�(Jaffe�2001,�34).��It�should�
therefore�not�be�assumed�that�the�new�government�policy�caused�clerics�previously�committed�
to�celibacy�to�reconsider�their�vows.��Rather,�the�effect�was�to�push�those�clerics�already�
involved�in�family�life�to�explore�the�benefits�of�doing�so�openly,�taking�advantage�of�the�
opportunity,�for�example,�to�assert�the�rights�of�their�families.��The�decriminalization�of�clerical�
marriage�was�a�watershed�event�for�Buddhism�in�the�Meiji,�then,�not�because�it�established�a�
new�practice�but�in�large�part�because�it�forced�a�public�debate�among�sectarian�leaders,�rank�
and�file�clerics,�and�parishioners.��Jaffe�describes�this�debate�in�some�detail,�and�shows�that�the�
issues�it�raised�of�sectarian�and�clerical�identity�remain�to�this�day�unresolved.��
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�
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Shint��was�to�some�extent�a�beneficiary�of�the�early�Meiji�anti�Buddhist�policies.��Shint��
clergy,�for�example,�long�second�to�their�Buddhist�counterparts,�now�enjoyed�a�higher�status�
than�Buddhists�did�(Collcutt�1986,�152).��Another�major�institutional�benefit�for�Shint��was�its�
adoption�of�funerary�responsibilities,�both�in�the�court�and�among�the�populace,�which�had�
long�been�the�domain�of�Buddhism.��These�duties�held�considerable�social�and�economic�value,�
and�Shint�ists�proved�willing�to�go�to�great�lengths�to�assume�them,�an�effort�that�required�
nothing�short�of�a�fundamental�revision�of�traditional�norms�and�taboos.��As�a�result,�in�the�
court�and�throughout�the�country�memorial�tablets�were�transferred�from�Buddhist�sanctuaries�
and�temples�to�Shint��sites,�giving�Shint��clergy�the�affiliations�and�financial�support�of�those�
successors�obliged�to�their�ancestors’�care.11��

������������������������������������������������������������
10�Clerical�families�seem�also�to�have�been�much�more�prevalant�in�Indian�Buddhist�history�than�is�
generally�assumed.��See�Clarke�2014.�
11�See�Collcutt�1986,�159;�Ketelaar�1990,�44–45,�60.�
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To�characterize�the�actions�of�the�early�Meiji�government�as�the�simple�elevation�of�
Shint��at�the�expense�of�Buddhism,�however,�or�to�suggest�that�the�separation�of�Shint��and�
Buddhism�was�unambivalently�“good�for�Shint�,”�is�incorrect.��For�one,�in�light�of�the�thorough�
interpenetration�of�Buddhism�and�Shint��historically,�as�noted�above,�the�newly�defined�
“Shint�”�to�which�the�benefits�of�State�sponsorship�would�accrue�was�a�Shint��restricted�by�its�
forced�alienation�from�Buddhism.��Secondly,�many�of�the�edicts�regulating�Buddhism,�even�the�
most�extreme�ones,�were�not�in�fact�aimed�at�Buddhism�but�rather�at�a�broad�range�of�cultural�
practices�deemed�hazardous�to�the�State,�and�thus�affected�Shint��as�well.12�

This�inclusion�of�Shint��within�broad�restrictions�on�religious�or�“carnivalesque”�
practices�speaks�to�the�fact�that�the�dominant�Nativist�faction�in�the�Meiji�government,�despite�
its�willingness�to�use�Shint��to�push�a�nationalist�agenda,�was�not�interested�in�building�the�
State�on�a�religious�basis,�Shint��or�otherwise.13��What�the�Nativists�sought�was�not�a�
government�in�the�service�of�established�religion�but�rather�a�unifying,�national�ideology�which�
was�completely�under�the�control�of�the�State�and�totally�subordinated�to�its�agenda.��It�is�
obvious�that�Buddhism�was�deemed�inappropriate�to�this�task,�but�it�must�also�be�emphasized�
that�neither�could�“religious”�Shint��provide�it.��Indeed,�the�religious�Shint�ists�in�the�
government,�who�had�envisioned�a�purified�Shint��religion�as�the�basis�of�the�new�State,�were�
soon�to�discover�this�fact�directly,�finding�themselves�purged�from�the�leadership.14�

This�purge�culminated�in�the�1872�reorganization�of�the�Ministry�of�Rites�as�the�Ministry�
of�Doctrine�(Ky�busho� ).��The�central�task�of�this�new�Ministry�of�Doctrine,�now�staffed�
exclusively�with�Nativists�and�less�concerned�with�the�creation�of�“rites”�under�a�philosophy�of�
“unity�of�rites�and�rule”�(saisei�itchi� )�as�much�as�with�“doctrine”�under�a�rubric�of�
“unity�of�doctrine�and�rule”�(seiky��itchi� ),�was�to�complete�the�creation�of�the�new�
State�ideology,�the�quasi�Shint��“Great�Teaching”�(daiky�� )�(Ketelaar�1990,�87–121).��This�
Great�Teaching�would�make�use�of�a�wide�array�of�resources,�including�Shint��and�Buddhist�
institutions�and�personnel,�in�the�effort�to�resist�Christianity�and�to�unify�the�citizenry�around�
an�emperor�centered�national�identity.�

While�the�aim�of�the�Great�Teaching�program�was�clear,�however,�the�doctrinal�content�
of�the�Great�Teaching�was�rather�less�so.��The�Ministry�of�Doctrine�first�explained�the�Great�
Teaching�under�the�rubric�of�the�“Three�Standards�of�Instruction”�(sanj��ky�soku� ):��

������������������������������������������������������������
12�See�Ketelaar�1990,�69.�
13�Ketelaar�elaborates:��“From�the�perspective�of�the�enlightenment�thinkers�of�the�Meiji�era,�‘faith’�
(shin)�was�clearly�viewed�as�disruptive,�deceptive,�and�devolutionary.��It�was�crucial�for�those�who�would�
rule�to�prevent�the�state�ideological�system�from�being�dictated�solely�by�concerns�for�the�conception�of�
‘divinity.’”��See�Ketelaar�1990,�67.��
14�These�were�the�“Restoration�Shint�ists”�(fukko�Shint��sha� )�(Ketelaar�1990,�66).��The�
details�of�the�Shint��State�relations�in�the�Meiji�is�largely�out�of�the�scope�of�this�overview,�but�is�treated�
extensively�in�Hardacre’s�excellent�monograph�(Hardacre�1989).�
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“(1)�comply�with�the�commands�to�revere�the�kami�and�love�the�nation;�(2)�illuminate�the�
principle�of�heaven�and�the�way�of�man;�(3)�serve�the�emperor�and�faithfully�maintain�the�will�
of�the�court”�(Ketelaar�1990,�106).15��These�three�standards�proved�so�vague�and�broad�that�the�
government�struggled�to�maintain�control�of�their�interpretation.��A�proclamation�was�deemed�
necessary�in�1872,�for�instance,�to�clarify�that�the�clergy�must�refrain�from�“individual�or�
Buddhistic�interpretations”�and�“lectur[ing]�with�hidden�meanings”�(Ketelaar�1990,�123).��In�
further�attempts�to�clarify�the�Great�Teaching,�which�were�likewise�not�entirely�successful,�the�
Ministry�in�1873�produced�first�eleven�and�then�seventeen�additional�“themes”�(kendai� )�
for�teaching,�along�with�a�stream�of�pronouncements�on�the�details�of�the�State�doctrine.���

To�disseminate�this�Great�Teaching,�the�government�enlisted�the�Shint��and�Buddhist�
clergy�alike,�as�well�as�other�figures�with�local�reach�and�influence�(like�public�entertainers)�into�
a�system�of�doctrinal�instructors�(ky�d�shoku� ).��These�doctrinal�instructors,�in�what�
Ketelaar�calls�an�attempt�to�make�a�de�facto�State�priesthood,�were�to�be�trained�in�a�network�
of�prefectural�and�village�academies�overseen�by�a�national�headquarters�(Ketelaar�1990,�99).��
Buddhists�were�initially�enthusiastic�about�the�opportunity�provided�by�the�doctrinal�instructor�
system,�seeing�in�it�the�opportunity�to�return�to�the�good�graces�of�the�State.��The�sects�actively�
lobbied�the�government�for�the�right�to�be�included�in�the�system,�and�once�it�was�established�
they�eagerly�enrolled�their�clergy�as�doctrinal�instructors.��Four�thousand�Shint��priests�and�
three�thousand�Buddhist�priests�were�initially�licensed�under�the�Ministry,�and�by�1880�there�
were�more�than�103,000�certified�doctrinal�Instructors,�over�81,000�of�whom�were�members�of�
Buddhists�sects.16�

It�was�soon�clear,�however,�that�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�was�not�the�opportunity�
the�Buddhist�institutions�had�hoped.��In�what�Ketelaar�calls�a�“true�ideological�coup�de�grace,”�
the�Great�Academy�in�T�ky��was�installed�at�Z�j�ji,�the�ancestral�Buddhist�temple�of�the�
Tokugawa�family�(Ketelaar�1990,�122).��As�Collcutt�describes�it:�

The�first�batch�of�300�Buddhists�soon�found�that�they�were�being�
subjected�to�Shint��indoctrination�and�used�as�Shint��
propagandists.��They�were�obliged�to�wear�the�stiff�caps�of�Shint��
priests�on�their�shaven�heads�and�to�say�prayers�and�make�
offerings�before�the�shrine.��Although�Buddhists�were�thus�
involved�in�the�dissemination�of�what�was�to�be�a�new�national�

������������������������������������������������������������
15� �
���� �
���� �
Collcutt�calls�them�the�“Three�Injunctions”�and�renders�them:�“Revere�the�kami�and�love�the�country.��
Clarify�heavenly�reason�and�the�way�of�humanity.��Revere�the�emperor�and�respect�court�directives.”��
See�Collcutt�1986,�155.�
16�See�Ketelaar�1990,�105;�Collcutt�1986,�154.�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�13�

religion,�this�state�creed�made�no�provision�for�the�teaching�of�
Buddhism.��(Collcutt�1986,�155–156)�

Not�only�was�there�“no�provision�for�the�teaching�of�Buddhism,”�in�fact�the�teaching�of�
Buddhism�was�by�this�point�completely�banned�in�the�country.17��

The�incorporation�of�Buddhism�into�the�doctrinal�instructor�system�was�thus�not�a�sign�
of�cooperation�with�the�government�so�much�as�it�represented�co�optation�by�the�government.��
It�did�not�mark�a�reversal�of�the�shinbutsu�bunri�policy�or�the�end�of�haibutsu�kishaku,�as�shown�
above�by�Collcutt’s�findings�that�the�persecution�of�Buddhism�continued�full�bore�through�the�
period�of�1872�1876,�precisely�the�years�of�Buddhist�involvement�in�the�Great�Teaching.��To�be�
sure,�some�in�the�Buddhist�establishment�continued�to�go�along�with�the�program;�Mohr,�for�
example,�discusses�the�case�of�Teizan�Sokuichi� �(1805�1892)�as�evidence�of�“the�
willingness�of�some�of�the�leading�S�t��representatives�to�support�the�government’s�
indoctrination�policy,”�at�least�through�1875,�and�as�Section�Three�will�show,�Nishiari�Bokusan�is�
another�example�of�an�apparently�willing�advocate�of�the�project�(Mohr�1998,�177–178).��
Others,�however,�formed�a�growing�resistance�to�the�doctrinal�instruction�system.��The�most�
prominent�among�these�was�the�J�do�Shinsh��priest�Shimaji�Mokurai� �(1838�1911),�
who�publicly�critiqued�the�Three�Standards,�argued�for�the�separation�of�Church�and�State,�and�
ultimately�convinced�the�Shin�sect�to�withdraw�from�the�Great�Teaching�Academy.��Without�the�
support�of�the�Buddhist�establishment,�the�project�collapsed;�four�months�after�the�Shin�sect�
withdrew�in�1875�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�closed,�and�two�years�later�the�Ministry�of�
Doctrine�was�dissolved.�

Though�the�position�of�doctrinal�instructor�lasted�until�1884,�the�dissolution�of�the�
Ministry�of�Doctrine�in�1877�marks�a�significant�transition�point:��Nativist�“religion”�had�failed�to�
gain�traction�as�such.��Blum�notes�that�the�Great�Teaching�was�“widely�seen�as�more�political�
than�religious”�and�Ketelaar�sums�up�the�failure�by�saying�that�“Nativism�was�too�religious�to�
rule,�and�Buddhism�was�too�integrated�into�social�fabric�to�be�discarded.”18��Article�28�of�the�
1889�Meiji�Constitution�granted�“Freedom�of�Religion”�(shinky��no�jiy�� ),�and�while�
this�“freedom”�may�have�been�so�circumscribed�as�to�be�rendered�functionally�meaningless,�it�
did�decisively�mark�the�end�of�the�major�period�of�anti�Buddhist�policy.��As�Ketelaar�says,�“by�
the�close�of�the�19th�century�the�earlier�historical,�nationalistic,�and�socio�economic�attacks�
upon�Buddhism�had�indeed�been�largely�put�to�rest”�(Ketelaar�1990,�171).�

� �

������������������������������������������������������������
17�This�criminalization�of�Buddhist�teaching�was�a�result�of�the�policy�that�forbade�any�public�teaching�
outside�the�umbrella�of�the�Great�Teaching�Academy.��Ketelaar�acknowledges�that�there�was�little�
enforcement�of�this�prohibition�on�Buddhist�teaching�(Ketelaar�1990,�122).�
18�See�Blum�2011,�15;�Ketelaar�1990,�130.�
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Part�II:��The�Meiji�Reinvention�of�Buddhism�
�

Scholars�differ�in�their�assessments�of�the�importance�of�Meiji�Buddhist�developments,�
with�some,�like�Mohr,�arguing�for�a�“shrouded�continuity”�between�Tokugawa�and�Meiji�
Buddhism�and�others,�like�Ketelaar,�emphasizing�the�marked�discontinuity�between�the�pre��
and�post�Meiji�institutions.��There�is�no�question,�however,�that�the�tumult�of�the�Meiji�inspired�
a�range�of�Buddhist�responses,�some�of�which�have�come�to�characterize�Japanese�Buddhism�
down�to�the�present.��The�challenges�to�which�Buddhism�was�forced�to�respond�were�various.��
From�the�government,�Buddhists�met�not�only�the�persecution�of�the�early�Meiji,�the�loss�of�
status�and�property�discussed�in�the�previous�section,�but�also�to�transformative�policies�
regulating�the�organization�and�identity�of�the�sects.��Outside�of�the�government,�too,�Nativist,�
reform�Shint�ist,�and�Confucian�critics�challenged�the�Buddhist�establishment.��Exposure�to�
Western�religion,�science,�and�the�Western�University�following�the�so�called�“opening”�of�
Japan�to�the�West�was�also�significant,�and�Western�academic�fields�like�philosophy�and�
religious�studies�inspired�and�challenged�Meiji�Buddhist�thinkers.��Specifically,�positivistic�and�
textual�critical�methods�of�Western�Orientalism�and�Buddhology�impacted�the�study�of�
Buddhism�both�within�and�without�of�the�sectarian�institutions,�and�the�Western�Buddhological�
focus�on�“original”�Buddhism�led�to�the�Japanese�“discovery”�of�Indian�Buddhism�and�forced�a�
reassessment�of�the�primacy�of�the�Mahayana.��Finally,�as�Blum�emphasizes,�pressure�came�
from�reform�movements�within�the�Buddhist�institutions�themselves,�as�different�individuals�
and�factions�struggled�to�assert�conflicting�responses�to�the�new�realities�they�faced�(Blum�
2011,�3).�

�

�

$���%������
�
�

The�most�progressive�moves�of�Meiji�Buddhism�are�often�grouped�under�the�rubric�of�
“New�Buddhism”�(shin�bukky�� ).��Snodgrass�defines�New�Buddhism�as:�

a�philosophical,�rationalized,�and�socially�committed�
interpretation�of�Buddhism�that�emerged�from�the�restructuring�
of�Buddhism�and�its�role�in�Japanese�society�necessitated�by�the�
religious�policy�of�early�Meiji�government.��Shin�bukky��was�the�
New�Buddhism�of�Japanese�modernity,�formed�in�an�intellectual�
climate�in�which�the�West�was�recognized�as�both�model�and�
measure�of�modernity;�shaped�and�promoted�in�reference�to�the�
West.��(Snodgrass�2003,�115).�
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� She�further�writes:�

Following�the�lead�and�methods�of�Western�Orientalist�
scholarship,�a�Buddhist�philosophy�was�isolated�from�the�ritual,�
mythology,�and�folk�belief�of�actual�practice.��This�New�Buddhism�
was�a�noninstitutional�lay�practice�accessible�through�the�
vernacular�language.��It�was�nonsectarian,�‘progressive,�
democratic,�spiritual,�social�and�rational,’�an�indigenous�
alternative�to�the�Western�materialist�philosophy�and�Protestant�
Christianity�to�which�many�Western�educated�Japanese�of�this�
generation�had�turned.�(Snodgrass�2003,�129–130)�

Victoria�emphasizes�that�“New�Buddhism”�does�not�designate�a�specific�school�of�
thought�but�more�broadly�the�modernizing�elements�within�Buddhism�of�the�Meiji,�and�notes�
that�“because�it�was�a�movement,�not�an�organization,�there�were�often�conflicting,�even�
opposing�views�as�to�what�changes�should�be�made”�to�the�institutions�(Victoria�2006,�198n).��
As�it�was�a�deliberate�response�to�the�West,�a�strong�nationalist�stream�ran�through�the�New�
Buddhist�movement,�which�came�to�hold�not�only�that�Buddhism�was�the�quintessence�of�
Japan�but�also�that�only�in�Japan�was�Buddhism�truly�fulfilled.��This�perfected�Buddhism�of�
Japan�was�offered�by�New�Buddhists�as�the�right�religion�for�the�West:��it�would�be�compatible�
with�science�and�regenerative�for�Western�philosophy,�and�would�be�able�to�support�a�moral�
order�while�avoiding�the�problems�of�an�increasingly�untenable�theism.�

Many�New�Buddhists�visited�the�West,�and�even�attended�Western�universities,�and�
they�tried�diligently�to�present�Japan�and�Japanese�Buddhism�in�terms�the�West�would�find�
relevant�and�compelling.��The�Japanese�Buddhist�delegation�to�the�World�Parliament�of�
Religions�in�1893�in�Chicago�epitomized�the�Western�facing�character�of�New�Buddhism,�
branded�“Eastern�Buddhism”�for�export.19��Snodgrass�describes�the�overlapping�agendas�of�the�
parliamentarians:��internationally�they�hoped�to�win�respect�for�Japan,�domestically�they�hoped�
to�prove�the�utility�of�Buddhism�to�national�interests,�and�to�the�Buddhist�establishment�they�
hoped�to�demonstrate�the�superiority�of�the�“New�Buddhist”�approach.��It�could�be�argued�that�
they�were�successful�on�all�of�these�points.��A�number�of�useful�English�language�treatments�
discuss�the�Japanese�Buddhist�presence�at�the�World�Parliament�of�Religions;�among�them�
Snodgrass�is�the�most�comprehensive.20�

There�are�substantial�(though�by�no�means�overwhelming)�English�language�treatments�
������������������������������������������������������������
19�“Eastern�Buddhism”�was�coined�as�a�challenge�to�the�Western�academic�taxonomy�of�Buddhist�
schools�as�“Southern”�or�“Northern,”�and�represented�an�attempt�to�assert�both�the�unity�of�East�Asian�
Buddhism�and�its�legitimacy�to�a�Western�academic�culture�which�had�defined�it�as�mere�degeneration�
from�Pali�textual�origins�and�norms.��See�Snodgrass�2003,�198–199.��The�parliamentarians�included�
Shaku�S�en�and�Ashitsu�Jitsunen.�
20�See�also�Ketelaar�1990,�136–173;�Fader�1982;�Kitagawa�1993.�
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of�the�life�and�work�of�prominent�New�Buddhists�like�Suzuki�“D.�T.”�Daisetsu� �(1870�
1966),�Shaku�S�en� �(1860�1919),�Kiyozawa�Manshi� �(1863�1903),�Inoue�
Enry�� �(1858�1919),��uchi�Seiran� �(1845�1918),�and�Murakami�Sensh��

�(1851�1929).21��While�revealing�an�important�piece�of�the�picture�of�Meiji�Buddhism,�
however,�the�focus�on�these�figures�can�mask�the�importance�of�conservative�elements�in�the�
Buddhist�institutions,�the�“Old�Buddhism”�(ky��bukky�� )�implied�in�the�project�of�“New�
Buddhism”�and�comprised�of�institutional�leaders�and�the�tens�of�thousands�of�ordinary�clergy�
who�staffed�local�temples.��We�cannot�speak�of�“Meiji�Buddhism”�without�recognizing�a�wide�
variation�on�a�continuum�of�progressive�and�conservative,�and�we�cannot�understand�its�
development�without�studying�the�dynamics�between�these�elements.��Sawada,�who�criticizes�
the�Western�scholarship�in�particular�for�its�emphasis�on�the�New�Buddhists�at�the�exclusion�of�
the�conservative�institutions,�also�takes�a�nuanced�view�of�the�distinct�modes�of�conservatism,�
arguing�the�tendency�to�designate�a�given�Meiji�Buddhist�figure�or�trend�“conservative”�without�
considering�their�complexity�(Sawada�1998,�142–143).��As�Davis,�Jaffe,�Mohr�and�others�have�
noted,�institutional�Buddhism�in�the�Meiji�remains�understudied.22�

It�is�undeniable�that�the�Meiji�period�brought�significant�change�to�Buddhism�and�the�
Buddhist�institutions;�as�Ketelaar�puts�it,�the�Buddhisms�of�1871�and�1889�are�“in�many�senses,�
two�different�entities,”�in�that�“Buddhism�had�managed�to�transform�itself�from�being�
perceived�as�one�of�the�plethora�of�‘ancient�evils’�into�one�of�the�essential�repositories�of�the�
true�essence�of�‘Japanese�culture’”�(Ketelaar�1990,�86).��It�is�possible,�however,�to�question�the�
extent�of�the�real�effect�the�Buddhist�modernizers�had�on�institutional�Buddhism.��Sharf�and�
others�have�suggested�that�despite�their�advocacy�of�a�revolution�in�Buddhist�understanding,�
the�progressive�Buddhist�intellectuals�in�fact�did�not�make�much�of�a�mark�on�the�Buddhist�
institutions�(Sharf�1995a,�141).��Mohr�likewise�argues�for�the�“shrouded�continuity”�of�the�
content�of�institutional�Buddhist�teachings�and�practices�through�the�upsets�of�New�Buddhism�
and�the�political�and�organizational�changes�that�characterize�the�period�(Mohr�1998).��While�
Blum�does�explore�some�aspects�of�the�shifting�understanding�of�doctrine�led�by�Kiyozawa�
Manshi�and�others,�and�suggests�that�there�deep�influence�did�in�fact�open�up�new�conceptual�
avenues,�his�appreciation�of�the�impact�of�these�thinkers�is�also�moderated�by�his�
understanding�that�“the�official�doctrines�of�sectarian�Buddhism�became�central�to�each�sect’s�
identity,�and�in�the�Meiji,�Taish�,�and�early�Sh�wa�periods�those�doctrines�were�not�
substantially�changed�from�how�they�had�been�defined�in�the�Genroku�period�(1688�1704)”�
(Blum�2011,�21,�30–31).��We�should�be�careful,�these�scholars�suggest,�not�to�overstate�the�
impact�of�New�Buddhism�on�the�Buddhist�establishment.�

�
�
������������������������������������������������������������
21�See,�for�a�few�examples,�Fasan�2012;�Kiyozawa�1984;�Blum�2011;�Besserman�and�Steger�1991;�
Ketelaar�1990;�Staggs�1979;�Josephson�2006;�Snodgrass�2009.��
22�See�Davis�1992,�170–171;�Jaffe�and�Mohr�1998,�1–4.�
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Christianity�loomed�large�as�a�foil�for�the�Meiji�government’s�nationalistic�policies,�and�
neither�the�persecution�of�Buddhism,�the�creation�of�State�Shint�,�nor�the�Buddhist�reforms�of�
the�period�can�be�understood�without�reference�to�the�specter�of�Christianity.23��In�general�
Christianity�was�perceived�by�Buddhist�reformers�as�a�threat�to�Buddhism,�especially�to�a�
Buddhism�that�had�been�weakened�by�centuries�of�Tokugawa�period�corruption.�

It�is,�however,�also�possible�to�discern�an�increasing�tendency�in�
Buddhist�circles�to�imitate�Christian�activities.��Christianity�
became�not�only�a�challenge,�but�a�model.�

It�seemed�to�be�a�common�conclusion�in�Buddhist�circles�that�
Buddhism�was�superior�on�the�doctrinal�level�but�that�Christianity�
could�offer�guidance�concerning�methods�of�propagation,�charity,�
education,�and�organization.��In�the�words�of�Shaku�S�en,�they�
should�learn�from�Christians�‘the�necessity�of�coming�into�contact�
with�the�people.’�(Thelle�1987,�197–198)�

The�New�Buddhists�consciously�associated�themselves�with�the�Protestant�Reformation,�
a�movement�they�studied�“fervently”;�this�association�went�so�far�as�to�lead�to�the�epithet�
“Japanese�Luther”�for�Mizutani�Jinkai�( ,�1836�1896),�a�prominent�New�Buddhist�and�
founder�of�the�flagship�Shin�Bukky��journal�(1888).��Even�the�terms�“old”�and�“new”�in�ky��
bukky��and�shin�bukky��implied�the�Reformation:��ky�ky�� �was�a�popular�name�for�Roman�
Catholicism�and�shinky�� �for�Protestantism:��“it�can�be�concluded�that�the�very�concept�of�
a�New�Buddhism�was�formed�by�the�popular�image�of�the�Reformation,�the�model�for�religious�
renewal�that�involved�a�radical�rejection�of�the�old.”24��They�also�observed�and�imitated�other�
aspects�and�modes�of�Christian�teaching�that�they�perceived,�in�Heine’s�words,�as�successful�in�
“allowing�the�lay�community�greater�access�to�salvific�truth.”��Observing�the�appeal�to�
laypeople�of�the�Roman�Catholic�emphasis�on�the�redemptive�power�of�confession,�for�
example,��uchi�Seiran�reproduced�it.25��Also�duly�noted�and�imitated�was�the�Protestant�
reliance�on�the�single,�authoritative�text�of�the�Bible�(as�contrasted�with�the�vast�Buddhist�
canon),�and�learning�this�power�of�what�Ketelaar�calls�“textual�unity,”�they�composed�doctrinal�
summaries�and�catechisms.��Snodgrass�adds�that�the�liberal�Protestant�example�also�underlay�
the�“scientific”�New�Buddhist�opposition�to�folk�beliefs�and�practices�and�to�the�supernatural�
(Snodgrass�2003,�149).�

Perhaps�the�two�most�important�areas�in�which�Meiji�Buddhists�imitated�Christians�were�
������������������������������������������������������������
23�The�full�extent�of�the�influence�of�Christianity�on�Meiji�Buddhism�and�Buddhist�reformers�is�a�complex�
issue�treated�in�detail�in�Thelle’s�excellent�monograph�(Thelle�1987).���
24�See�Thelle�1987,�195–196,�306n.�
25�See�the�discussion�below�of�the�Shush�gi .�
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in�their�turn�towards�charitable�works�and�their�reevaluation�of�the�role�and�practice�of�the�
laity.��While�it�is�arguable�that�there�is�an�authentic�pre�modern�Buddhist�tradition�of�social�
welfare�work,�the�movement�in�Meiji�Buddhism�to�engage�in�social�welfare�was�clearly�a�
response�to�the�perceived�success�of�Christianity.26��This�sense�was�widespread�even�by�
contemporary�observers,�as�the�Buddhist�observer�who�noted�bluntly,�“What�is�presently�being�
done�of�charitable�work�in�society�is�for�the�most�part�due�to�the�influence�of�Christianity”�
(Thelle�1987,�198).��In�doing�so,�Buddhists�sought�in�part�to�fend�off�a�central�critique�of�
Buddhism�that�is�as�old�as�the�East�Asian�tradition�itself:��the�socio�economic�uselessness�of�
priests�and�temples.�

Ketelaar�outlines�the�range�of�Buddhist�charitable�works�in�the�Meiji:�

Each�of�the�sects�became�engaged�in�long�term�projects�for�the�
aid�of�the�destitute�as�well�as�in�short�term�relief�in�times�of�
famine,�disaster,�or�economic�hardship.��Numerous�hospitals�and�
clinics�were�constructed�along�with�centers�to�train�“Buddhist�
doctors�and�nurses”�to�staff�them.��Schools�for�the�blind�and�
physically�disabled�soon�followed,�as�well�as�hostels�for�the�aged�
and�infirm.��Special�lectures�were�conducted�among�prisoners;�
rehabilitation�centers�were�established�to�aid�those�recently�
released.��Social�movements,�or�advertising�campaigns,�covering�a�
wide�variety�of�issues�including�public�health,�temperance,�anti�
abortion,�and�anti�capital�punishment,�and�extending�even�to�the�
prevention�of�cruelty�to�animals.��Initially,�these�were�largely�
domestic�actions;�international�projects,�however,�were�also�
launched.��During�massive�starvation�and�death�by�cholera�in�India�
in�1896�1897,�even��kuma�Shigenobu,�then�Foreign�Minister,�
followed�the�Buddhist�transsectarian�organizations’�lead�in�
sending�large�amounts�of�food�and�medicine�to�the�stricken�areas.�
(Ketelaar�1990,�132–133)�

The�effort�to�“contact�the�people”�through�a�revival�and�reimagination�of�the�role�of�lay�
(zaike� �or�koji� )�Buddhists�is�a�strong�trend�in�the�Meiji�that�without�question�took�
inspiration�from�Christian�models.��Other�motivations�also�operated,�however.��Ikeda,�for�
example,�notes�that�the�increased�pressure�on�Buddhist�institutions�to�engage�creatively�with�
laypeople�was�related�to�the�sense�that�“after�being�released�from�the�bondage�of�the�old�
temple�registration�system,”�they�had�gained�the�privilege�of�“independently�choosing�their�
own�faith”��(Ikeda�1998,�33).��Whatever�their�motivations,�the�role�of�lay�people�in�this�
movement�is�notable;�important�lay�Buddhist�activists�like��uchi�Seiran�made�an�enormous�

������������������������������������������������������������
26�On�pre�modern�Buddhist�“social�welfare”�work,�see,�for�example,�John�Nelson�(Nelson�2013,�70–86).�
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impact�on�the�Buddhist�establishment.27��Another�giant�of�lay�Buddhism�was�Inoue�Enry��
�(1858�1919),�a�J�do�Shinsh��cleric�who�felt�so�negatively�about�the�clergy�that�he�

renounced�his�clerical�status�in�order�to�better�promote�Buddhism,�and�taught�even�that�
Buddhism�might�be�better�realized�with�the�elimination�of�the�priesthood�altogether�(Staggs�
1979,�177–178;�Snodgrass�2003,�148).28�

It�was�not�only�laypeople�who�advocated�for�a�lay�oriented�Buddhism;�many�eminent�
clerics,�too,�like�Hara�Tanzan� �(1819�1892),�Fukuda�Gy�kai� �(1809�1888),�Shaku�
Unsh�� �(1827�1909),�Shimaji�Mokurai,�and�Ashitsu�Jitsuzen� �(1850�1921),�
actively�promoted�the�movement,�lending�it�critical�institutional�momentum�(Snodgrass�2003,�
126).��Some�active�clerics,�like�Tanaka�Chigaku� �(1861�1939)�and�Kawaguchi�Ekai�

�(1866�1945),�even�went�as�far�to�join�the�layman�Inoue�in�proposing�the�abolition�of�the�
priesthood�itself.��The�Rinzai�Zen�monk�Nakahara�T�j�� �(better�known�as�Nantenb��

,�1839�1925)�offered�a�nationalistic�rational�for�the�importance�of�the�concerted�effort�to�
reach�laypeople:�“Monks,�too,�are�important,�but�if�one�does�not�first�take�care�of�laypeople�
and�strengthen�Japan�with�Zen,�should�there�be�a�crisis�leading�to�war�with�foreign�countries,�
Japan�will�lose�against�the�hairy�white�foreigners�because�of�the�number�of�our�citizens,�our�
economic�power,�and�our�physical�size”�(Mohr�1998,�199).��The�New�Buddhist�cleric�and�World�
Parliamentarian�Shaku�S�en,�dedicated�to�continuing�“his�teacher’s�practice�of�welcoming�lay�
practitioners�into�the�monastery,”�put�off�assuming�an�abbacy�for�many�years�after�his�1906�
return�from�international�travels�so�that�he�could�instead�“devote�his�full�energies�to�teaching�
Zen�to�laymen”�(Sharf�1995a,�113).�

This�turn�toward�the�laity�in�the�Meiji�period�led�the�proliferation�of�official�and�
unofficial�lay�societies�(kessha� )�and�teaching�assemblies�(ky�kai� )�dedicated�to�
supporting�and�serving�their�needs.��Ikeda�has�worked�extensively�on�these�organizations�and�
argues�that�“teaching�assemblies�and�lay�societies�that�were�formed�during�[the�early�Meiji]�
played�a�leading�role�in�establishing�the�structure�of�the�modern�Buddhist�institutional�system.”��
These�lay�organizations�emerged�as�“the�smallest�organizational�elements�preserving�the�
popular�faith�that�supported�the�foundations�of�the�twelve�sects�and�thirty�seven�branches”�
and�served�an�important�function�in�the�management�and�preservation�of�the�sects�during�this�

������������������������������������������������������������
27�See�Section�Two,�for�example,�on��uchi’s�formative�role�in�the�drafting�of�the�Shush�gi� ,�a�text�
that�would�thereafter�define�S�t��orthodoxy�for�clergy�and�priests�alike.�
28�I�am�indebted�to�Richard�Jaffe�for�advising�me�of�the�anti�clerical�stance�of�Tanaka�and�Kawaguchi.��
Ketelaar’s�work�would�suggest�that�the�S�t��cleric�Takada�D�ken� �(1858�1923)�should�be�
included�in�this�list;�Sawada,�however,�takes�issue�with�the�suggestion�that�Takada�advocated�the�
elimination�of�the�priesthood,�acknowledging�that�Takada�did�lionize�lay�Buddhism�but�arguing�that�he�
was�“far�from�doing�away�with�the�distinction�between�lay�practitioners�and�clergy.”��See�Sawada�2004,�
181–183;�Ketelaar�1990,�184–185.�
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period�of�institutional�reorganization�and�upset.29�
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An�important�characteristic�of�New�Buddhism�was�its�assertion�that�the�many�schools�
and�nationalities�of�Buddhism�in�fact�constituted�a�single�religion,�transsectarian�and�
transnational,�that�was�perfectly�suited�for�the�age.��This�universal�Buddhism�was�not�limited�to�
any�particular�cultural�expression�and�yet�it�was�expressed�quintessentially�in�Japanese�
Buddhism.��This�was�Suzuki�Daisetsu’s�“Eastern�Buddhism,”�defined�explicitly�for�Western�
consumption�as�a�counterpoint�to�the�“Northern”�and�“Southern”�Buddhisms�of�Western�
Buddhology,�and�it�was�the�“United�Buddhism”�(ts��bukky�� )�of�the�S�t��cleric�Takada�
D�ken� �(1858�1923),�which�would�return�Buddhism�to�its�essential,�non�institutional�
simplicity�after�its�long�and�unfortunate�devolution�into�complexity.30��The�search�for�
precedents�for�this�transsectarian�Buddhism�led�modernizers�to�texts�like�the�Awakening�of�
Faith�in�the�Mahayana�(Daij��kishin�ron� ),�about�which�D.�T.�Suzuki’s�patron�Paul�
Carus�wrote,�it�“follows�none�of�the�sectarian�doctrines,�but�takes�an�ideal�position�upon�which�
all�true�Buddhists�may�stand�upon�a�common�ground”�(Ketelaar�1990,�186–187).��Another�
central�text�for�the�movement�was�the�Essentials�of�the�Eight�Sects�(Hassh��k�y�� )�of�
Gy�nen�( ,�1240�1321),�a�text�that�organized�Buddhist�doctrines�in�the�tradition�of�the�
doctrinal�classification�systems�of�Chinese�Buddhism�(Ch.�panjiao;�J.�hanky�� ),�but�in�a�way�
that�resisted�the�“hierarchical�determination”�inherent�in�those�systems�and�instead�“sought�to�
maintain�the�plurivocal�nature�of�the�Buddha’s�teaching,”�that�is,�to�assert�“the�appropriateness�
of�each�teaching�and�the�superiority�of�none”�(Ketelaar�1990,�177–184).��An�important�function�
of�the�transsectarian�movement�was�to�provide�a�venue�for�Buddhists�to�multiply�their�
influence�by�engaging�with�the�government�as�a�united�front;�this�use�of�transsectarian�
Buddhist�organizations�like�the�nationalist�“Alliance�of�United�Sects�for�Ethical�Standards”�
(Shosh��d�toku�kaimei,� )�will�be�noted�below.�

The�movement�towards�a�transsectarian�“United�Buddhism”�is�especially�noteworthy�in�
light�of�the�parallel�development,�driven�by�the�Meiji�government,�to�formalize�each�sect’s�
organizational�structure�and�to�codify�its�doctrines�and�practices.��There�were�certainly�
sectarian�boundaries�in�pre�Meiji�Japanese�Buddhism:��Sharf�mentions�the�sectarian�
standpoints�of�H�nen� �(1133�1212)�and�Ek�� �(1666�1734),�for�example,�in�this�regard,�
and�Mohr�discusses�intense�sectarianism�in�the�Tokugawa�period�(Mohr�1994;�Sharf�2002b).��
The�rigid�modern�Japanese�sectarian�categories,�however,�owe�much�to�the�mandatory�
codification�of�sectarian�boundaries�in�the�Meiji�period.��As�Ketelaar�puts�it,�“The�once�

������������������������������������������������������������
29�See�Ikeda�1998,�11.�
30�See�Ketelaar�1990,�174–212;�Snodgrass�2003,�198–221.�
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amorphous�division�between�specific�‘sects’�(sh�� )�and�‘schools’�(ha� )�was,�during�this�
period�and�for�the�first�time,�solidified�and�constituted�as�a�legally�binding�hierarchy�of�
difference”�(Ketelaar�1990,�76).31�

This�clarification�of�sectarian�differences�was�spurred�by�government�attempts�in�the�
1870s�and�1880s�to�bring�an�ordered�and�manageable�structure�to�the�diversity�of�Buddhist�
sects�and�branches.��These�policies�included�the�mandates�that�each�sect�establish�a�single�head�
temple�(honzan� ),�a�single�head�abbot�(kanch�� ),�and�the�submission�of�“sectarian�
prescriptions”�(sh�sei� )�and�“temple�regulations”�(jih�� )�for�government�approval.��
Ikeda�shows�that�the�chief�abbot�position�was�primary�in�enabling�“the�fomation�and�
appellation�of�the�modern�Buddhist�sects,”�and�that�the�sectarian�prescriptions�and�temple�
regulations�then�followed�to�define�and�distinguish�the�sects�and�to�“situate�the�groups�within�
the�modern�legal�framework.”��Attempts�early�in�the�1870s�to�divide�Buddhism�into�only�seven�
sects�proved�untenable,�and�by�the�end�of�the�decade�the�rearrangement,�separation,�and�
amalgamation�of�factions�had�resulted�in�twelve�recognized�sects�and�thirty�seven�independent�
branches.32��While�the�sectarian�chief�abbot�position�had�been�initially�conceived�as�a�way�to�
support�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�system,�which�had�registered�a�“chief�abbot�of�doctrinal�
instructors”�(ky�d�shoku�kanch�� )�for�each�sect,�the�position�outlived�the�doctrinal�
instruction�system�itself.��Even�after�the�1884�abolition�of�the�Great�Teaching�system,�the�chief�
abbots�retained�the�status�of�“semi�government�officials,”�empowered�with�“full�authority�over�
the�sect�or�branch”�and,�by�government�proclamation,�considered�of�equal�status�to�other�
imperially�appointed�officials.��In�effect,�by�1884�the�government,�though�it�had�made�a�lasting�
mark�in�the�reorganization�of�the�sects,�had�realized�its�inability�to�manage�the�sects�directly,�
and�had�delegated�oversight�of�the�Buddhist�institutions�to�the�chief�abbots,�who�enjoyed�
broad�and�more�or�less�independent�authority�over�the�activities�of�their�sects.33��

�

������������������������������������������������������������
31�Buddhist�scholars�who�have�been�insensitive�to�the�essentially�modern�character�of�the�rigid�Japanese�
sectarian�boundaries�have�tended�to�misinterpret�the�historical�record.��Sharf,�for�example,�has�
demonstrated�how�assumptions�of�the�historicity�of�Japanese�sectarian�categories�has�clouded�the�field�
of�Chinese�Buddhist�Studies�(Sharf�2002a;�Sharf�2002b).��Not�only�are�these�rigid�categories�
inappropriate�in�assessing�Chinese�or�Indian�Buddhism,�Mohr�argues�that�they�obscure�even�the�nature�
of�the�Japanese�sects�themselves,�tending�to�“obliterate�the�direct�exchange�of�ideas�between�
individuals�belonging�to�different�traditions�and�to�pass�over�discrepancies�found�within�a�single�
denomination”�(Mohr�1998,�204).�
32�The�initial�seven�sects�combined�S�t�,�Rinzai� ,�and��baku� �into�a�single�Zen�sect,�which,�as�
noted�below�in�Section�Two,�proved�unworkable.��By�the�end�of�the�decade�the�twelve�recognized�sects�
were:��Tendai� ,�Shingon� ,�J�do� ,�Rinzai,�S�t�,��baku,�Shin� ,�Nichiren� ,�Ji� ,�Y�z��
Nembutsu� ,�Hosso� ,�and�Kegon� .��
33�See��Ikeda�1998,�13–18.�
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The�increasing�exposure�of�Japan�to�Western�science�and�academic�institutions�and�
methodologies�also�impacted�the�development�of�Buddhism�over�the�Meiji�period.�

First,�it�is�first�important�to�note�the�impact�of�Western�science�on�Buddhists’�
understanding�of�cosmology.��Lopez�and�Snodgrass�remind�us�that�the�notion�of�the�
compatibility�of�Buddhism�and�science�is�a�product�of�the�Meiji,�a�conscious�rejection�of�long�
and�deeply�held�Buddhist�cosmological�views.��New�Buddhists,�who�had�their�eyes�on�an�
increasingly�secular,�rationalist�West,�saw�the�discourse�of�Buddhist�scientific�compatibility�as�a�
powerful�way�to�distinguish�Buddhism�from�Christianity�in�the�appeal�to�Western�intellectuals.��
Not�only�did�these�New�Buddhists�see�Buddhist�cosmology�as�an�obstacle�to�being�taken�
seriously�by�the�West,�as�Snodgrass�points�out,�the�irrationality�and�incompatibility�with�science�
of�Buddhism�had�become�a�focal�point�of�domestic�anti�Buddhist�rhetoric�as�well.��Thus�
reformers�like�Shimaji�Mokurai�and�Inoue�Enry��argued�against�points�of�Buddhist�cosmological�
orthodoxy,�like�the�literal�existence�of�Mt.�Sumeru,�refuting�the�work�of�clerics�like�Fumon�Ents��

�(1755–1834)�in�what�remained�an�active�debate�in�the�Meiji�(Lopez�2008,�46–51).34�

Secondly,�the�exposure�of�Japanese�Buddhists�to�the�specific�Western�academic�fields�of�
Orientalism,�religious�studies,�and�Buddhology�also�had�deep�ramifications.��Among�the�most�
important�of�these�was�the�influx�into�Japan�of�non�Chinese�Buddhist�texts,�and�along�with�
them�the�philological�tools�that�would�allow�the�Japanese�for�the�first�time�to�interpret�them.��
In�light�of�these�Indian�texts,�and�the�normative�force�with�which�Western�Buddhology�had�
endowed�them,�at�the�turn�of�the�twentieth�century�the�long�standing�Japanese�Buddhist�bias�
against�the�H�nay�na�began�to�drop�away�and�scholars�like�Anesaki�Masaharu� �(1873�
1949)�and�Murakami�Sensh��began�to�argue�that�the�Mah�y�na�had�not�been�taught�by�the�
historical�Buddha�(Blum�2011,�28).��More�broadly,�the�very�notion�of�“religious�studies”�and�
textual�critical�methodologies—and�even,�as�Josephson�argues,�the�category�of�“religion”�itself�
—was�a�result�of�this�contact�with�Western�academics.35��In�this�period,�“religion�in�general,�and�
Buddhism�in�particular,�was�being�constituted�as�a�discipline,�as�a�field�for�scientific�inquiry,”�
and�a�new�picture�emerged�of�Buddhism�as�“something�that�can�be�objectified�for�purposes�of�
analysis�in�the�public�sphere”�(Blum�2011,�37;�Ketelaar�1990,�172).��

While�the�contact�with�Western�philosophy,�textual�studies,�Orientalism,�and�
Buddhology�impacted�the�way�that�Japanese�Buddhists�looked�at�and�studied�their�traditions,�it�
also�shaped�the�institutions�in�which�they�did�so.��With�the�intent�“to�train�the�priests�necessary�

������������������������������������������������������������
34�Nishiari�Bokusan,�too,�was�aligned�with�the�orthodox�Sumeru�centered�Buddhist�cosmology;�see�
Section�Three.�
35�On�the�emergence�of�the�category�of�“religion”�in�the�Meiji,�see�Josephson�2012.�
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to�the�production�of�a�‘modern�Buddhism,’”�the�Buddhist�institutions�expanded�existing�
Tokugawa�period�seminaries�and�academies�into�the�great�universities�of�the�Meiji.��These�
included�the�many�universities�of�the�Nishi�Honganji� ,�including�the�Daigakurin� �
(1868);�the�Daigakury�� �(1882)�of�the�Higashi�Honganji� ;�the�Shingonsh��
Daigaku� �(1886);�and,�the�S�t��sect’s�Daigakurin�Senmon�Honk�� �
(1882).36��Sectarian�and�doctrinal�history�influenced�by�the�transsectarian�approach�constituted�
a�major�aspect�of�the�curriculum�in�the�Buddhist�universities,�but�there�was�also�instruction�in�
history,�religious�studies,�philosophy,�and�other�Western�academic�fields�(Ketelaar�1990,�134,�
179–181).�

Ishikawa�adds�an�important�caveat�to�the�rise�of�the�Buddhist�universities:��

The�academic�study�of�Buddhism�in�post�Tokugawa�Japan�quickly�
incorporated�the�textual�studies�and�methods�of�Western�
Buddhology�and�made�great�strides�in�developing�modern�
Buddhist�research.�The�doctrinal�and�sectarian�studies�of�the�
sectarian�Buddhist�organizations,�however,�continued�to�languish.�
(Ishikawa�1998,�88)�

Blum�defines�this�sectarian�studies�(sh�gaku� )�as�“the�academic�study�of�scriptures�based�
on�established�sectarian�interpretation�that�continued�(and�continues)�as�a�legacy�of�Edo�period�
orthodox�doctrine”�(Blum�2011,�18).37��This�distinction�between�sectarian�studies�and�academic�
research,�the�recontextualizing�of�Buddhist�history�and�doctrine�in�the�university�setting,�raised�
a�critical�distinction�between�what�Anesaki�described�as�“students�of�religion�and�religionists,”�
and�led�to�serious�questions�about�sectarian�control�of�the�study�and�interpretation�of�
Buddhism�(Ketelaar�1990,�172).��Scholar�clerics�like�Nishiari�Bokusan�were�forced�to�work�
creatively�in�this�tension,�trying�to�catch�up�with�the�universities�without�ceding�ground�to�
them.��Blum�offers�Kiyozawa�Manshi’s�distinction�between�sh�gaku�and�sh�gi� �as�one�
attempt�to�schematize�the�difference:��for�Kiyozawa,�a�“core�truth�of�a�Buddhist�school�
established�by�its�founder”�could�be�maintained�as�sh�gi�and�subject�to�the�orthodoxies�of�the�
institutional�leadership,�while�the�“tradition�of�critical�inquiry”�or�“the�process�of�how�
individuals�made�sense�of�this�creed�like�sh�gi”�was�sh�gaku,�the�rubric�under�which�could�be�
tolerated�some�measure�of�intellectual�diversity�and�critical�methodology�(Blum�2011,�34).�

�
������������������������������������������������������������
36�The�S�t��sect’s�Daigakurin�Senmon�Honk��was�the�precursor�of�the�modern�S�t��flagship�Komazawa�
University.��It�was�established�on�the�precincts�of�the�Sendanrin a�seminary�on�the�grounds�of�
Kichij�ji� �in�Edo,�founded�in�1592.��It�became�S�t�sh��Daigakurin�(1904)�and�S�t�sh��Daigaku�
(1905)�before�moving�in�1913�and�taking�its�current�name�Komazawa�Daigaku�(1925).��See�Heine�2003,�
174,�189n;�Reader�1985,�35–36.�
37�Ishii�notes�that�in�S�t�,�the�term�used�prior�to�1932�for�sectarian�studies�was�“sect�vehicle”�sh�j�� �
(Ishii�2012,�226).�
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There�is�a�broad�consensus�in�the�scholarship�that�nationalistic�and�militaristic�rhetoric�
and�activism�suffused�the�Buddhist�establishment�from�the�early�Meiji�through�the�early�Sh�wa�

�period�(1926�1989),�spanning�the�Satsuma�Rebellion�(1877),�the�(First)�Sino�Japanese�War�
(1894�1895),�the�Russo�Japanese�War�(1904�1905),�and�the�Fifteen�Year�War�(1931�1945).��This�
posture�of�the�Buddhist�establishment,�while�intensifying�through�the�Taish�� �period�
(1912�1926)�and�peaking�in�the�early�Sh�wa�period,�unquestionably�has�its�roots�in�the�Meiji.��
From�the�first�stirrings�of�Meiji�anti�Buddhist�policy,�there�was�a�concerted�attempt�on�the�part�
of�the�Buddhist�institutions�to�regain�their�lost�favor�with�the�State,�and�a�general�trend�in�the�
public�statements�of�Buddhist�leaders�was�to�assert�the�perfect�alignment�of�the�goals�of�
Buddhism�with�the�goals�of�the�emperor�and�the�Meiji�government.��These�fervent�Buddhist�
assertions�of�“the�unity�of�imperial�and�Buddhist�law”�(�b��bupp��ichinyo� )�were�
closely�related�to�the�rhetoric�of�Japanese�Buddhism�as�both�the�essence�of�Japan�and�the�
evolutionary�pinnacle�of�world�religious�history,�and�to�the�parallel�discourse�of�innate�Japanese�
military�superiority�based�on�the�yamato�damashii� �and�bushid�� .38��Statements,�
ceremonies,�pledges,�and�material�contributions�in�support�of�the�Japanese�military�and�
imperialist�projects�by�Buddhist�leaders�were�the�norm,�and�many�went�as�far�as�to�enlist�
outright�in�the�army.��Brian�Victoria�is�among�the�most�active�scholars�on�this�theme,�and�his�
controversial�books�on�the�topic�are�largely�compilations�of�the�most�striking�of�these�
expressions.39�

The�emerging�role�of�the�“United”�or�transsectarian�vision�of�Buddhism�in�the�Meiji�has�
been�noted�above,�and�it�should�be�emphasized�again�that�the�function�of�the�many�Meiji�pan�
Buddhist�organizations�was�not�merely�to�profess�doctrinal�unity�or�to�assert�New�Buddhist�
inclinations�but�to�express�and�manifest�the�unity�of�the�Buddhist�institutions�in�their�loyalty�to�
the�emperor.��The�Meiji�era�saw�a�multitude�of�Buddhist�nationalist�organizations�and�
publications�expressing�just�that,�as�well�as�robust�Buddhist�participation�in�broader�nationalist�

������������������������������������������������������������
38�On��b��bupp��ichinyo� ,�see,�for�example,�Ives�2009.��On�Japanese�Buddhism�as�the�
essence�of�Japan�and�pinnacle�of�religious�evolution,�see,�for�example,�Snodgrass�2003.��For�Buddhism�
and�the�bushid�� �discourse,�see,�for�example,�Sharf�1995a.�
39�See�Victoria�2006;�Victoria�2003.��Other�treatments�include�Ives�(Ives�2009,�13–53)�and�Davis�(Davis�
1992,�174–175).��While�Victoria’s�important�work�has�raised�the�prominence�of�the�issue�in�the�
scholarship�and�also�within�the�Buddhist�establishment,�it�has�also�been�the�subject�of�significant�
critique.��Some,�like�that�of�Sat��(Sat��and�Kirchner�2008;�Sat��and�Kirchner�2010)�is�marred�by�a�
defensive�and�apologetic�tone,�while�others,�like�that�of�Ives�(Ives�2009,�102–107)�and�Faure�(Faure�
2010,�216–217)�are�more�level�headed.��
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organizations.40��Many�of�these�organizations�were�transsectarian�and�comprised�of�both�
laypeople�and�clergy,�and�they�shared�an�emphasis�on�patriotism,�militarism,�and�defense�of�
the�State.��This�flourishing�of�pan�Buddhist�organizations,�Victoria�notes,�was�“unprecedented,”�
as�“under�the�previous�Tokugawa�regime�all�intrasectarian�Buddhist�organizations�had�been�
banned”�(Victoria�6).��Two�of�the�most�important�of�these�organizations�are�discussed�below.�

The�first,�the�1868�“Alliance�of�United�Sects�for�Ethical�Standards”�(Shosh��d�toku�
kaimei)�attempted�to�win�the�sympathy�of�the�new�government�by�asserting�their�loyalty�to�the�
principle�of�the�inseparability�of�imperial�and�Buddhist�law�(�b��bupp��ichinyo)�and�a�
commitment�to�aid�in�the�expulsion�of�Christianity.41��While�some�elements�of�the�government�
seemed�to�appreciate�the�thought,�it�did�not�prove�effective�in�forestalling�the�momentum�of�
the�anti�Buddhist�haibutsu�kishaku.42��The�early�Meiji�government�did,�though,�in�what�Ketelaar�
calls�“the�only�public�approbation�accorded�Buddhist�at�this�time”�place�pragmatism�above�
rhetoric�and�accepted�the�offer�from�the�Buddhist�institutions�to�serve�the�State�in�the�
colonization�of�the�northern�territories�(modern�day�Hokkaid�)�and�in�the�pacification�of�
condemned�prison�laborers�stationed�there.��The�sects,�grasping�at�whatever�scraps�they�could�
find�from�the�Meiji�government’s�table,�took�on�task�with�gusto,�putting�substantial�material�
and�personnel�resources�into�the�evangelization�colonization�effort.43�

In�1889,�after�the�early�Meiji�anti�Buddhist�surge�had�abated,��uchi�Seiran�and�others�
like�Shimaji�Mokurai�and�Inoue�Enry��formed�the�“Federation�for�Venerating�the�Emperor�and�
Repaying�the�Buddha”�(Sonn��hobutsu�daid�dan� )�in�conjunction�with�the�
publication�of�a�treatise�by��uchi�entitled,�“A�Treatise�on�Venerating�the�Emperor�and�Repaying�
the�Buddha”�(Sonn��hobutsu�ron� ).��Victoria�says�of�this�organization�that�it�
“represented�the�organizational�birth�of�a�Buddhist�form�of�Japanese�nationalism�that�was�
exclusionist�and�aggressively�anti�Christian�in�character,”�lending�support�to�the�imperialist�and�
militaristic�project�while�reasserting�the�status�of�Buddhism�as�the�foundation�of�Japan.44�

This�pro�imperialist�Buddhist�trend�continued�throughout�the�Meiji,�for�instance�in�the�
Wartime�Conference�of�Religionists�(senji�sh�ky�ka�kondankai� )�of�1904,�in�

������������������������������������������������������������
40�See,�for�example,�Ives�2009,�22.�
41�See�Ketelaar�1990,�73;�Ives�2009,�21.�
42�In�an�example�of�government�moderation,�Nishi�Honganji,�a�strong�supporter�of�the�organization,�
received�a�private�communique�in�the�fall�of�1868�from�government�officials�distancing�themselves�from�
the�persecution�and�attributing�it�to�“foul�mouthed�rebels�claiming�to�speak�for�the�imperial�court.”��See�
Victoria�2006,�6;�Ketelaar�1990,�12–13.�
43�See�Ketelaar�1990,�68–69,�248n.��Important�work�on�Meiji�Buddhist�missionizing�in�colonial�Korea�has�
been�done�by�Hur�(who�focusses�on�S�t��sect�involvement)�and�Kim�(Hur�1999;�H.�I.�Kim�2012).��Nishiari�
Bokusan�had�connections�with�Shosh��d�toku�kaimei,�and�he�played�an�important�role�in�the�
evangelization�of�Hokkaid�;�see�Section�Three.�
44�See�Ives�2009,�22;�Victoria�2006,�18.�
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which�Buddhists�joined�Shint�,�Confucian,�and�Christian�leaders�to�proclaim�“that�the�Russo�
Japanese�War�was�being�waged�for�‘eternal�peace’”;�and�in�the�government�sponsored��
“Conference�of�the�Three�Religions”�(Sanky��kaid�� )�of�1912�in�which�Buddhist�
institutions�again�asserted�their�unity�with�imperial�goals.45��The�Buddhist�establishment�also�
took�the�opportunity�in�the�final�years�of�the�Meiji�period�to�reassert�its�loyalty�to�the�state�by�
unequivocally�condemning�the�“High�Treason�Incident”�(taigyaku�jiken� ),�an�alleged�
(and�possibly�fabricated)�assassination�attempt�on�the�emperor�which�resulted�in�a�political�
crackdown.��Several�Buddhist�clergy�were�convicted�in�the�incident,�and�one�of�the�only�publicly�
leftist�and�anti�war�Buddhists�of�the�time,�Uchiyama�Gud�� �(1874�1911)�of�the�S�t��
sect,�was�executed�for�it.��Buddhist�institutions,�lay�leaders,�and�scholars�unanimously�lent�their�
full�support�to�the�government�around�the�incident,�distancing�themselves�from�the�accused�so�
thoroughly�as�to�erase�them�from�the�clerical�ranks.46��The�S�t��sect�went�so�far�as�to�call�
Uchiyama’s�involvement�the�“most�serious�crime�in�the�sect’s�last�one�thousand�years”�(Victoria�
2006,�50).47�

Despite�broad�agreement�in�the�scholarship�about�the�pervasiveness�of�nationalistic�and�
militaristic�ideology�in�Meiji�Buddhism,�there�is�also�considerable�debate�about�the�extent�of�
any�given�individual’s�“actual”�support�for�the�wars.��While�the�details�of�these�disagreements�
vary,�Mohr�indicates�a�common�thread�in�divergent�readings�of�Meiji�Buddhists,�namely�the�
difficulty�in�properly�contextualizing�any�given�statement.��Objecting�to�Sharf’s�characterization�
of�Nantenb�,�a�major�Meiji�Rinzai�Zen�figure,�as�“a�staunch�nationalist�and�partisan�of�the�
Japanese�military,”�Mohr�notes�that�while�Nantenb�’s�invocation,�for�example,�of�“the�
Japanese�Spirit”�(yamato�damashii)�“instantly�evokes�dark�associations�with�the�military�
dictatorship�of�the�Sh�wa�era,”�for�a�person�like�Nantenb��“raised�during�the�Tokugawa�period�
and�steeped�in�the�principle�of�bushid�,�however,�it�was�probably�as�ordinary�as�the�phrases�
‘the�American�Spirit,’�or�‘l’espirit�français’�in�today’s�world”�(Mohr�1998,�199).��Even�when�such�
“dark�associations”�are�warranted,�however,�the�question�remains�of�the�extent�to�which�they�
reflect�an�individual’s�position�above�and�beyond�“the�national�mood”�and�the�constraints�of�
the�authorized�discourse.48�

������������������������������������������������������������
45�See�Ives�2009,�21;�Victoria�2006,�53.�
46�Uchiyama,�for�example,�was�not�restored�to�the�S�t��clerical�ranks�until�over�80�years�after�his�death,�
in�a�long�posthumous�announcement�issued�in�1993�(Victoria�2006,�46).�
47�For�good�discussions�of�the�incident,�and�Uchiyama’s�role�in�it,�see�Ishikawa�1998;�Victoria�2006,�38–
54;�and�Ives�2009,�24–25.�
48�In�my�own�reading�of�Nishiari�Bokusan,�for�example,�I�have�felt�this�problem�acutely.��While�it�seems�
clear�that�he�is�a�staunch�nationalist,�it�is�hard�if�not�impossible�to�tease�out�his�personal�opinions�from�
the�national�mood,�indeed�the�national�language�of�imperialism,�that�pervades�the�writings�of�the�time.��
How�are�an�individual’s�opinions�coded�within�a�very�narrow�sphere�of�acceptable�speech,�and�can�those�
codes�be�cracked�outside�of�the�context�of�their�delivery?��These�problems�seem�to�underlie�the�wide�
divergence�in�scholars’�and�sectarians’�interpretations�of�the�motivations�of�Meiji�Buddhist�figures.�
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This�interpretive�divergence�is�most�pronounced,�and�most�emotional,�in�the�debates�
around�Suzuki�Daisetsu,�the�assessment�of�whose�wartime�position�has�become�something�of�a�
cottage�industry.��The�vastness�of�Suzuki’s�work�seems�to�enable�any�scholar�to�find�material�
that�aligns�with�their�argument,�but�it�also�severely�hinders�a�definitive�assessment�of�his�
perspective�about�the�imperialist�fervor�of�wartime�Japan.��Ultimately,�it�is�clear�that�there�are�
both�highly�nationalistic�and�militaristic�instances�of�his�writing�as�well�as�much�more�
moderated�ones.��How�one�assesses�these,�in�light�of�the�baseline�rhetorical�noise�of�the�time,�
seems�a�rather�subjective�matter�and�lends�itself�over�well�to�the�agendas�of�any�given�
scholar.49�

It�is�arguable�that�for�much�if�not�all�of�Buddhist�history�the�benefits�to�the�State�of�
sponsoring�Buddhism�have�been�exploited�by�the�Buddhist�institutions.��Self�serving�notions�of�
a�Buddhism�for�the�protection�of�the�State,�and�of�the�unity�of�imperial�and�Buddhist�law,�has�
roots�early�in�the�Chinese�and�Japanese�Buddhist�traditions.50��It�is�therefore�doubtful�that�the�
Japanese�Buddhist�establishment�support�for�early�twentieth�century�Japanese�imperialism�
constitutes�a�particularly�“modern”�or�even�noteworthy�phenomenon.��Ives,�for�example,�
argues�that�such�moves�are�a�little�more�than�modern�instance�of�the�time�honored�discourse�
of�“Buddhism�for�the�protection�of�the�realm”�(gokoku�bukky�� )�(Ives�2009,�101–127).��
As�Sharf�puts�it�in�his�attempt�to�contextualize�the�issue,�the�“masters�of�old”�or�a�“medieval�
Zen�abbot”�would�not�necessarily�“have�taken�what�we�believe�to�be�the�moral�high�ground�on�
the�issue�of�Japanese�imperialist�aggression�during�the�first�half�of�the�twentieth�century.��The�
real�question,�as�I�see�it,�is�why�we�would�expect�him�to”�(Sharf�1995b,�51).��Just�as�
establishment�Buddhist�support�for�Japanese�imperialism�does�not�stand�out�in�Buddhist�
history,�it�is�also�not�exceptional�within�Meiji�Japanese�culture:��nationalist�sentiment�(or�at�
least�rhetoric)�extended�throughout�virtually�every�secular�and�religious�institution�and�locale�in�
Japan.��A�useful�case�in�point�of�how�deeply�such�sentiment�pervaded�Meiji�Japan�may�be�found�
in�Thelle’s�account�of�nationalism�during�the�Sino�Japanese�War�(1894�95):�

“[E]ven�the�Japanese�Society�of�Friends�(Quakers),�for�whom�
pacifism�had�been�a�central�concern,�supported�the�war�by�
allowing�its�members�to�join�the�army.��When�the�American�
Friends�criticized�their�Japanese�colleagues�and�expelled�four�
students�from�their�school�for�abandoning�pacifism,�they�were�
accused�of�failing�to�combine�love�of�one’s�fellow�men�with�love�
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49�Victoria�and�Sat��have�fought�some�of�this�out�in�the�pages�of�The�Eastern�Buddhist�(Sat��and�Kirchner�
2008;�Victoria�2010;�Sat��and�Kirchner�2010),�and�Victoria�has�gotten�the�last�words�(for�now)�in�The�
Asia�Pacific�Journal�(Victoria�2013a;�Victoria�2013b).��Sharf,�Kirita,�and�others�have�also�weighed�in�
(Sharf�1995a;�Sharf�1995a;�Kirita�1995).����
50�For�a�history�of�the�theme�in�China�see,�for�example,�Hirata�1995,�4–8;�for�Japan,�see�Ives�2009,�107–
111.�
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of�one’s�country.��The�conflict�finally�ended�with�a�split�within�the�
Society�of�Friends,�and�the�American�Quakers�withdrew�their�
support�of�the�Japanese�work�of�the�society.”�(Thelle�1987,�171)�

While�I�maintain�that�Buddhist�nationalism�remains�an�important�and�interesting�
object�of�study,�I�must�agree�with�Sharf�that�it�is�only�when�these�contexts�of�
Buddhist�history�and�Japanese�nationalism�are�ignored�that�the�issue�can�be�met�
with�the�kind�of�surprise�and�indignation�that�characterizes,�for�instance,�
Victoria’s�work.�� �
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SECTION�II�
�

S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan�
�

�

The�S�t��sect�was�among�the�largest�of�the�Meiji�religious�organizations,�with�14,310�
temples�and�12,467�abbots�in�1882,�and�it�was�well�represented�in�the�pan�Buddhist�
developments�of�the�Meiji�(Jaffe�1998,�78).��The�role�of�S�t��figures�like��uchi�Seiran,�Takada�
D�ken,�and�others�in�the�general�developments�in�Meiji�Buddhism�have�been�briefly�noted�in�
Section�One.��But�while�similar�pressures�and�trends�affected�each�sect,�their�responses�
differed,�and�a�more�narrow�treatment�of�the�S�t��Meiji�situation�in�particular�will�be�necessary�
to�complete�the�picture�of�the�context�in�which�Nishiari�Bokusan�lived�and�operated.��In�what�
follows,�I�will�draw�on�a�selection�of�the�scattered�English�and�Japanese�language�sources�on�
the�topic�to�outline�a�few�of�the�major�developments�within�the�S�t��institution�in�the�Meiji.�

The�fact�that�the�term�S�t�sh��(Ch.�Caodong�Zong )�is�attested�as�far�back�as�
Song� �China�(960�1279)�might�lead�one�to�imagine�that�it�represents�a�continuous�institution�
or�at�least�a�discrete�and�distinct�set�of�practices,�doctrines,�and�institutional�forms.��The�birth�
of�the�S�t�sh��as�a�unified�institutional�entity,�however,�is�a�product�of�the�Meiji�era—Foulk�
dates�its�birth�specifically�to�1874,�the�year�of�its�legal�incorporation�as�a�religious�entity�in�
Japan.51��What�is�now�taken�to�be�a�unified�sect�was�prior�to�that�period�a�loose�set�of�
individuals,�lineage�relationships,�and�temple�affiliations�dispersed�across�diverse�regions�and�
sharing�little�more�than�the�rhetoric�of�a�common�ancestor,�D�gen.��A�singular�S�t�sh��did�not�
emerge�from�that�diversity�until�the�early�Meiji�period,�a�time�at�which�all�the�sects�and�
branches�of�Buddhism�were�in�their�own�ways�scrambling�to�negotiate�the�rapidly�changing�
political�and�social�landscape�and�to�respond�to�increasing�demands�for�unification,�
standardization,�and�centralization�across�all�aspects�of�society.�

The�pressure�exerted�by�the�Meiji�government�to�clarify�sectarian�identities�has�been�
noted�in�Section�One,�and�it�has�been�noted�that�the�pressures�towards�both�sectarianism�and�
transsectarianism�pulled�on�the�sects�in�the�Meiji.��As�Jaffe�puts�it,�the�Meiji�government�
demanded,�as�it�did�of�all�sects,�that�the�S�t��leadership�

codify�an�institutional�structure,�sect�law,�and�an�overarching�
formal�S�t��identity.��Eliding�the�regional,�sectarian,�and�
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51�Digital�Dictionary�of�Buddhism,�“ ,”�article�by�Griffith�Foulk.�
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hierarchical�variations�in�practice�that�had�existed�in�the�past,�the�
S�t��leaders�adopted�uniform�rules�and�institutional�
arrangements�for�all�members�of�the�denomination�(Jaffe�1998,�
78).�

There�was�indeed�much�to�“elide.”��While�the�impulse�to�centralize�and�standardize�made�sense�
from�the�point�of�view�of�the�government�and�was�consistent�with�its�efforts�to�centralize�and�
standardize�all�social�institutions,�and�while�furthermore�such�organization�certainly�facilitated�
the�government’s�ability�to�manage�religion�and�society,�it�posed�a�significant�problems�for�the�
“sects”�themselves,�which�were�forced�to�define,�or�even�to�invent,�homogenous�and�discrete�
entities�where�no�such�things�had�necessarily�existed.��The�construction�of�a�singular�and�
homogenous�S�t��sect�in�the�Meiji�was�in�this�sense�as�problematic—and�as�much�a�facet�of�
what�Grapard�has�called�a�“cultural�lie”—as�was�the�broader�project�of�the�separation�and�
clarification�of�Shint��and�Buddhism�in�shinbutsu�bunri.52�

To�define�the�S�t��sect�posed�the�twin�challenges�of,�on�the�one�hand,�distinguishing�
itself�among�the�matrix�of�Zen�and�Buddhist�branches,�and,�on�the�other,�unifying�its�internal�
lineages�and�branches,�especially�the�Eiheiji� �and�S�jiji� �temple�branches.53��This�
process�resulted�in�the�institutional�birth�of�the�sects�as�they�are�known�in�the�modern�period,�
but�it�is�important�to�emphasize�that�this�birth�was�not�a�matter�of�pulling�a�preexistent�and�
unified�“S�t�sh�”�from�a�larger�matrix,�but�rather�of�hacking�out�a�special�identity�within�
Buddhism�and�fabricating�a�unity�across�temples�and�branches.��Though�the�S�t�sh��
endeavored�to�express�itself�as�the�intrinsic�nature�underlying�these�various�lineages�and�
temples,�it�is�perhaps�better�conceived�as�a�hastily�constructed�umbrella�over�them.�

Admittedly,�this�account�of�the�“birth”�of�S�t��risks�overstating�the�novelty�of�Meiji�
Buddhist�sectarianism.��Indeed,�there�is�ample�evidence�for�Buddhist�sectarianism�in�the�
Tokugawa�period,�and�even�in�Song�or�Tang �(618�907)�China.54��Just�as�Shint��and�Buddhism�
were�in�some�general�sense�“distinguishable”�in�the�pre�modern�period—a�Buddhist�monk,�for�
example,�thought�of�himself�as�a�Buddhist�monk—so�too�it�is�misleading�to�suggest�that�the�
distinction�between�Zen�and�other�schools�of�Buddhism,�or�between�the�Rinzai,�S�t�,�and�
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52�For�Grapard�on�shinbutsu�bunri�as�a�“cultural�lie,”�see�Section�One�and�Grapard�1984,�242–245.�
53�Michaela�Mross�has�kindly�reminded�me�that�while�the�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji�branches�did�constitute�the�
main�fault�line�of�Meiji�(and�Tokugawa,�and�contemporary)�S�t�,�it�is�important�not�to�take�these�
branches�as�monoliths;�each�was�itself�comprised�of�dynamic�and�conflicting�factions.�
54�As�noted,�with�respect�to�Chinese�Buddhist�history,�Sharf�and�others�have�argued�that�it�is�generally�
misleading�to�apply�modern�sectarian�categories,�and�it�is�certain�that�at�least�in�the�Tang�there�were�
not�institutionalized�sects�as�we�would�understand�them�today�(Sharf�2002a;�Sharf�2002b).��The�
scholarship,�however,�by�no�means�suggests�that�there�were�not�Chinese�Buddhist�monks�who�identified�
themselves�with�or�against�the�rhetoric�of�certain�schools�of�teaching.��For�one�example,�see�Schlütter�
on�the�vociferous�Linji�Caodong�(Rinzai�S�t�)�disputes�in�twelfth�century�China�(Schlütter�2008).�
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�baku� �schools,�is�entirely�a�product�of�the�Meiji�period.��Mohr,�for�example,�who,�as�
noted,�convincingly�argues�for�a�“shrouded�continuity”�between�Tokugawa�and�Meiji�Buddhism,�
has�specifically�explored�the�deep�sectarianism�of�Rinzai,�S�t�,�and��baku�in�the�Tokugawa�
period�(Mohr�1994;�Mohr�1998).��The�institutional�sectarian�developments�in�the�Meiji�are�
indisputable,�however,�and,�as�also�noted�above,�Ketelaar�puts�it�succinctly,�“The�once�
amorphous�division�between�specific�‘sects’�(sh�� )�and�‘schools’�(ha� )�was,�during�this�
period�and�for�the�first�time,�solidified�and�constituted�as�a�legally�binding�hierarchy�of�
difference”�(Ketelaar�1990,�76).�

In�the�study�of�the�S�t��sect�in�the�Meiji,�then,�as�with�the�study�of�Buddhism�in�the�
Meiji�more�broadly,�this�question�of�continuity�or�change�looms�large.��While�the�Shush�gi�
�and�the�Gy�ji�kihan� ,�for�example,�explored�below,�are�notable�expressions�of�the�

standardization�of�doctrine�and�practice�in�the�S�t��sect,�Jaffe�reminds�us�that�the�question�of�
allegiance�to�these�newly�centralized�standards�over�local�traditions�has�yet�to�be�investigated�
(Jaffe�1998,�78).��Furthermore,�it�has�yet�to�be�established�how�radical�a�departure�from�past�
precedent�was�the�newly�established�S�t��orthodoxy�and�orthopraxis.��S�t��sectarians�certainly�
argue�for�a�continuity�of�doctrine�and�practice,�and�it�is�commonplace�to�hear,�for�example,�that�
the�monastic�forms�of�modern�S�t��are�precisely�those�practiced�in�the�thirteenth�century.55��
While�such�claims�must�be�taken�skeptically,�a�full�account�of�the�modernization�of�S�t�,�and�
the�extent�to�which�it�can�be�seen�as�rupture�or�continuity,�remains�to�be�written.�

�

_____�

�

As�discussed�in�Section�One,�the�first�and�most�important�mandate�from�the�Meiji�
government�to�clarify�sectarian�boundaries�and�unify�diverse�branches�was�the�establishment�
of�the�“chief�abbot”�(kanch�)�system,�a�process�that�began�in�1872�with�the�establishment�of�
the�position�“chief�abbot�of�doctrinal�instructors”�(ky�d�shoku�kanch�)�to�serve�the�Great�
Teaching�Academy.��Ikeda�translates�an�announcement�from�the�Ministry�of�Doctrine�
(Ky�bush�)�from�the�sixth�month�of�that�year:�

Every�temple�in�each�jurisdiction�must�be�notified,�in�accordance�
with�the�stipulations�provided�on�the�attached�sheet,�of�the�fact�
that�hereafter�each�sect�will�have�one�chief�doctrinal�instructor,�[a�
measure�taken]�for�the�purpose�of�regulating�the�respective�sects�
and�branches.�(Ikeda�1998,�13–14)�

������������������������������������������������������������
55�A�recent�movie�about�the�life�of�D�gen�is�an�extreme�example�of�this�pervasive�element�of�modern�
S�t��rhetoric�(Takakashi�2009).�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�32�

This�first�iteration�of�the�kanch��policy�recognized�only�seven�Buddhist�sects,�mandating�a�
single�chief�abbot�to�preside�over�the�“Zen�sect,”�but�this�attempt�to�combine�all�the�branches�
of�Rinzai,�S�t�,�and��baku�into�a�single�institution�proved�unworkable.��Therefore,�“on�22�
February�1874�[the�Ministry�of�Doctrine]�reversed�this�policy,�disbanding�the�new,�unified�‘Zen�
sect’�and�allowing�the�Rinzai�and�S�t��organizations�to�register�separately,”�and�“[o]nly�then�did�
the�Rinzai�and�S�t��traditions�appoint�their�own�chief�abbot�and�reorganize�themselves�into�
modern�sectarian�institutions"�(Ikeda�1998,�14).56�

This�1874�birth�of�the�S�t�sh��as�a�legal�institution�did�not�mark�a�completion�but�rather�
a�beginning�of�a�process�of�self�definition,�centralization,�and�standardization�in�the�sect.��Some�
elements�of�this�process�as�it�unfolded�throughout�the�Meiji�will�be�discussed�in�this�section�as�
follows:�

1)�The�development�of�the�tenuous�institutional�relationship�between�the�head�
temples�Eiheiji� �and�S�jiji� ,�especially�their�collaboration�around�two�
major�textual�projects,�namely,�

2)�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan� �ritual�manual�for�clerics�(1889),�and�

3)�the�lay�oriented�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi� �catechism�(1890),�
which�came�to�define�orthodoxy�for�lay�and�cleric�alike.��Finally,�

4)�the�new�emphasis�on�the�study�of�the�Sh�b�genz�,�and�the�emergence�of�the�
genz�e� �format�for�its�exegesis.�

�
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Apart�from�the�renewed�need�to�distinguish�itself�from�the�other�Zen�sects,�the�major�
task�of�the�early�Meiji�S�t��institution�was�to�unify�its�internal�divisions�and�homogenize�its�
diverse�temples.��As�noted,�the�strongest�internal�division�within�the�field�of�S�t��affiliated�
temples�was�the�division�between�the�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji�branches.��Since�early�in�the�seventeenth�
century�the�two�temples�had�been�affirmed�by�the�emperor�and�shogun�as�dual�head�temples�
(honzan� )�of�the�S�t��sect,�the�result�of�what�Mross�has�noted�was�a�deliberate�strategy�
applied�across�Buddhist�sects�by�the�shogun�Tokugawa�Ieyasu� � �(1543�1616)�to�
prevent�the�accumulation�of�power�in�the�hands�of�any�single�head�temple�(Mross�2009).��This�
arrangement�was�convenient�for�the�government,�but�it�led�naturally�to�power�struggles�
between�the�two�temples,�and�conflicts�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji�were�continuous�through�the�

������������������������������������������������������������
56�The��baku�sect�remained�a�legal�branch�of�the�Rinzai�sect�until�an�1876�order�recognized�it�too�as�
institutionally�independent.�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�33�

Tokugawa�period�and�continued�in�full�force�into�the�Meiji.��Bodiford�describes�the�temples’�
relationship�succinctly:�

“Throughout�[the�Tokugawa]�period,�S�jiji�and�Eiheiji�were�rivals�
in�the�true�sense�of�the�word.��In�each�of�the�major�S�t��
controversies�of�the�Tokugawa�period—on�questions�ranging�from�
Dharma�succession�to�the�proper�manner�of�wearing�the�Buddhist�
robe—Eiheiji�and�S�jiji�staked�out�opposing�positions�on�the�
issues”�(Bodiford�1993,�81–82).57���

Whatever�the�content�of�a�given�dispute,�the�underlying�institutional�dynamic�was�clear:��
the�vast�majority�of�S�t��temples,�the�economic�and�institutional�base�of�the�sect,�were�branch�
temples�(matsuji� )�of�S�jiji,�whereas�the�doctrinal�and�patriarchal�center�of�the�sect,�
claiming�exclusive�access�to�the�sect’s�Japanese�founder�D�gen,�lay�at�Eiheiji.�58���

This�old�rivalry�was,�in�Mohr’s�words,�“reawakened”�at�the�start�of�the�Meiji�era�in�1868,�
when�Eiheiji�officials�proposed�to�the�new�government�a�reformation�of�the�S�t��organization�
that�would�establish�Eiheiji�as�the�single�head�temple�(s�honzan� )�(Mohr�1998,�174–
175).��There�is�no�doubt�that�the�self�serving�Eiheiji�proposal�of�1868�did�intensify�the�
conflictual�dynamic�between�the�head�temples,�but�it�should�not�be�inferred�that�the�rivalry�
was�in�any�way�dormant�immediately�prior�to�it.��Indeed,�the�most�recent�active�dispute�
between�the�two�head�temples�(“the�three�robe�controversy”)�had�been�nominally�settled�only�
in�1861,�just�seven�years�prior,�and�according�to�Riggs,�“tensions�continued�over�this�issue”�until�
at�least�1872�(Diane�Elizabeth�Riggs�2010,�253–256).�

The�government,�after�realizing�the�depth�of�S�jiji’s�opposition�to�the�idea�of�promoting�
Eiheiji�to�sole�head�temple�status,�ultimately�rejected�the�1868�Eiheiji�proposal�and�took�steps�
to�force�the�temples�to�cooperate�with�one�another.��The�first�of�these�attempts�was�an�1870�
imperial�order�to�appoint�a�“first�independent�abbot�of�S�jiji”�(S�jiji�dokuj��isse�
������������������������������������������������������������
57�See,�for�example,�David�Riggs�and�Bodiford�on�the�succession�controversies�(David�E�Riggs�2002,�131–
176;�Bodiford�1991)�and�Diane�Riggs�on�the�robe�controversies�(Diane�Elizabeth�Riggs�2010).�
58�Bodiford�reports�that�circa�1750,�Eiheiji�branch�temples�constituted�a�mere�1,300�of�the�17,500�S�t��
temples,�the�rest�of�which�were�S�jiji�branch�temples�(Bodiford�2012a,�208).��The�ascension�of�S�jiji�as�
the�“institutional�center”�of�the�S�t��sect�has�roots�in�the�14th�century,�particularly�the�efforts�of�Gasan�
J�seki� �(1276�1366),�and�is�detailed�by�Bodiford�(Bodiford�1993,�95–139).��This�dynamic�of�
institutional�and�doctrinal�centers�is�sometimes�described�in�terms�of�S�jiji�being�the�head�of�S�t��
temple�lineages�and�Eiheiji�being�the�head�of�all�S�t��Dharma�lineages,�a�claim�that�seems�to�level�the�
field�but�which�Bodiford�rightly�finds�incoherent,�as�the�idea�of�a�“head�temple”�(Eiheiji)�of�“lineages”�is�
a�confusion�of�terms�(Bodiford�2012a,�209).��Bodiford�argues�compellingly�that�Eiheiji’s�success�in�
maintaining�its�status�as�equal�to�S�jiji�at�the�top�of�the�institution�despite�having�virtually�no�affiliated�
temples�has�been�the�result�of�persistent�and�aggressive�campaigns�to�preserve�the�“memory”�of�D�gen�
and�to�identify�itself�as�the�main�caretaker�of�his�legacy�(Bodiford�2012a).�
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),�which�achieved�“a�semblance�of�a�solution…�to�acknowledge�the�claims�of�S�jiji�for�
independence”�(Mohr�1998,�174–175).��The�more�significant�step,�however,�was�a�government�
mandated�compact�between�the�two�temples�signed�in�1872�stating�that�their�past�differences�
and�disputes�would�be�resolved�in�accordance�with�the�teachings�of�both�D�gen,�the�founder�of�
Eiheiji,�and�Keizan�J�kin� �(1268�1325),�the�founder�of�S�jiji�(Bodiford�1993,�82).�

In�the�several�years�following�the�1872�compact,�the�two�temples�collaborated�on�a�
number�of�things.��The�sect�opened�administrative�headquarters�(sh�much�� )�in�T�ky��
in�1872,�an�institution�which,�Reader�notes,�“served�at�first�simply�as�a�coordinating�center�
through�which�the�sect�could�keep�abreast�of�political�developments�and�also�disseminate�
information,�but,�in�the�manner�of�all�bureaucracies,�grew�into�a�powerful�and�dominating�
organ�at�the�core�of�S�t�,�becoming�the�driving�force�behind�its�modern�evolution.”��A�first�sect�
wide�assembly�(kaigi� )�for�centralized�decision�making�was�subsequently�held�under�the�
auspices�of�the�sh�much��in�1875.59��Bodiford’s�list�of�the�post�compact�cooperative�endeavors�
includes,�“rules�for�the�operation�of�temples”�(jih�)�(1876),�sponsorship�of�“a�formal�S�t��
church�(ky�kai� )…[as]�an�attempt�to�bypass�the�rigid�hierarchy�of�temple�factions”�(1876),�
the�adoption�of�a�ritual�calendar�which�for�the�first�time�elevated�Keizan�(and�thereby�S�jiji)�
(1877),�a�S�t�sh��constitution�that,�among�other�things,�“defined�the�relationship�between�
head�and�branch�temples”�(1882),�and�the�registration�with�the�government�of�the�sect’s�
unified�“governing�organization�and�administrative�rules�(sh�sei)”�(1885)�(Bodiford�1993,�81–
82).��Perhaps�most�important�of�all�were�the�joint�editing�and�authorizing�of�the�standardized�
ritual�manual,�the�T�j��gy�jo�kihan�(1889);�and,�secondly,�the�catechism�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�
(1892),�affirmed�by�joint�S�jiji�and�Eiheiji�edict�as�the�orthodox�summary�of�the�sect’s�teachings�
(sh�ky��no�taii )�(Watanabe�1983,�137).��This�cluster�of�foundational�developments�
in�the�S�t�sh��deserves�more�study�than�it�has�received�in�the�English�language�literature.�

The�1885�administrative�rules�(sh�sei)�are�especially�interesting�among�these�because�of�
their�role�in�the�relations�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji.��These�rules�were�drafted�and�registered�in�
response�to�an�1884�government�order�in�which�the�Council�of�State�(Daj�kan� ),�as�part�
of�abolishing�the�“failed”�doctrinal�instructor�system,�and�“relinquish[ing]�any�remnants�of�
direct�central�government�control�of�what�were�now�deemed�internal�sectarian�affairs,”�
mandated�that�each�sect�submit�“sectarian�prescriptions”�(sh�sei)�and�“temple�rules”�(jih�)�for�
authorization�by�the�Ministry�of�Domestic�Affairs�(Naimush�� )�(Jaffe�1998,�61).60��Though�

������������������������������������������������������������
59�See�Reader�1985,�35–36.��Reader�suggests�that�this�“sect�council…�reflect[ed]�the�development�of�
democratic�trends�within�Japan�brought�about�by�the�new�contacts�with�Western�culture.”�
60�Jaffe�translates�sh�sei�as�“denomination�wide�regulations”�and�comments�on�the�terms�further:��
“Sh�sei�are�the�fundamental�rules�to�be�followed�within�a�particular�denomination.�Jih��are�the�basic�
regulations�to�be�followed�at�the�individual�temples�of�the�denomination.�In�practice,�however,�the�
regulations�issued�by�various�denominations�rarely�distinguish�the�two�types�of�statutes.”��The�
Naimush��oversaw�the�“Shrine�and�Temple�Bureau”�(Shajikyoku� ),�which�was�assigned�
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this�mandate�led�to�“internal�difficulty�in�the�attempt�to�balance�the�needs�of�different�
branches,”�it�was�taken�on�enthusiastically.��A�further�order�in�1885�raised�the�stakes�by�
stipulating�that�these�new�documents�would�supplant�all�previously�authorized�sectarian�
prescriptions�and�temple�rules�(Ikeda�1998,�27).�

The�1885�sh�sei�submitted�by�the�S�t��sect�is�an�interesting�document�on�several�
counts,�and�is�discussed�in�detail�by�Kawaguchi.61��“Other�power”�(tariki� )�language�in�the�
fourth�section,�for�instance,�“Outline�of�the�Principles�and�Teachings�of�the�S�t��Sect”�(S�t�sh��
sh�ky��taii� )�set�off�considerable�controversy�in�the�putatively�“self�power”�
(jiriki� )�sect.62��In�terms�of�the�viability�of�the�coalition�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji,�though,�
the�1885�sh�sei�was�critical�in�that�it�included�the�terms�of�their�1872�truce.��This�ensured�that�
when�tensions�flared�up�between�partisans�of�the�temples,�what�Bodiford�calls�the�“force�of�
law”�that�the�truce�had�acquired�by�its�registry�with�the�government�could�keep�the�institution�
from�being�torn�apart.�

The�fragile�unity�of�the�two�head�temples�was�especially�challenged�in�the�years�1892�
1894,�the�peak�of�the�S�jiji�independence�movement�and�a�time�of�such�great�discord�that�
Michaela�Mross,�one�of�the�few�Western�scholars�to�have�worked�on�the�conflict,�has�called�it�
“probably�the�deepest�crisis�in�the�history�of�the�S�t��school.”��She�suggests�that�S�jiji�in�those�
years�in�fact�came�extremely�close�to�realizing�its�goal�of�independence�(Mross�2009).��Two�
major�catalysts�for�the�S�jiji�independence�movement�were�the�1885�poaching�for�the�Eiheiji�
abbacy�of�a�S�jiji�branch�temple�abbot,�Takiya�Takush�� �(1836�1897),�and�the�1891�
election�to�succeed�him,�in�which�a�priest�who�served�at�S�jiji�itself,�Morita�Goy�� �
(1834�1915),63��defeated�Nishiari�Bokusan,�whose�supporters�contested�the�results�and�decried�
the�election�as�illegitimate.�64��S�jiji�partisans�complained�that�the�election�of�Morita,�like�that�of�
Takiya,�“deprived�S�jiji�of�its�best�personnel�while�giving�Eiheiji�too�much�authority�over�S�jiji�
branch�temples”�(Bodiford�1993,�83).��Competing�associations�representing�the�two�temples�
sprung�up�in�the�late�1880s�and�in�1892�a�S�jiji�faction�persuaded�the�S�jiji�abbot�Azegami�
Baisen� �(1825�1901)�to�declare�S�jiji’s�independence,�withdrawing�recognition�of�

������������������������������������������������������������
management�of�sectarian�affairs�upon�the�1877�elimination�of�the�Ministry�of�Doctrine�(Ky�bush�).��See�
Jaffe�1998,�61,�61n.�
61�See�Kawaguchi�2002,�638–651.�
62�See�Lobreglio�2009,�86–87;�Ikeda�1998,�36–37;�and�Scarangello�2012,�297–304.�
63�Riggs�notes�that�Morita�“held�several�high�level�administrative�positions�at�both�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji.”��She�
cites�his�work�on�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�(see�below)�as�evidence�that,�borrowing�the�phrase�from�Bodiford,�
he�“worked�hard�to�calm�relations�between�these�two�head�temples”�(Diane�Elizabeth�Riggs�2010,�258;�
Bodiford�1993,�83).��For�a�list�of�his�posts�at�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji,�see�ZGD,�1229b.�
64�See�Section�Three�below;�the�hagiographies�of�Nishiari�claim�that�Nishiari�lost�only�because�ballots�on�
which�the�difficult�character�boku� �were�miswritten�were�invalidated.��(See�for�example�NBZ,�31).�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�36�

Eiheiji�and�its�branch�temples�and�nullifying�all�past�agreements�between�the�temples.65��This�
declaration�could�not�stand,�however,�in�light�of�the�Ministry�of�Home�Affairs’�ruling�that�the�
1885�sh�sei,�and�by�extension�the�terms�of�the�1872�truce,�were�legally�binding.��Azegami�was�
thereupon�dismissed�by�the�government�from�his�concurrent�post�as�president�of�the�S�t��
headquarters�(sh�much�),�and�Nishiari�and�Morita�were�ordered�to�share�the�post.��The�
intervention�of�the�government�and�the�demotion�of�Azegami�further�riled�up�the�advocates�of�
S�jiji’s�independence,�and�by�1893�the�threat�of�a�splintering�was�so�acute�that�the�Ministry�
intervened�again,�this�time�forcing�Azegami�to�resign�the�S�jiji�abbacy.��In�1894,�in�a�symbolic�
show�of�reconciliation�and�unity,�the�Eiheiji�abbot�Morita�also�resigned.��Shortly�thereafter,�new�
S�t�sh��regulations�were�established�to�clarify�the�abbatial�election�process�and�to�affirm�the�
temples’�unity,�and�Azegami�and�Morita�both�resumed�their�head�temple�abbacies.��Bodiford�
writes:�

At�this�time,�S�t��leaders�proclaimed�the�compromise�doctrines�
of�“two�head�temples,�one�sect”�and�“two�patriarchs,�one�
essence.”��Officially,�any�independent�veneration�of�S�jiji�or�Eiheiji�
was�to�serve�as�veneration�of�both.��Likewise,�any�differences�
between�the�doctrines�were�to�be�viewed�as�alternate�
expressions�of�the�same�religious�teaching.��(Bodiford�1993,�82–
84)�
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A�major�aspect�of�the�collaboration�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji,�as�noted,�was�the�
composition�of�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan �(“The�Standard�Observances�of�the�
Followers�of�T�zan”),�a�text�that�made�great�strides�towards�the�unification�and�
homogenization�of�the�S�t��sect.66��There�is�no�English�account�of�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�as�a�Meiji�

������������������������������������������������������������
65�Azegami,�who�trained�alongside�Nishiari�Bokusan�under�Gettan�Zenry� �and�preceeded�him�
as�S�jiji�abbot,�is�major�figure�in�Meiji�S�t��institutional�history.��For�a�brief�biography,�see�ZGD�7a.�
66�The�term�I�have�hesitantly�translated�“followers�of�T�zan,”�T�j�� ,�is�used�commonly�in�early�Meiji�
writing�to�refer�to�S�t�� ,�and�all�English�translations�of�the�term�that�I�have�come�across�simply�
render�it�“S�t�.”��I�object�to�this�primarily�because�I�find�it�incoherent�for�an�English�translation�to�
render�one�Japanese�word�with�another�Japanese�word.��I�also,�suspect,�however,�that�those�using�the�
term�in�the�Meiji�were�making�a�conscious�decision�to�avoid�the�term�S�t�.��While�the�character�T�� �is�
universally�understood�to�refer�to�Dongshan�Liangjie �(807–869,�J.�T�zan�Ry�kai),�Kawaguchi�
describes�early�Meiji�debates�on�the�question�of�whether�the�S�� �character�refers�to�the�sixth�ancestor�
Huineng� �(638–713,�J.�En�),�known�also�by�the�place�name�Caoxi� �(J.�S�kei),�or�to�a�later�
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era�document;�even�Foulk,�who�has�commented�on�and�translated�a�later�edition�of�the�text�in�
full,�does�little�to�situate�its�roots�in�the�Meiji�or�to�describe�it�as�expressive�of�the�aims�and�
exigencies�characteristic�of�that�period.67��The�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�is�not�simply�an�objective�or�
common�sense�compilation�from�an�array�of�prior�rules�texts,�however,�and�I�believe�that�it�is�
best�understood�in�its�Meiji�context�of�S�t��unification�and�identity�creation.�

On�the�heels�of�the�1885�S�t�sh��sh�sei,�and�at�a�critical�point�of�cooperation�between�
Eiheiji�and�S�jiji,�the�abbots�Azegami�Baisen�of�S�jiji�and�Takiya�Takush��of�Eiheiji�announced�
their�collaboration�on�a�rules�text.��Watanabe�cites�the�text�of�the�1886�announcement:�

�(Watanabe�1983,�134)�

Despite�the�need�to�define�the�procedures�and�regulations�of�‘a�
single�sect�with�a�single�body,’�the�practices�in�the�procedural�
codes�are�numerous,�and�it�is�difficult�to�quickly�organize�them�
into�one.��We�will�compile�revised�standards�within�approximately�
five�years.�

Two�years�later�this�promise�yielded�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan.��The�preface�to�the�text�names�
the�editors,�all�high�level�S�t��sect�officials�with�connections�to�S�jiji,�Eiheiji,�or�both:��Morita�
Goy�,�Kitano�Genp� �(1842�1933),68�and��tori�Shungei �(d.�1926).69�They�were�

������������������������������������������������������������
ancestor,�the�disciple�of�Dongshan�named�Caoshan�Benji� �(840–901,�J.�S�zan�Honjaku)�
(Kawaguchi�2002,�373–377).��I�can’t�help�but�to�speculate�that�the�choice�of�T�j��was�a�way�for�a�Meiji�
author�to�skirt�the�controversy�and�to�avoid�using�a�term�whose�referent�was�contested.��While�it�is�
tempting�to�further�speculate�that�the�term�T�j��faded�as�did�the�Meiji�iteration�of�the�controversy�over�
the�referent�of�S��(Foulk�makes�reference�to�a�more�recent�iteration),�it�may�in�fact�be�less�a�question�of�
“T�j�”�fading�so�much�as�“S�t�”�ascending�as�the�sect�was�increasingly�codified�under�the�official�
designation�“S�t�sh�.”��Foulk�notes�that�“the�members�of�this�tradition�in�China�are�also�referred�to�as�

,� ;�and ,”�which�indicates�that�Meiji�authors�had�ample�precedent�for�the�use�of�T�j��
(Digital�Dictionary�of�Buddhism,�“ ,”�article�by�Griffith�Foulk).�
67�Foulk’s�translation�is�called�Standard�Observances�of�the�S�t��Zen�School,�based�on�the�1966�revision,�
Sh�wa�shutei�S�t�sh��gy�ji�kihan� �(Foulk�2010a).�
68�Kitano,�like�Morita,�is�remembered�for�his�hard�work�towards�stabilize�the�sect�during�the�Eiheiji�S�jiji�
conflicts,�and�in�1918�he�became�the�sixty�seventh�abbot�of�Eiheiji.��See�ZGD,�202b.�
69�References�to��tori�are�scarce,�but�Scarangello�provides�his�death�date�and�identifies�him�as�the�third�
post�reconstruction�abbot�of�S�jiji.��He�notes�that�“despite�his�importance�to�Meiji�period�S�t�,�[he]�left�
few�independently�authored�texts�to�posterity”�(Scarangello�2012,�320).��(Scarangello’s�research�has�led�
him�to�read�the�name�as�K�,�while�I�follow�a�reference�in�the�supplement�to�the�1966�Sh�wa�shutei�
S�t�sh��gy�ji�kihan�and�prefer��tori�[S�t�sh��sh�much��1988,�1].)�
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said�to�have�begun�their�work�in�the�first�month�of�1888�and�to�have�completed�it�by�the�
eleventh�month�of�the�same�year�(S�t�sh��sh�much��1889,�1).�

The�next�year,�1889,�the�abbots�Azegami�and�Takiya�made�an�official�declaration�of�the�
orthodoxy�of�the�text:�

�

��
(Tokuno�2010,�22)�

We�hereby�announce�the�completion�of�the�compilation�of�a�Meiji�
edition�of�the�Standard�Observances�of�the�Followers�of�T�zan�and�
distribute�it,�abolishing�the�various�observances�that�have�
previously�been�ordinarily�practiced�by�the�clergy�within�the�sect.��
These�standards�must�be�observed�effective�the�first�of�the�year�
of�Meiji�24�[1891].�

As�Jansen�has�observed�of�the�Meiji�“restoration”�of�political�and�cultural�traditions�in�
general,�here�too�we�can�see�that�“‘tradition’�itself�was�declared�finalized”�(Jansen�2000,�493).��
Rhetorically�at�least,�the�announcement�abolishes�in�a�single�stroke�what�was�centuries�of�
diversity�in�regional�and�temple�specific�observances,�as�well�as�a�slew�of�practices�transmitted�
independently�in�master�disciple�lineages,�like�now�lost�esoteric�kirigami� and�mantra�
practices�(Watanabe�1983,�132).70��I�thus�take�this�announcement�to�be�among�the�defining�
moments�of�S�t��history.�

The�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�that�from�that�moment�superceded�all�prior�practices�is�a�manual�of�
ritual�and�observances�organized�around�daily,�monthly,�annual,�and�occasional�observances.��
Foulk�notes�the�limitations�of�the�English�term�“ritual”�in�the�discussion�of�such�observances,�
and�while�he�notes�that�gy�ji�is�the�Sino�Japanese�term�that�“comes�closest�in�semantic�range”�
to�the�English�word,�in�fact�gy�ji�“encompasses�a�very�broad�range�of�activities�that�Zen�clergy�
engage�in.”��These�include�sleeping,�bathing,�eating,�and�study—“everyday�activities”�the�
etiquette�and�procedures�for�which�are�detailed�in�a�text�like�the�Gy�ji�kihan�but�would�likely�
fall�outside�of�a�casual�English�sense�of�“ritual”�(Foulk�2010b,�23).��Following�previous�textual�
precedents�like�Keizan’s�Rules�of�Purity�(see�below),�all�editions�of�the�text�have�included�what�
Foulk�calls�“social�rituals�and�bureaucratic�procedures,”�like�the�composition�of�formal�
invitations�and�the�appointment�of�monastic�officers,�as�well�as�more�“religious”�and�“didactic”�
elements,�like�sermons�by�the�abbot,�consultations�with�the�abbot,�sitting�in�meditation,�
chanting,�and�memorial�services�(Foulk�2010b,�15–17).�

It�should�be�emphasized�that�there�is�little�doctrinal�content�to�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�
apart�from�its�terse�scripts�for�ritual�exchanges�and�ubiquitous�verses�for�transferring�merit�(ek��

������������������������������������������������������������
70�For�a�good�treatment�of�kirigami,�see�Ishikawa�2000.�
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).��Some�doctrinal�stances�could�likely�be�interpreted�or�inferred�from�the�choreography�
and�liturgical�priorities�of�the�monastic�life�prescribed,�but�the�text�is�not�the�place�to�look�to�
establish�the�Meiji�S�t��sect�understanding�of�the�function�or�efficacy�of�ritual�observances�or�
the�point�of�monastic�life�itself.��It�is�first�and�foremost�a�technical�manual,�and�for�the�orthodox�
meaning�of�the�observances�described�in�the�text,�one�must�look�elsewhere,�to�the�S�t��ky�kai�
shush�gi,�for�instance,�which�speaks�in�detail�about�the�efficacy�of�the�formula�of�repentance�
(sange� )�or�the�ritual�of�precept�taking�(jukai� ).�

The�sources�and�editorial�values�of�the�text�are�succinctly�expressed�in�the�words�of�the�
T�j��gy�ji�kihan�introduction�itself:�

�

� ��The�need�for�the�present�standards�comes�from�our�desire�to�
standardize�the�wide�range�of�observances�and�ceremonial�
practices�of�previous�followers�of�T�zan.��The�present�standards�
are�drawn�from�the�Guidelines�for�the�Sh�ju�Grove,71�the�Rules�of�
Purity�for�Sangha�Halls,72�and�the�Small�Eihei�Rules�of�Purity.73��
These�three�rules�texts�include�a�wide�range�of�observances�and�
ceremonial�practices�of�the�followers�of�T�zan,�and�we�took�these�
as�our�basis.��We�also�consulted�many�other�standards�texts,�like�
the�Rules�of�Purity�for�Chan�Monasteries,74�the�Large�Eihei�Rules�of�

������������������������������������������������������������
71� �Sh�jurin�shinanki,�compiled�in�1674�by�Gessh��S�ko� �(1618�1696)�and�his�
disciple�Manzan�D�haku� �(1636�1715)�(Foulk�2010b,�8).�
72� �S�d��shingi,�by�Menzan�Zuih�� �(1683�1769),�published�in�1753�(Foulk�2010b,�8).�
73� Sh��shingi�(abbreviation�of� �Eihei�sh��shingi),�written�by�Gent��Sokuch�
(1729–1807),�published�in�1805�(Foulk�2010b,�9).�
74� �Zen’en�shingi/Chanyuan�qinggui,�compiled�in�1103�by�Changlu�Zongze� �(Foulk�
2010b,�10).��Yifa�has�produced�a�full�English�translation�(Yifa�2002).�
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Purity,75�Keizan’s�Rules�of�Purity,76�the�Revised�Rules�of�Purity,77�
the�Auxiliary�Rules�of�Purity,78�the�Rules�of�Purity�for�Daily�Life�in�
the�Assembly,79�the�Rules�of�Purity�for�the�Huanzhu�Hermitage,80�
and�the�Imperial�Edition�of�Baizhang’s�Rules�of�Purity.81��
Moreover,�we�considered�the�specific�rules�and�ceremonies�of�the�
monasteries�of�each�region,�the�reported�opinions�of�rank�and�file�
monks,�and�those�customary�procedures�which�are�unwritten.��
We�examined�the�relative�merits�of�[all�of]�these�and�selected�
only�those�observances�that�accord�with�the�times.�

��
(S�t�sh��sh�much��1889,�1–2)�

� For�the�present�standards�we�have�adopted�the�most�essential�
passages�from�these�many�and�divergent�pure�standards�texts.��At�
the�end�of�each�passage�we�note�the�reason�[for�its�selection]�and�
indicate�its�relative�merits.�

Foulk�offers�a�thorough�introduction�to�the�Gy�ji�kihan�source�texts�and�their�
intertwining�histories,�and�I�will�not�reproduce�his�work�here�(Foulk�2010b,�8–22).��The�genre�of�
“pure�standards”�or�“rules�of�purity”�(shingi� )�has�been�discussed�especially�by�Yifa,�who,�

������������������������������������������������������������
75� Dai�shingi�(abbreviation�of� Eihei�dai�shingi),�also�known�simply�as�the�
Eihei�shingi,�edited�in�1794�by�Gent��Sokuch��from�an�earlier�1667�work�by�K�sh��Chid�� �“who�
compiled�it�by�piecing�together�six�separate�works�pertaining�to�monastic�practice�that�had�originally�
been�written�by�D�gen”�(Foulk�2010b,�9).��Leighton�and�Okumura�have�translated�this�text�in�full�
(Leighton�and�Okumura�1996).�
76� Keizan�shingi�(abbreviation�of� �Keizan�osh��shingi),�originally�composed�in�
1324�by�Keizan�and�edited�by�Gessh��S�ko�and�Manzan�D�haku�in�1678�(Foulk�2010b,�15).�
77� �K�tei�shingi/Jiaoding�qinggui�(abbreviation�of� �S�rin�k�tei�shingi�
s�y�/Conglin�jiaoding�qinggui�zongyao),�compiled�in�1274�by�Jinhua�Weimian� �(Foulk�2010b,�
16).�
78� �Biy��shingi/Beiyong�qinggui�(abbreviation�for� Zenrin�biy��shingi/Chanlin�
beiyong�qinggui),�completed�in�1286�by�Zeshan�Yixian� �and�published�in�1311�(Foulk�2010b,�
16).�
79� �Nyusshu�nichiy��shingi/Ruzhong�riyong�qinggui,�written�in�1209�by�Wuliang�Zongshou�

�(Foulk�2010b,�18).�
80� Genj�an�shingi/Huanzhu�an�qinggui,�written�in�1317�by�the�Zhongfen�Mingben� �
(1263�1323)�(Foulk�2010b,�15).�
81� �Chokush��hyakuj��shingi/Chixiu�baizhang�qinggui,�compiled�by�Dongyang�Dehui�

�between�1335�and�1338�(Foulk�2010b,�18–19).�
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following�Foulk�in�disputing�traditional�notions�of�a�characteristically�“Chan”�form�of�monastic�
life,�argues�for�the�genre’s�continuity�with�Chinese�Vinaya�texts�(Yifa�2005;�Foulk�1993).��
Reading�the�Gy�ji�kihan�in�this�context,�Foulk�takes�the�perspective�that�“the�text�is�heir�to�a�
long�and�varied�tradition�of�adapting�and�augmenting�rules�and�procedures�for�Buddhist�
monastic�practice�that�can�be�traced�all�the�way�back�to�the�earliest�Chinese�attempts�to�
interpret�and�implement�the�Vinaya�transmitted�from�India”�and�argues�that�“in�surveying�the�
long�history�of�Buddhist�monastic�practice�in�East�Asia,�the�continuities�with�the�past�that�one�
finds�in�the�Gy�jki�kihan�far�outweigh�the�innovations”�(Foulk�2010b,�21).��Without�disputing�
these�continuities,�it�should�be�clear�that�both�the�production�and�the�content�of�the�T�j��gy�ji�
kihan�can�be�understood�in�terms�of�the�construction�of�sectarian�identity�in�the�Meiji,�and�that�
scholars�of�Meiji�Buddhism�should�take�seriously�the�text’s�innovations,�or�more�precisely,�its�
omissions.�

One�omission�in�the�text�to�which�Foulk�does�calls�attention�is�the�conspicuous�absence�
of�any�reference�“in�any�edition�of�the�Gy�ji�kihan”�to�the�text’s�debt�to��baku�Zen�standards.��
As�noted�above,��baku�Zen,�an�import�from�Ming� �dynasty�(1368–1644)�China�arriving�to�
Japan�in�the�seventeenth�century,�was�first�classified�by�the�Meiji�government�as�part�of�the�
Rinzai�sect�before�achieving�status�as�an�independent�sect.��Given�the�sectarian�sensitivities�of�
the�time�(sensitivities�that�have�persisted�to�the�present�edition�of�the�Gy�ji�kihan),�it�is�
unsurprising�that�this�major�textual�source�has�gone�unacknowledged.��The�large�Ming�style�
monastery�Manpukuji� ,�founded�with�help�from�the�Tokugawa�shogunate�by�Yinyuan�
Longqi� �(1592�1673,�J.�Ingen�Ry�ki),�deeply�impressed�Japanese�Buddhists�at�the�time,�
and�“leaders�of�the�S�t��and�Rinzai�schools�of�Zen�were�stimulated�to�initiate�reforms�that�
resulted�in�the�reinstatement�of�many�of�the�forms�of�communal�monastic�training�that�had�
been�lost�in�the�intervening�centuries.”��Foulk�notes�that�two�of�the�three�primary�rules�texts�
taken�as�the�source�for�the�Gy�ji�kihan,�the�Sh�jurin�shinanki�and�the�S�d��shingi,�drew�on�
Yinyuan’s�Manpukuji�ritual�manual,�the�1672��baku�Shingi� .82�

Along�with�this�unacknowledged�source�detailed�by�Foulk,�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�preface�
also�includes�what�Watanabe�argues�are�falsely�acknowledged�sources.��Though�in�the�preface�
excerpted�above�the�authors�claim�that�“regional,”�“reported,”�and�“unwritten”�sources�were�
consulted�along�with�the�orthodox�textual�standards,�Watanabe�finds�very�few�unwritten�
customs�included�in�the�text,�and�he�dismisses�the�assertion�that�regional�rules�were�seriously�
considered�at�all.��Whatever�the�preface’s�rhetoric�of�inclusion,�it�seems�that�many�practices�
failed�to�meet�the�standard�of�“according�with�the�times.”83�

The�most�striking�omission�in�the�text,�given�the�overwhelmingly�funerary�flavor�of�
contemporary�Japanese�Buddhism,�is�the�absence�of�any�reference�to�funeral�services.��
Watanabe�and�Tokuno,�both�concerned�explicitly�about�the�modern�development�of�funerary�

������������������������������������������������������������
82�See�Foulk�2010b,�19–20.�
83�See�Watanabe�1983,�133.�
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ritual,�explore�the�fact�that�although�some�provision�remained�for�memorial�observances�for�
S�t��patriarchs�like�D�gen�and�Keizan,�there�is�no�mention�at�all�of�funerary�rituals,�lay�or�
monastic,�in�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�(Tokuno�2010;�Watanabe�1984).��Funeral�rituals,�though,�have�
undeniably�deep�roots�in�the�Zen�tradition.84��Indeed,�this�area�of�ritual�practice�was�so�central�
to�the�Buddhism�of�the�Tokugawa�period�that�some�Nativists�“perceived�Buddhist�style�funerals�
to�be�the�central�axis�of�the�Buddhist�institutional�framework�as�well�as�of�its�social�
organization”�and�thus�deliberately�targeted�them,�promoting�Shint��rituals�and�in�some�locales�
banning�Buddhist�funerals�outright�(Ketelaar�1990,�44–45).��As�Nativist�voices�dominated�the�
early�Meiji�government,�policies�limiting�Buddhist�funerals�and�promoting�Shint��ones�were��
also�adopted�at�the�national�level.85��The�exclusion�of�funerals�from�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan,�then,�is�
best�understood�not�as�a�statement�of�intrinsic�S�t��sect�values�but�as�an�attempt�to�conform�
to�the�exigencies�of�the�period.��That�these�rites�were�among�those�added�in�the�first�revision�of�
the�text,�in�1918,�indicates�that�they�had�been�waiting�just�below�the�surface,�and�there�is�little�
doubt�that�funerary�observances�had�continued�in�practice�despite�their�implied�proscription�by�
their�absence�from�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan.�

There�are�other�instances�of�alteration�of�the�Gy�ji�kihan�source�texts�in�light�of�the�
government�policy�of�religious�separation�and�the�national�proscriptions�of�a�range�of�practices�
Ketelaar�calls�“potentially�subversive”�or�“carnivalesque.”��Among�a�few�examples�offered�by�
Watanabe�are�the�Ry�ten ,�the�dharma�protecting�deities�honored�especially�in�the�New�
Year,�who�are�deemed�overly�Shint��and�replaced�in�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�by�J�h��Shichir��
Daigen�Shuri�Bosatsu� ,�a�bodhisattva�protector�of�monasteries�
introduced�to�Japan�by�D�gen.86��Watanabe�also�looks�at�the�proscription�in�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�
of�the�traditional�Chinese�ceremonial�practice�of�burning�paper�money�and�paper�horses,�which�
is�prohibited�on�the�grounds�of�being�occult�(onmy�teki� ).87��Further,�traditional�
Japanese�observances�like�year�end�mochi�pounding�(saimatsu�mochitsuki� )�and�the�
winter’s�end�bean�scattering�(setsubun�makimame� )�were�deemed�“worldly�affairs”�
(zokuh�� )�and�likewise�prohibited�by�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan.88�

������������������������������������������������������������
84�For�one�example�among�many,�see�the�Chanyuan�qinggui,�a�major�source�for�the�Gy�ji�kihan,�which�
treats�monastic�and�abbatial�funeral�services�in�detail�(Yifa�2002,�206–211;�217–219).�
85�At�the�national�level,�the�prohibition�of�Buddhist�funerals�only�ever�extended�to�shrine�attendants�and�
their�families�(Ketelaar�1990,�44–45;�241n1).��Even�in�the�absence�of�a�broad�legal�prohibition,�though,�
there�was�clearly�tremendous�pressure�from�the�State�to�adopt�Shint��funerals.��See�also�Collcutt�1986,�
149.�
86�Watanabe�notes�that�later�in�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�text�a�reference�remains�to�the�ry�ten,�which�he�
takes�as�evidence�of�the�unresolved,�indeed�irresolvable,�problem�for�the�text�as�it�struggled�to�balance�
Chinese�precedent�with�Meiji�political�reality.��
87�The�term�refers�specifically�to�Onmy�d� �or�Tsuchimikado�Shint�� ,�occult�syncretic�
systems�proscribed�early�in�the�Meiji�period.�
88�See�Watanabe�1983,�135–136.�
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For�Watanabe,�these�specific�alterations�and�prohibitions�are�emblematic�of�a�basic�
stance�in�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan�against�practices�deemed�mundane�or�non�Zen.��Those�are�the�
very�cultural�practices,�however,�that�were�most�important�to�the�laity�and�indeed�constituted�
what�they�expected�religion�to�provide.��In�the�case�of�the�T�j��gy�ji�kihan,�how�could�a�
“restoration”�of�“pure”�S�t��Zen�observances�be�appealing�to�a�laity�accustomed�to�dealing�
with�religion�in�terms�of�this�worldly�benefit�(genze�riyaku� )?89��Even�though�such�
practices�clearly�continued�post�T�j��gy�ji�kihan,�Watanabe�is�struck�by�the�inability�of�the�text�
to�compromise�on�such�practices�or�to�reinterpret�them�in�S�t��terms.��Watanabe�suggests�that�
later�editions�of�the�text�are�able�to�strike�a�more�compelling�balance,�couching�funeral�
practices�and�lay�ceremonies,�for�example,�in�terms�that�conform�to�S�t��orthodoxy.��He�
concludes�that�accommodating�the�needs�of�the�laity�was�simply�not�an�aim�of�the�T�j��gy�ji�
kihan.��Instead,�the�text�was�first�and�foremost�dedicated�to�the�consolidation�of�the�sect�as�“a�
single�sect�of�a�single�branch”�(issh��ippa� )�and�“a�single�sect�of�a�single�body”�(issh��
ittai );�that�is,�it�aimed�for�nothing�more�or�less�than�the�creation�of�an�independent,�
coherent,�and�singular�S�t�sh�.90��

�

�

�
������� �����	�
����������S�t��Ky�kai�Shush�gi�/01243�
�

This�same�tension�between�monastic�orthodoxy�and�popular�needs�also�lies�at�the�heart�
of�the��S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi� �(“The�Meaning�of�Practice�and�Realization�in�the�
S�t��Fellowship”),�the�other�S�t��text�that�has�lasted�well�beyond�the�Meiji.91�Whereas�the�T�j��
gy�ji�kihan�faces�the�lay�clerical�tension�and�errs�completely�on�the�side�of�maintaining�
monastic�purity�at�the�cost�of�the�laity,�the�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�falls�at�the�opposite�extreme,�
effacing�basic�S�t��monastic�practice�in�an�attempt�to�connect�with�the�needs�of�the�laity.��
Somewhere�between�the�two�may�lie�a�sustainable�balance,�and�despite�the�inability�of�each�of�
these�core�texts�to�capture�the�entirety�of�what�Meiji�S�t��needed�to�offer,�it�was�perhaps�in�
the�stability�of�the�tension�between�the�two�that�the�sect�was�able�to�craft�an�identity�and�
thrive�through�the�Meiji�period�and�beyond.�

� The�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�is�perhaps�the�single�most�important�S�t��document�of�the�
modern�period�and�without�question�remains�the�best�known�doctrinal�statement�in�the�sect.�
Heine,�for�example,�calls�it�the�“crucial�factor�in�the�continuing�popularity�of�S�t��Zen,”�suggests�

������������������������������������������������������������
89�For�an�account�of�the�kinds�of�“this�worldly”�services�provided�to�the�laity�in�Tokugawa�S�t��Zen,�see�
Williams�2005.��For�the�centrality�in�“Japanese�common�religion”�of�“this�worldly�benefit”�see�Reader�
and�Tanabe�1998.�
90�See�Watanabe�1983,�136–138.�
91�Many�English�translations�of�this�text�exist,�including�a�version�by�Foulk�2001.��
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that�it�is�the�primary�means�by�which�the�work�of�the�S�t��patriarch�Eihei�D�gen� �
(1200�1253)�has�been�known�in�modern�times,�and�shows�that�leading�sectarian�scholars�
consistently�attribute�the�text�to�much�of�the�success�and�popularity�of�the�S�t��sect�in�modern�
Japan�(Heine�2003,�170–172,�188n).92��Ikeda�usefully�situates�the�Shush�gi�in�the�context�of�the�
lay�Buddhist�movement,�calling�the�text�the�primary�legacy�of�the�formative�period�of�teaching�
assemblies�and�lay�societies�in�Meiji�S�t��(Ikeda�1998,�39).��Following�that�lead,�I�will�leave�
aside�the�vexed�questions�of�the�text’s�fidelity�to�D�gen�or�“D�gen’s�intent,”�and�in�what�
follows�I�will�consider�the�text�in�its�context�as�a�Meiji�composition�and�show�that�it�is�a�result�of�
the�various�pressures�characteristic�of�Meiji�Buddhism,�including,�among�others,�the�need�to�
craft�a�compelling�path�of�lay�understanding�and�devotion,�the�political�imperatives�to�clarify�
sect�doctrine,�and�the�sense�among�Buddhist�leaders�that�the�success�of�Christianity�was�
related�to�its�“textual�unity”�and�repentance�mechanisms.�

The�S�t��sect�in�the�early�Meiji�struggled�to�effectively�reach�laypeople,�who�were�
vulnerable�to�the�general�anti�Buddhist�mood�of�the�time,�and�who,�as�noted�in�Section�One,��
with�the�collapse�of�the�danka�system�of�mandatory�temple�registration,�were�increasingly�less�
of�a�captive�audience�and�more�like�the�religious�consumers�of�the�modern�period,�exercising�
freedom�to�choose�between�the�many�sectarian�brands�of�anjin�( ,�“peace�of�mind”�or,�
more�freely,�“spiritual�assurance”).��While�S�t��was�not�the�only�sect�to�face�this�challenge,�it�
was�hampered�by�the�strictures�of�its�own�tradition,�as�Scarangello�describes:�

Some�sects�were�fortunate�enough�to�have�inherited�the�worship�
of�a�paradigmatic�Buddha�possessing�extremely�inclusive�forms�of�
corporeality,�or�founder�figures�who�had�enumerated�teachings�
that�more�easily�facilitated�the�incorporation�of�diverse�practices�
and�practitioners�into�the�sect.�Modern�S�t�’s�traditional�
resources�made�it�difficult�to�appeal�to�the�laity�or�a�wide�range�of�
diverse�practices.��Its�paradigmatic�Buddha�embodied�an�ascetic�
ideal,�and�when�plumbing�the�founder’s�ideas�for�the�

������������������������������������������������������������
92�Dumoulin�and�Kim�have�also�weighed�in�on�the�centrality�of�the�text�in�modern�S�t�;�see�Dumoulin�
2005,�414;�H.�J.�Kim�2004,�6,�254n12).�Reader�writes:��“The�text�was�the�product�of�a�particular�era…�but�
it�has�continued�to�function�to�this�day�as�the�sect’s�standard�teaching.��Many�sect�publications�
nowadays�are�based�on�the�Shush�gi�and�the�gradual,�precept�oriented�path�it�represents�lies�at�the�
heart�of�modern�S�t��outlooks”�(Reader�1985,�34).��Lobreglio�notes�that�indeed,�the�four�themes�of�the�
Shush�gi�and�the�dual�teachings�of�zenkai�ichinyo�and�shush��funi�(see�below)�remain�to�this�day�
enshrined�as�the�core�of�S�t��orthodoxy�in�the�S�t�sh��Constitution�(S�t�sh��sh�ken� )�
(Lobreglio�2009,�90n28).��I�would�add�that�the�text�itself�ranks�just�below�the�primary�works�of�Keizan�in�
the�modern�Constitution’s�list�of�definitive�texts.��As�Heine�points�out,�and�my�own�experience�
corroborates,�it�is�significant�that�this�major�text�of�S�t��Zen�has�had�a�barely�discernable�impact�on�
“convert”/non�Asian�Western�Zen�(Heine�2003,�188).�
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enumeration�of�a�coherent�lay�soteriology�early�S�t��leaders�
found�little�to�work�with.��Nevertheless,�the�preservation�of�
identity�and�uniqueness�vis�à�vis�other�sects�demanded�an�
orientation�towards�	akyamuni�and�the�teachings�of�the�monk�
D�gen�Kigen.��(Scarangello�2012,�45)�

While�the�S�t�sh��headquarters�had�in�1876�and�1885�alike�included�regulations�for�teachings�
assemblies�(ky�kai� )�and�lay�societies�(kessha� )�in�their�formal�sectarian�prescriptions�
(sh�sei),�and�had�made�efforts�to�increase�their�involvement�in�and�oversight�of�their�lay�base,�
Ikeda�has�found�that�between�1872�and�1888�the�vast�S�t��establishment�of�over�14,300�
temples�could�claim�only�113�official�teaching�assemblies�and�lay�societies�(Ikeda�1998,�35–36).��
The�official�attempts�to�propagate�a�central�S�t��doctrine�and�devotional�path�to�the�laity�were�
badly�failing.�

At�the�same�time,�lay�Buddhist�movements,�understanding�themselves�as�outside�of�the�
religious�institutions�and�to�some�degree�nonreliant�on�clergy,�were�thriving.��Snodgrass�calls�
this�zaike�bukky��a�“non�institutional�lay�practice”�and�suggests�that,�despite�some�strong�anti�
clerical�and�anti�establishment�rhetoric,�“the�thrust�of�the�movement�should�be�understood�as�
providing�lay�access�to�Buddhism�parallel�to�the�continuing�institutional�forms�rather�than�
replacing�them”�(Snodgrass�2003,�126).��A�giant�among�these�lay�activists�was��uchi�Seiran,�
some�of�whose�efforts�have�been�noted�above,�a�S�t��sect�layman�whose�father�was�a�S�t��
sect�member�and�whose�mother�followed�the�J�doshinsh�.���uchi�asserted�that�the�Buddhist�
laity�were�“the�same�as�their�shukke�[ ]�masters,”�and�“seriously�suggested�that�lay�
Buddhism�be�made�the�main�thrust�of�the�religion�to�replace�clergy�centered�Buddhism.”�

�uchi’s�involvement�in�the�text�that�would�become�the�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�began�in�
1887�when�he�founded�the�“Association�for�the�Support�of�S�t�”�(S�t��fush�kai� ).��
This�umbrella�organization�came�to�have�over�1,100�confraternities,�and�by�1889�over�80%�of�
S�t��sect�abbots�were�members.���uchi�started�this�organization�“as�a�league�and�lay�society�
with�the�objective�of�designing�a�clear�method�for�teaching�lay�persons,�a�task�that�had�already�
been�identified�as�a�central�issue�in�the�‘S�t��Sect�Regulations�for�Teaching�Assemblies’�enacted�
in�1876.”93��As�Reader�has�pointed�out,�the�S�t��lay�organizations�like�the�fush�kai�were�
modelled�on�the�strong�lay�organizations�of�the�Pure�Land�schools,�which�activists�noted�were�
also�the�sects�which�were�faring�best�in�“weathering�the�trials�of�the�Meiji�period.”��He�also�
notes�that�while�the�primary�aim�of�the�society�had�been�“to�provide�basic�guidance�for�the�
laity”�eventually,�“with�the�involvement�of�leading�priests,�and�in�light�of�the�need�for�some�
guidance�for�priests�as�well,�this�organization…�soon�began�to�influence�the�overall�teaching�
notions�of�the�sect.”94���

������������������������������������������������������������
93�See�Ikeda�1998,�35�39.�
94�See�Reader�1985,�36.��He�translates�the�name�“S�t��Aid�Society.”�
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Under��uchi’s�leadership,�the�S�t��fush�kai�sponsored�the�compilation,�distribution,�
and�publicization�of�a�text�called�the�T�j��zaike�shush�gi� �(“The�meaning�of�
Practice�and�Realization�for�the�Lay�Followers�of�T�zan”).��According�to�Heine,��uchi�is�said�to�
have�prepared�for�the�task�of�composing�the�Shush�gi,�which�involved�editing�D�gen�down�to�
the�size�of�a�short�doctrinal�summary,�by�reading�the�full�Sh�b�genz��seven�times;�whatever�
the�basis�of�that�claim,�there�is�no�doubt�that�considerable�scholarship�went�into�the�text’s�
production.��Heine�further�writes�that�“the�publication�of�the�Shush�gi�was�the�result�of�a�
complex�process�of�editing�that�actually�evolved�over�a�period�of�seventy�years�based�on�
consulting�forty�to�fifty�medieval�and�early�modern�commentaries�on�the�Sh�b�genz�,”�and�he�
notes�the�text’s�debt�to�prior�compilations�of�lay�friendly�D�gen�excerpts.95��Appreciating�the�
extraordinary�scholastic�effort�involved�in�the�composition,�Kim�follows�Kagashima�Hiroyuka�in�
assigning�the�creation�of�the�text�a�role�in�the�development�of�scholarly�methodologies�in�the�
school:���

The�task�of�making�the�work�required�some�unexpectedly�
painstaking�efforts�relative�to�linguistic,�textual,�and�literary�
studies�of�Sh�b�genz�.��These�efforts�gave�an�impetus�in�
subsequent�years�to�genuinely�scholarly�and�systematic�
endeavors�for�basic�research.��(H.�J.�Kim�2004,�254n12)�

However�deep�the�grounding�of��uchi’s�scholarship�and�sources,�however,�he�was�not�
primarily�concerned�with�staying�consistent�with�the�overall�thrust�of�D�gen’s�work�or�with�
honoring�the�precedents�of�D�gen�interpretation.��His�clear�and�overriding�aim�was�rather�to�
provide�a�platform�for�S�t��lay�propagation�and�to�represent�S�t��orthodoxy�and�orthopraxis�as�
congenial�to�the�needs�and�capacities�of�the�laity.��As�Scarangello�notes�in�the�passage�cited�
above,�the�mainstream�of�traditional�S�t��rhetoric�revolved�around�the�practice�of�zazen� �
and�monastic�conduct,�points�unlikely�to�generate�much�enthusiasm�in�the�lay�community.�
Reader�draws�on��uchi’s�own�writings�to�illustrate�his�attitude�about�the�project:��

[According�to�his�comments�on�the�Shush�gi,��uchi]�was�
convinced�that�it�was�essential�to�focus�on�areas�which�would�not�
cause�the�laity�too�much�difficulty:��anything�problematic�would�
have�the�effect�of�driving�potential�followers�away�to�Christianity�
or�the�Pure�Land�sects,�which�he�considered�provided�easy�and�
accessible�teachings�that�were�certain�to�attract�lay�support.��He�
therefore�rejected�zazen�as�a�major�plank�in�the�S�t��sect’s�lay�
teaching:��although�he�recognised�that�it�was�fundamental�to�
D�gen’s�Zen�as�well�as�being�an�activity�he�personally�regarded�as�

������������������������������������������������������������
95�These�include�Menzan�Zuih�'s�eighteenth�century�Eihei�Kakun�and�its�early�nineteenth�century�
successors,�the�T�j��Sh�sh�ketsu� �and�the�Eihei�Sh�sh��kun� �by�Honsh��Y�ran

�(d.�1847).��See�Heine�2003,�178;�ZGD,�1246a.�
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beneficial,�he�felt�it�demanded�too�much�effort,�time,�pain,�and�
commitment�for�the�average�layman�to�want�to�become�involved�
in�its�practice.�It�was�omitted�because�it�was�felt�to�be�a�liability�
towards�attracting�followers.��

Indeed,�there�is�strong�evidence�that��uchi�pressed�for�the�
adoption�of�a�nembutsu�style�recitation,�along�the�lines�of�that�
used�by�Pure�Land�sects,�as�the�basis�for�S�t��lay�practice,�on�the�
grounds�that�it�was�easy�to�perform,�but�had�to�abandon�the�idea�
was�he�could�not�find�any�justification�for�such�a�practice�in�
D�gen’s�writings.��However,�he�did�manage�to�find�adequate�
justification�for�a�practice�based�on�the�taking�of�precepts�(jukai).��
(Reader�1985,�37)�

Its�departures�from�S�t��precedent�notwithstanding,��uchi’s�T�j��zaike�shush�gi�
succeeded�in�outlining�an�approach�that�resonated�with�the�lay�S�t��community.��The�
immediate�popularity�of�the�text�and�the�growing�influence�of��uchi’s�S�t��fush�kai�was�not�
lost�on�the�S�t��establishment,�which�moved�to�coopt�the�process�by�incorporating�the�
organization�into�the�official�sect�teaching�assemblies�and�by�adopting�the�Shush�gi�as�an�
official�S�t��text,�both�of�which�were�achieved�at�the�general�sect�assembly�(kaigi)�of�1889�
(Ikeda�1998,�38–39).�

After�adopting��uchi’s�text,�however,�the�sect�leaders�set�out�to�edit�it.��Understanding�
that�the�text�would�come�to�define�S�t��orthodoxy,�its�content�was�fiercely�debated.��There�
was�no�consensus�even�at�the�top�of�the�sect�hierarchy,�and�Scarangello,�for�example,�has�
shown�how�even�so�deeply�embedded�an�institutional�figure�as�Nishiari�Bokusan�could�find�
himself�at�odds�with�the�emerging�orthodoxy�(Scarangello�2012,�315–316).��Just�as�with�the�
T�j��gy�ji�kihan,�this�involved�a�categorization�of�previously�accepted�S�t��doctrines�and�
practices�into�what�Lobreglio�has�called�“orthodox,”�“heterodox,”�or�“heretical,”�as�“a�
multiplicity�of�beliefs�and�practices�was�reduced�to�a�singular,�official�statement�of�S�t��
doctrine.”��Involved�in�a�“conscious�distancing�both�from�traditional�ideas�and�practices�
deemed�overly�elitist,�as�well�as�from�popular�practices�long�associated�with�S�t��that�risked�
transgressing�contemporary�epistemic�sensibilities,”�the�sectarian�leadership�in�editing�the�
Shush�gi�deemed,�for�instance,�the�practices�of�Shaka�nembutsu� �and�Amida�
nembutsu� �heterodox,�and�the�worship�of�the�Bodhisattva�Kannon� �heretical.96�

Lobreglio�details�some�of�the�intense�debates�in�the�sect�of�how�to�move�forward�with�a�
statement�of�S�t��doctrine,�how�to�deal�with�the�distinction�between�monastic�and�lay,�and�
which�practices�and�doctrines�to�deem�heretical�and�which�to�deem�orthodox.��Like�other�
commentators,�he�sees�in�the�Shush�gi�a�definitive�move�towards�the�effacing�of�the�monastic�
lay�distinction,�a�move�most�blatant�in�the�striking�deletion�of�the�term�“laity”�(zaike)�from�the�
������������������������������������������������������������
96�See�Lobreglio�2009,�77.�
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title�of�the�text,�a�revision�made�by�Eiheiji�abbot�Takiya�Takush��that�in�a�stroke�removed�the�
text�from�its�original�lay�context�and�set�it�up�to�define�orthodoxy�for�clerics�and�laity�alike.97��
He�also�discusses�the�establishment�of�Shakyamuni�and�the�Three�Treasures��themselves�over�
Amida�or�Kannon�as�the�main�object�of�reverence�in�the�sect,�reflecting�the�modern�needs�for�
historical�verifiability�and�the�understanding�of�religions�as�based�in�a�“historical�founder.”��In�
addition�to�eschewing�popular�practices�like�nembutsu,�the�text�also�abandoned�themes�
deemed�overly�elitist,�striking�all�mention�of�zazen�or�satori� �and�affirming�the�identity�of�
S�t��as�“self�powered”�(jiriki)�rather�than�“other�powered”�(tariki).��In�place�of�the�practices,�
doctrines,�and�objects�of�worship�that�the�text�rejected�was�installed�an�“ethics�centered”�
manifestation�of�Western�scientific�and�Protestant�“epistemic�values.”��

In�the�end,�after�the�contested�process�of�revision,�especially�at�the�hand�of�Eiheiji�abbot�
Takiya�Takush�,�“in�all,�about�half�of��uchi’s�text�was�changed”�(Reader�1985,�38).��While�
Reader�is�relatively�cavalier�about�the�implications�of�these�changes,�suggesting�that�“some�
more�philosophical�aspects�[were]�added,�but�the�basics�remained�the�same,”�Lobreglio’s�more�
thorough�work�is�adamant�at�their�importance,�going�so�far�as�to�call�the�revisions�by�Takiya�a�
“Copernican�Revolution”�in�S�t�.98�

The�final,�authorized�edition�of�the�text�was�published�as�the�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�in�
1890�by�the�S�t�sh�,�and�the�orthodoxy�of�the�new�text�for�lay�and�cleric�alike�was�affirmed�by�
a�joint�edict�issued�in�1892�by�the�abbots�of�both�head�temples,�Takiya�and�Azegami.��Coming�as�
it�did�near�the�peak�of�the�S�jiji�independence�movement�of�1892�1894,�this�joint�edict�was�a�
major,�if�insufficient,�show�of�cooperation�between�the�rival�temples.�

�

_____�

�

The�S�t��ky�kai�shush�gi�presents�“a�progressively�structured,�ethics�centered�religious�
path�that�focuses�upon�the�practices�of�repentance,�taking�precepts,�vowing,�and�regular�
expressions�of�gratitude”�(Lobreglio�2009,�90).��The�text�is�organized�into�five�sections,�largely�
keeping�the�form�of��uchi’s�text:��a�“General�Introduction”�(s�jo� )�that�emphasizes�
impermanence�and�the�certainty�of�karmic�retribution�as�an�impetus�to�engage�in�good�action;�
“Repenting�and�Eliminating�Bad�Karma”�(sange�metsuzai );�“Receiving�Precepts�and�
Joining�the�Ranks”�(jukai�ny�i� );�“Making�the�Vow�to�Benefit�Beings”�(hotsugan�rish��

������������������������������������������������������������
97�Lobreglio�also�argues�that�given�the�evaporation�of�a�meaningful�distinction�already�between�clerical�
and�lay�in�the�aftermath�of�nikujiki�saitai,�the�Shush�gi’s�effacement�of�the�difference�between�the�two�
can�be�seen�as�“an�attempt�to�craft�a�religious�teaching�that�reflected�this�new�de�facto�clerical�reality”�
(Lobreglio�2009,�96)�
98�See�Reader�1985,�38;�Lobreglio�2009,�90–95.�
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);�and�“Practicing�Buddhism�and�Repaying�Blessings”�(gy�ji�h�on ).99��Much�
could�be�said�about�the�content�of�the�text,�but�here�I�will�limit�myself�to�an�account�of�a�few�of�
its�most�striking�features.�

Lobreglio�calls�the�Shush�gi�a�“patchwork”�from�the�Sh�b�genz�,�noting�that�the�text’s�
“surface�integrity�belies�a�remarkable�collage�of�sentences,�indeed�even�phrases,�that�have�
been�stitched�together�from�chronologically�and�thematically�distinct�loci�in�D�gen's�extensive�
corpus”�(Lobreglio�2009,�90).��Indeed,�in�reading�the�Shush�gi�with�reference�to�its�Sh�b�genz��
sources,�it�becomes�clear�that�these�“patches”�are�in�some�cases�cut�so�small�that�virtually�
anything�at�all�could�have�been�constructed�from�them;�the�Sh�b�genz��here�is�not�a�root�text�
being�abridged,�but�is�instead�a�kind�of�alphabet�with�which�a�nearly�limitless�range�of�doctrines�
could�be�composed�from�the�words�of�the�founder.��Heine�derides�the�claim,�persisting�even�
among�contemporary�scholars,�that�the�Shush�gi�serves�as�a�good�synopsis�and�introduction�to�
the�Sh�b�genz�,�and�recalls�the�warning�of��uchi�Seiran,�who�himself�cautioned�against�trying�
to�understand�the�Sh�b�genz��through�the�Shush�gi�(Heine�2003,�172,�188n9).�

As�noted,�a�striking�feature�of�the�text�is�the�absence�of�any�reference�to�zazen,�or,�as�
Lobreglio�notes,�the�use�of�the�character�Zen� �at�all.��The�central�practice�of�S�t��in�the�
Shush�gi�is�precepts:��“the�whole�text�of�the�Shush�gi�represents�an�alteration�of�the�focus�of�
D�gen’s�Zen,�setting�out�a�structured,�gradual�path�in�which�the�taking�of�Buddhist�precepts�(by�
implication�under�the�auspices�of�the�S�t��sect)�has�become�the�central�and�most�vital�stage”�
(Reader�1985,�34).��This�effacing�of�the�practice�of�zazen�from�D�gen’s�teachings�is�based�on�the�
principle�of�zenkai�ichinyo� ,�the�oneness�of�Zen�and�precepts,�a�notion�found�in�D�gen�
but�foregrounded�in�the�work�of�the�influential�Tokugawa�period�S�t��exegete�Banjin�D�tan�

�(1698�1775).��The�Shush�gi�blends�the�logic�of�zenkai�ichinyo�and�the�doctrine�of�shush��
funi� ,�the�non�distinction�of�practice�and�realization,�to�assert�the�identity�of�precepts�
with�enlightenment.��That�is,�that�practice—zazen—which�is�for�D�gen�the�practice�that�is�
nondual�with�realization,�is�here�replaced�with�the�practices�of�receiving�precepts�and�ritual�
confession,�but�this�replacement�is�made�without�disrupting�the�underlying�logic�of�the�identity�
of�practice�and�enlightenment.��The�text�thus�preserves�the�logic�of�D�gen�but�replaces�his�core�
terms,�creating�a�novel�doctrine�of�precept�ritual�as�Buddhist�awakening.�

������������������������������������������������������������
99�Chapter�titles�are�drawn�from�S�t��Zen�Translation�Project�(Foulk).��Ikeda�renders�sange�metsuzai�as�
“annihilation�of�faults�by�repentance”;�jukai�ny�i�as�“entrance�in�to�the�position�[of�a�Buddha]�by�taking�
the�precepts”;�hotsugan�rish��as�“benefiting�sentient�beings�by�formulating�vows;�and�gy�ji�h�on�as�
“repaying�gratitude�by�steadfast�practice”�(Ikeda�1998,�39)��Heine�describes�the�sections�as�follows:�
“understanding�the�Problem�of�life�and�death�and�the�universality�of�karmic�retribution”;�“penitence�
leading�to�the�eradication�of�evil�karma”;�“receiving�the�sixteen�precepts”;�“benefiting�others�through�a�
vow�of�benevolence”;�and,�“expressing�gratitude�by�means�of�constant�practice”�(Heine�2003,�171).�
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Along�with�precepts,�in�the�“ethics�centered”�approach�of�the�text�there�is�a�strong�
emphasis�on�karma�and�repentance.100��It�is�not�merely�the�emphasis�in�the�Shush�gi�on�
repentance�that�strikes�Heine,�“rather,�the�point�is�that�the�Shush�gi�emphasizes�a�specific�and�
perhaps�rather�extreme�approach�to�repentance,�that�is,�the�notion�of�the�eradication�or�
elimination�of�sins,�transgressions,�or�defilements�according�to�the�notion�of�[s]ange�metsuzai.”��
He�notes�that�this�power�of�a�mechanical�ritual�of�repentance�to�automatically�eradicate�evil�
karma�is�the�object�of�much�of�the�contemporary�critique�leveled�against�mainstream�S�t��by�
so�called�Critical�Buddhism�(hihan�bukky�� ).��Heine�also�distinguishes�this�brand�of�
sange�metsuzai�from�D�gen’s�well�attested�sense�of�a�more�“stern,�puritanical,�and�unforgiving�
attitude�consistent�with�the�earliest�Zen�Buddhist�monastic�rules”�as�well�as�from�the�“formless�
repentance”�of�the�Platform�Sutra�and�the�“metanoesis”�(sanged�� )�of�Tanabe�Hajime’s�
postwar�philosophy.101��

Where�then,�does�this�“rather�extreme�approach”�to�repentance�come�from?��While�it�is�
possible�to�find�inklings�of�the�approach�in�D�gen,�Heine�argues�instead�that�“�uchi�Seiran�and�
other�Meiji�lay�leaders�created�a�view�of�repentance�in�Shush�gi�based�in�large�part�on�the�
challenge�of�Christianity�during�the�Westernization�process.”��He�describes�how�the�successes�
of�both�Protestantism�and�Roman�Catholicism�were�imitated�in�the�conceptualization�and�
composition�of�the�Shush�gi.��Drawing�on�Christian�strategies�that,�as�noted�above,�allowed�the�
lay�community�“greater�access�to�salvific�truth,”�the�text�reflects�the�Protestant�use�of�
decontextualized�Biblical�quotation�in�sermons�and�rituals,�as�well�as�the�Roman�Catholic�
emphasis�on�the�“redemptive�power�of�confession.”102�

�

�

������������������������������������������������������������
100�Heine’s�analysis�of�the�Shush�gi,�drawing�on�substantial�Japanese�scholarship�on�the�text,�
demonstrates�that�it�is�primarily�drawn�from,�and�reflects�the�teachings�of,�the�so�called�“twelve�fascicle�
Sh�b�genz�,”�from�what�Heine�has�called�the�“late�late”�period�of�D�gen.��This�correlation�is�particularly�
striking�in�that�the�existence�of�the�twelve�fascicle�Sh�b�genz��as�such�was�not�verified�until�1930,�well�
after�the�publication�of�the�Shush�gi.��(For�more�on�Heine’s�periodization�of�D�gen,�see�Heine�2006.)��As�
the�character�of�the�fascicles�of�that�late�edition,�however,�cluster�around�issues�of�karma�and�
repentance,�it�is�not�coincidental�that�the�compilers�of�the�Shush�gi�were�drawn�to�those�fascicle�in�
their�search�for�D�gen�excerpts�to�express�their�emphasis�on�the�same�themes.��In�light�of�the�clear�
emphasis�in�the�Shush�gi�from�texts�in�the�twelve�fascicle�edition,�Heine�expresses�dismay�that�“many�
commentators�continue�to�echo�a�fallacious�idea�that�the�Shush�gi�contains�passages�from�each�and�
every�one�of�the�ninety�five�Sh�b�genz��fascicles.”��See�Heine�2003,�180–183,�191n.�
101�See�Heine�2003,�173,�184–186.�
102�See�Heine�2003,�174.��Robert�Sharf�has�reminded�me,�however,�that�there�is�likewise�a�long�Buddhist�
tradition�of�extracting�and�decontextualizing�scripture,�and�that�to�associate�such�moves�exclusively�with�
Protestantism�may�be�to�overlook�that�Buddhist�exegetical�heritage.�
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While�the�Shush�gi�was�a�novel�development�that�went�far�afield�of�the�themes�of�
Sh�b�genz��even�while�it�used�the�text’s�own�words,�another�expression�of�the�renewed�
interest�in�D�gen�in�the�Meiji�emerged�later�in�the�form�of�the�institutionalization�of�the�
characteristic�modern�S�t��exegetical�format�known�as�the�genz�e� �(“[True�Dharma]�Eye�
Treasury�Assembly”).��The�genz�e�consists�of�a�series�of�formal�lectures�(teish�� )�delivered�
by�a�S�t��cleric�who,�in�a�formal�temple�context�and�to�an�audience�of�clergy,�laity,�or�both,�
reads�and�comments�line�by�line�on�a�given�fascicle�of�D�gen’s�Sh�b�genz�.��This�format�is�a�
significant�Meiji�development�in�the�S�t��sect�that�must�be�understood�in�the�context�of�the�
growing�identity�of�the�S�t��sect�with�D�gen�and�the�Sh�b�genz�,�the�rise�of�the�Buddhist�
universities,�and�the�nascent�secular�study�of�D�gen.�

It�must�be�emphasized�that�the�commonplace�equations�of�S�t��Zen�with�D�gen�and�of�
D�gen�with�the�Sh�b�genz��are�both�modern�phenomena.��D�gen�did�of�course�play�an�
important�role�in�S�t��identity�long�before�the�Meiji�period,�especially,�as�Bodiford�notes,�at�
Eiheiji,�where�his�prestige�and�legacy�was�actively,�consciously,�and�self�servingly�promoted�
(Bodiford�2012a).��The�resurgence�of�his�teaching�and�his�increased�importance�in�the�
coalescence�of�S�t��identity�in�the�Meiji�was�the�result�not�only�of�the�broader�movement�to�
clarify�and�codify�sectarian�boundaries�but�also,�as�Heine�argues,�a�parallel�trend�of�the�time�
towards�the�renewed�glorification�of�the�traditional�sect�founders�(Heine�2003,�175).�

For�Bodiford,�the�centrality�of�D�gen�to�the�S�t��sectarian�identity�is�largely�the�result�of�
several�hundred�years�of�concerted�public�relations�efforts�by�Eiheiji,�whose�status�and�very�
survival�in�its�rivalry�with�S�jiji�depended�upon�its�ability�to�maintain�the�prominence�of�D�gen�
as�the�chief�patriarch�of�the�sect�and�to�preserve�the�status�of�Eiheiji�as�the�“sacred�locus”�for�
his�veneration�(Bodiford�2012a).��The�identity�of�D�gen,�in�turn,�with�the�Sh�b�genz��is�a�
particular�Meiji�version�of�this�long�standing�Eiheiji�tradition�of�D�gen�promotion,�and�Bodiford�
emphatically�reminds�us�that�“the�D�gen�of�the�Sh�b�genz�,�the�D�gen�who�is�held�up�as�a�
profound�religious�philosopher,�is�a�fairly�recent�innovation…�Instead,�it�is�the�D�gen�of�
sectarian�agendas,�the�D�gen�who�stands�above�Keizan,�the�D�gen�who�works�miracles,�and�so�
forth,�who�commanded�the�memory�of�earlier�generations�of�Japanese”�(Bodiford�2012a,�222).��
He�furthermore�notes�that,�“[s]ince�the�early�20th�century,�the�Sh�b�genz��has�become�the�
preeminent�source�for�D�gen’s�teaching”�whereas,�“prior�to�the�20th�century,�the�general�
public�knew�of�D�gen’s�teachings�primarily�on�the�basis�of�his�recorded�sayings�(goroku� )”�
(Bodiford�2012b,�20,22).���

In�fact,�Bodiford�shows�that�prior�to�last�decades�of�the�Tokugawa�period,�the�
Sh�b�genz��was�largely�unread.��This�was�the�result�of�a�process�by�which�access�to�Japanese�
S�t��texts�was�increasingly�restricted,�valued�as�secret�transmissions�rather�than�public�
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teachings.��Bodiford�suggests�that�this�process�began�as�early�as�the�late�fourteenth�century�and�
culminated�in�the�early�sixteenth�century,�by�which�time�“D�gen�Sh�b�genz��had�become�more�
important�as�a�symbol�of�religious�authority�than�as�a�religious�text”�(Bodiford�1993,�135).��
Chinese�texts�remained�publicly�available,�forming�the�basis�of�S�t��sermons,�but�Japanese�
texts�had�become�temple�treasures�to�be�“hoarded,”�and�it�was�their�possession,�rather�than�
their�exegesis,�that�granted�religious�authority.��Bodiford�summarizes�the�subsequent�status�of�
the�Sh�b�genz��into�the�Tokugawa�period:�

Even�after�textual�learning�was�revived�during�the�early�Tokugawa�
period,�most�Japanese�S�t��monks�studied�only�well�known�
Chinese�Buddhist�scriptures�or�classic�Chinese�Zen�texts.��
Eventually,�a�few�scholarly�monks�like�Menzan�Zuih��[ ,�
1683�1769]�began�to�study�D�gen’s�writings,�but�they�were�the�
exception.��Even�when�scholarly�monks�read�Dogen’s�writings,�
they�usually�did�not�lecture�on�them�to�their�disciples.��In�fact,�
from�1722�until�1796,�the�government�authorities�actually�
prohibited�the�publication�or�dissemination�of�any�part�of�D�gen’s�
Sh�b�genz�.”�(Bodiford�2012a,�220)�

The�first�publication�of�the�Sh�b�genz��after�the�ban�was�lifted�in�1796�was�not�completed�until�
1815,�by�Eiheiji,�and�with�its�publication�the�Sh�b�genz��began�gradually�to�gain�momentum�as�
a�text�a�S�t��cleric�might�study�rather�than�simply�covet�and�revere.�

The�renewed�interest�in�the�Meiji�period�on�D�gen,�with�its�new�emphasis�on�the�
Sh�b�genz�,�and�the�view�of�emerging�view�of�D�gen�as�a�“religious�philosopher,”�can�be�
understood�in�the�context�of�the�rise�of�secular�study�of�Buddhism�and�the�influence�of�
Western�academic�methodologies,�as�discussed�in�Section�One.��While�the�explosion�of�secular�
interest�in�D�gen�and�the�emergence�of�D�gen�Studies�as�a�secular�field�in�its�own�right�dates�
from�the�Taish��period�work�of�Watsuji�Tetsur� �(1889�1960),�from�early�in�the�Meiji�
period�Western�critical�methodologies�were�impacting�S�t�,�and�the�S�t��approach�to�D�gen,�
just�as�they�were�influencing�sectarian�studies�across�all�of�the�sects�in�the�Meiji.��Indeed�it�was�
a�S�t��priest,�Hara�Tanzan,�who�gave�the�first�university�lectures�on�Buddhism,�at�T�ky��
University�in�1879�(Snodgrass�2003,�139).��He�“was�convinced,�as�were�others,�that�Buddhists�
had�to�adopt�some�of�the�textual�and�scientific�methods�of�Western�religious�scholarship�in�
their�own�study�and�teaching”�(Collcutt�1986,�166).��S�t��clerics�like�Nishiari�Bokusan�and�
Teizan�Sokuichi �(1805�1892)�were,�in�Mohr’s�words,�“trying�to�raise�the�level�of�S�t��
scholarship”�through�textual�critical�and�exegetical�work.��The�publication�in�1879�of�Teizan’s�
emendation�of�Koun�Ej�’s �(1198�1280)�K�my�z��zanmai� �marks�what�
Mohr�calls�“the�beginning�of�a�new�wave�of�publications�aimed�at�fostering�S�t��sectarian�
studies�(sh�gaku)�(Mohr�1998,�178–179).��It�is�in�this�context�of�sectarian�scholarship�that�the�
genz�e�was�established�and�thrived.�
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Tradition�holds�that�the�origins�of�the�genz�e�lay�in�the�concern�felt�by�the�Eiheiji�abbot,�
Morita�Goy�,�over�the�neglect�of�the�Sh�b�genz��by�S�t��scholars.��In�this�1905�statement�from�
the�first�genz�e,�Oka�S�tan� �(1860�1921)�expresses�the�genz�e�origin�tradition:��

� �

�

��(Fueoka 1972, 4)�103�

The�eminent�ancestor�[D�gen]�is�a�wise�friend�and�guide�to�many�
beings.��He�surpasses�the�emperors�of�old.��His�Sh�b�genz��
reveals�Buddha’s�wisdom,�with�nothing�extraneous.��After�the�
[Meiji]�Restoration,�sectarian�scholars�worked�exclusively�with�the�
teachings�of�the�Tendai�and�Kegon�schools,�ignoring�the�
Sh�b�genz��such�that�the�winds�of�D�gen’s�teaching�were�on�the�
verge�of�being�lost�from�the�world.��Eihei�Gent�,�of�the�imperially�
bestowed�name�Zen�Master�Sh�kai�Jisen,�[Morita�Goy�]�has�long�
lamented�this,�wishing�to�recover�the�dropped�thread.��Here,�now,�
bumpkin�that�I�am,�sincerely�following�the�eminent�ancestor�
[D�gen],�I�lecture�on�the�Sh�b�genz�.”�

As�can�be�seen�from�this�passage,�the�study�of�the�Sh�b�genz��for�Oka,�Morita,�and�other�
leaders�was�inexorably�tied�to�the�success�of�the�S�t��sect.��The�Sh�b�genz��here�is�a�rallying�
point,�a�text�that�could�be�used�to�establish�a�common�S�t��sectarian�identity�that�cut�across�
the�factions,�lineages,�branches,�and�regions�to�pull�together�the�diverse�“S�t�”�teachings�and�
establish�the�“a�single�sect�of�a�single�body.”�

This�first�genz�e,�offered�by�Oka�S�tan�at�Eiheiji,�spanned�a�seventy�day�period�from�the�
fifth�to�seventh�months�of�1905.��The�following�year,�the�time�allotted�was�reduced�to�a�sixty�
day�period,�concluding�in�the�sixth�month,�and�the�lecturers�were�to�vary�among�disciples�of�
Nishiari�Bokusan.104��According�to�Bodiford,�this�first�“Sh�b�genz��conference,”�though�just�
another�move�in�a�long�public�relations�campaign�by�Eiheiji,�was�an�extremely�successful�one,�
indeed�one�which�would�set�the�course�for�modern�S�t��teaching:�

Eiheiji�not�only�published�D�gen’s�Sh�b�genz�,�but�also�promoted�
its�study�by�S�t��monks�and�laypeople.��Beginning�in�1905,�Eiheiji�

������������������������������������������������������������
103�This�rendering�Fueoka’s�translation�from�the�Classical�Japanese�(kanbun� ).��According�to�Fueoka,�
the�original�text�appeared�in�a�genz�e�record�called�Jishinroku� ,�in�the�fifth�month�of�1905.�
104�See�Kurebayashi�1972;�ZGD,�291d.�
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organized�its�first�Sh�b�genz��conference�(genz�e).��This�first�
genz�e�was�successful�beyond�all�expectations.��Since�1905�it�has�
become�an�annual�event�at�Eiheiji,�and�over�time,�it�gradually�
changed�the�direction�of�S�t��Zen�monastic�education.��In�earlier�
generations,�only�one�Zen�teacher,�Nishiari�Bokusan,�is�known�to�
have�even�lectured�on�how�the�Sh�b�genz��should�be�read�and�
understood.��One�of�Bokusan’s�disciples,�Oka�S�tan,�served�as�the�
first�leader�of�the�genz�e.��S�tan’s�lectures�provided�a�model�that�
could�be�emulated�by�each�of�the�other�Zen�monks�who�came�to�
Eiheiji.��This�model�has�become�the�norm,�not�the�exception.��
Today�every�S�t��Zen�teacher�lectures�on�D�gen’s�Sh�b�genz�.��
(Bodiford�2012a,�221)�

Attending�and�presenting�these�lectures�become�a�standard�practice�for�elite�clerics.��They�also�
appear�to�be�the�primary�venue�by�which�eminent�clerics�like�Akino�K�d�� �(1858�
1934)�and�Kishizawa�Ian �(1865�1955)�would�craft�and�expound�their�interpretations�
of�doctrine.��While�the�genz�e�was�technically�limited�to�Sh�b�genz��exegesis�and�referred�
originally�to�the�Eiheiji�event�only,�its�sensibility�and�ritual�format�spilled�over�into�the�
presentation�of�other�S�t��texts�as�it�became�the�preferred�mode�for�doctrinal�exegesis�
generally�and�spread�widely�throughout�the�S�t��temple�network.�

� �
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SECTION�III�

�

The�Life�of�Nishiari�Bokusan�

�

�

Nishiari�Bokusan� �(1821�1910)�is�among�the�preeminent�S�t��Zen�clerics�of�the�
modern�period,�best�known�for�his�enormously�influential�three�volume�study�of�D�gen,�the�
Sh�b�genz��keiteki� .105��This�work,�transcriptions�by�Tomiyama�Soei �
(1876�1929)�of�genz�e�style�lectures�Nishiari�delivered�between�1897�and�1910,�is�the�first�and�
arguably�the�most�important�Sh�b�genz��commentary�in�modern�S�t�.��With�this�text,�“the�
basic�approach�to�the�interpretation�of�the�Sh�b�genz��was�settled”�and�the�course�was�set�for�
the�S�t��sectarian�studies�(sh�j��or�sh�gaku)�of�the�twentieth�century,�establishing�an�
orthodoxy�that�has�only�recently�begun�to�be�challenged.106��While�doctrinally�important,�the�
work�is�also�engaging�and�readable;�in�the�words�of�Bielefeldt,�it�“combines�scholarship�with�a�
spirited�colloquial�style�and�a�practical,�practice�oriented�approach”�and�“is�surely�the�most�
popular�commentary�within�the�S�t��school�today”�(Bielefeldt�1972,�11).�

As�Scarangello�notes,�however,�while�Nishiari�is�“sometimes�considered�the�father�of�
the�modern�sectarian�tradition�of�studying�D�gen’s�Sh�b�genz�,”�coming�to�prominence�as�he�
did�during�a�vital�period�in�the�formation�of�the�S�t�sh�,�he�is�also�regarded�as�an�institutional�
“father�of�the�modern�S�t��sect”�(Scarangello�2012,�158,�162).��This�reputation�is�deserved:��he�
was�a�professor�at�the�S�t��Daigakurin that�would�become�the�S�t��studies�flagship�
university�Komazawa,�abbot�(kanshu� )�of�S�t��head�temple�S�jiji,�recipient�of�an�imperial�
name,�and�for�a�time�the�chief�priest�(kanch�)�of�the�entire�S�t��sect.��Furthermore,�Nishiari’s�
students�became�major�S�t��figures�in�their�own�rights.��His�most�prolific�disciple�and�Dharma�
heir,�for�example,�was�Kishizawa�Ian,�author�of�the�massive�twenty�four�volume�commentary�
Sh�b�genz��zenk�� ,�a�well�known�D�gen�specialist�(genz�ka� )�whose�own�

������������������������������������������������������������
105�His�name�occasionally,�and�I�think�incorrectly,�appears�romanized�as�“Nishiari�Bokuzan.”�
106�See�Ishii�2012,�224–225.��This�“basic�approach”�is�characterized�by�the�Sh�b�genz��keiteki’s�emphasis�
on�the�lines�of�interpretation�presented�in�the�Sh�b�genz��kikigakish�� �(abbr.�Gosh��
),�a�commentary�written�in�D�gen’s�lifetime�by�Senne �(d.u.)�and�compiled�by�Senne’s�disciple,�

Ky�g� �(d.u.).�
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students�in�turn�came�to�fill�prominent�positions�at�the�S�t��head�temples�and�Komazawa�
University.��The�list�of�clerics�and�scholars�trained�by�Nishiari�includes�many�others�who�rose�to�
great�prominence,�including�abbots�of�both�S�jiji�and�Eiheiji�(Akino�K�d��and�Hioki�Mokusen�

�[1837�1920])�as�well�as�academic�presidents�of�the�S�t��Daigakurin�and�Komazawa�
University�(Tsutsugawa�H�gai� �and�Oka�S�tan).��Nishiari’s�tremendous�impact�has�
accordingly�extended�not�only�over�a�broad�swath�of�Japanese�S�t��but�to�Western�S�t��as�
well.��In�fact,�Nishiari�serves�as�a�kind�of�nexus�for�Western�S�t�:��his�student�Oka�S�tan’s�own�
student�Sawaki�K�d�� �(1880�1965)�in�turn�had�disciples�like�Deshimaru�Taisen

�(1914�1982)�and�Uchiyama�K�sh� �(1912�1998)�who�have�been�tremendously�
influential�in�the�development�of�European,�Latin�American,�and�North�American�Zen;�Oka’s�
student�Hashimoto�Ek�� �(1890�1965)�was�an�important�teacher�for�Katagiri�Dainin�

�(1928�1990),�founder�of�the�Minnesota�Zen�Meditation�Center;�and�the�Japanese�
missionary�Suzuki�Shunry�� �(1904�1971),�author�of�the�popular�Zen�Mind,�Beginner’s�
Mind�(1970)�and�founder�of�the�San�Francisco�Zen�Center,�studied�for�twenty�five�years�with�
Nishiari’s�heir�Kishizawa.��Even�the�Sanb�ky�dan�founder�Yasutani�Hakuun� �(1885�
1973),�whose�lasting�influence�in�the�West�comes�especially�through�the�lineages�of�Taizen�
Maizumi� �(1931�1995)�and�Phillip�Kapleau�(1912�2004),�for�all�his�eventual�critique�of�
Nishiari,�in�fact�studied�extensively�in�his�youth�with�both�Nishiari�and�Kishizawa.107�

Despite�Nishiari’s�importance�to�S�t��Zen�worldwide,�he�has�been�the�subject�of�very�
little�Western�scholarship.108��This�marks�a�significant�contrast�with�other�Meiji�Buddhist�figures�
������������������������������������������������������������
107�Paul�Jaffe�translates�the�following�passage�to�express�Yasutani’s�mixed�feelings�about�Nishiari:�

Beginning�with�Nishiari�Zenji’s�Keiteki,�I�have�closely�examined�the�
commentaries�on�the�Sh�b�genz��of�many�people�in�modern�times,�and�
though�it�is�rude�to�say�it,�there�are�an�exceedingly�large�number�of�
places�where�they�have�failed�to�grasp�its�meaning….��It�goes�without�
saying�that�Nishiari�Zenji�was�a�priest�of�great�learning�and�virtue,�but�
even�a�green�priest�like�me�will�not�affirm�his�eye�of�satori….��The�
resulting�evil�of�his�theoretical�Zen�became�a�significant�source�of�later�
degeneration….��So�it�is�my�earnest�wish,�in�place�of�Nishiari�Zenji,�to�
correct�some�degree�the�evil�he�left,�in�order�to�requite�his�
benevolence,�and�that�of�his�disciples,�which�they�extended�to�me�over�
many�years.�

�(Yasutani�1996,�xxii).�
108�The�few�treatments�of�Nishiari�in�English�language�scholarship�are�fragmentary�and�tend�to�be�limited�
to�his�involvement�in�a�single�text�or�temple.��The�most�detailed�work�is�by�Jaffe�and�Scarangello�(Jaffe�
2001;�Scarangello�2012);�passing�mentions�are�found�in�Nishijima,�Heine,�Paul�Jaffe,�Ishii,�and�elsewhere�
(Nishijima�1997;�Heine�2012a;�Yasutani�1996;�Ishii�2012).��The�only�full�English�translations�of�his�work�
are�“A�Refutation�of�Clerical�Marriage”�by�Jaffe�and�his�commentary�on�Genj�k�an� �by�
Weitsman�and�Tanahashi�(Jaffe�1999;�Weitsman�and�Tanahashi�2011).�
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like�Suzuki�Daisetsu,�who�have�received�substantial�(if�still�not�exhaustive)�treatment�in�Western�
scholarship.��As�discussed�in�Section�Two,�though�it�is�natural�that�Suzuki�and�other�innovators�
associated�with�the�Meiji�“New�Buddhism”�have�received�the�lion’s�share�of�scholarly�attention,�
at�this�point�Meiji�Buddhist�studies�have�progressed�sufficiently�even�in�the�West�that�the�
institutional,�establishment�side�of�the�picture�must�be�given�its�due.��Jaffe�and�Mohr,�citing�
Davis,�have�succinctly�expressed�this�need:�

If�we�are�to�understand�the�formation�of�modern�Japanese�Zen,�
we�must�begin�to�research�the�thought�and�actions�of�the�leaders�
who�controlled�the�established�Zen�denominations�and�the�
ordinary�clerics�who�ran�the�thousands�of�Zen�temples.��In�his�
study�of�Buddhism�and�modernization,�Winston�Davis�has�
stressed�the�importance�of�these�clerics�and�their�temples,�
arguing�that�to�truly�comprehend�the�various�Buddhist�responses�
to�the�challenges�of�modernity,�we�must�look�at�established�
temple�Buddhism,�which—rumors�of�its�demise�after�the�
medieval�period�notwithstanding—remained�during�the�Meiji�era�
the�“numerically,�socially,�and�politically�dominant”�form�of�
Buddhism�in�Japan.�(Jaffe�and�Mohr�1998,�3)�

It�is�in�this�spirit�that�a�study�of�Nishiari�is�warranted:��he�represents�a�conservative,�
institutional,�even�reactionary�side�of�Meiji�S�t�,�and�is�someone�whose�impact�on�modern�
Japanese�Buddhist�history�is,�in�my�estimation,�at�least�as�significant�as�that�of�the�better�known�
Buddhist�reformers.109��While�I�hope�that�the�present�project�marks�a�first�step�in�that�study,�its�
limitations�are�many,�and�a�thorough�English�language�treatment�of�Nishiari’s�life,�thought,�and�
impact�must�await�a�later�time.�

In�contrast�to�the�scant�references�in�English,�there�is�no�paucity�of�Japanese�language�
biographical�materials�on�Nishiari.��A�bibliography�composed�by�members�of�the�Hachinohe�
�City�sponsored�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji�Kensh�kai� �research�group�and�

appearing�in�their�substantial�commemorative�volume�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji:��Botsugo�
hyakunen�o�mukaete� �:� �(2009)�(hereafter�abbreviated�NBZ),�
lists�nearly�twenty�dedicated�biographical�pieces�plus�another�thirty�or�so�works�that�make�
substantial�reference�to�him.��To�this�list�must�be�added�the�autobiographical�sources�that�
inform�many�of�the�biographies,�especially�the�Keireki�dan� ,�which�appears�in�the�
collection�Nishiari�Zenwa� �(1905).��These�sources�are�generally�hagiographic�in�nature,�
and�I�have�relied�heavily�on�some�of�them�cognizant�of�the�fact�that,�with�a�critical�biography�

������������������������������������������������������������
109�Nishiari�can�without�question�be�generally�characterized�as�a�strongly�conservative�institutional�voice,�
but�it�is�important�to�heed�the�warnings�of�Sawada�and�others,�noted�in�Section�Two,�against�the�
tendency�to�designate�some�Meiji�Buddhist�figures�as�“conservative”�without�considering�their�
complexity�(Sawada�1998,�142–143).�
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outside�my�present�scope,�I�can�offer�little�more�than�a�version�of�the�“authorized”�account�of�
Nishiari.��In�particular�I�have�made�use�of�his�disciple�Kishizawa’s�reverential,�anecdotal,�free,�
and�far�ranging�Senshi�Nishiari�Bokusan�Osh�� �(1938)�and�the�detailed�
chronology�compiled�by�the�Hachinohe�Municipal�Library�(Hachinohe�shiritsu�toshokan�

)�for�the�book�Ky�do�no�meis�:�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji�sono�hito�to�nenpu��
(1972)�and�excerpted�in�full�in�NBZ.��This�chronology�is�based�

on�a�range�of�biographical�materials�and�is�rich�in�direct�citations�from�Nishiari’s�own�works�as�
well�as�secondary�studies�of�him,�and�I�have�drawn�not�only�much�of�my�data�from�this�source�
but�have�also�borrowed�a�few�of�its�well�selected�citations.110��I�have�also�included�some�of�the�
full�blown�hagiographic�highlights�from�the�illustrated�Itsuwash�� �(1938)�commissioned�
by�Nishiari’s�eponymous�Saiy�ji� �and�also�reprinted�in�NBZ.��Given�the�repetition�of�most�
of�the�basic�biographical�material�across�multiple�sources,�I�have�in�general�elected�to�cite�
specific�sources�only�when�distinguishing�or�directly�quoting�from�them.111�

In�this�paper�I�refer�to�Nishiari�Bokusan�simply,�and�arbitrarily,�as�Nishiari.��There�are,�
however,�many�other�names�associated�with�him.��Prior�to�his�ordination�at�the�age�of�twelve,�
he�was�known�alternately�as�Sasamoto�Kazuyoshi� �and�Nishimura�Kazuyoshi�
.��At�ordination�he�received�the�name�Kin’ei� ,�the�characters�of�which�were�changed�by�a�

subsequent�teacher�to�read �(also�Kin’ei).��The�second�part�of�his�ordination�name�is�
Bokusan .112��As�abbot�of�the�prestigious�prayer�temple�Kasuisai� ,�Nishiari�borrowed�
a�temple�character�to�become�known�as�Ka�� ,�and�the�names�Muian� ,�Uan�R�jin�

,�and�Uan�D�nin� �are�also�recorded�as�aliases.113��His�most�formal�name,�
attached�to�some�of�his�published�works,�is�his�imperial�name,�Jikishin�J�koku�Zenji�
,�conferred�by�the�Meiji�emperor�in�1901�at�the�height�of�Nishiari’s�prestige�and�power.�

Kishizawa�reports�that�the�legal�name�Nishiari� �was�selected�by�Nishiari�himself�as�
an�adult,�in�response�to�a�Meiji�government�mandate�that�priests�adopt�legal�family�names.��
Jaffe�discusses�the�issues�of�clerical�surnames�in�the�Meiji�in�some�detail,�identifying�Council�of�

������������������������������������������������������������
110�For�convenience,�when�citing�the�chronology,�I�will�use�the�pagination�of�the�edition�in�NBZ.�
111�An�additional�source,�and�perhaps�the�most�comprehensive�of�all�of�the�works�on�Nishiari,�is�
Bakumatsu/Meiji�no�meis��Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji:�sono�sh�gai�to�sh�seki�

�by�Yoshida�Ry�etsu� �(1976).��I�was�unfortunately�unable�to�procure�
this�obscure�resource�until�late�in�my�research�and�have�not�been�able�to�make�full�use�of�it�for�this�
paper.���
112�Kishizawa�notes�an�oddity�of�Nishiari’s�official�name�in�the�S�t��registries:��at�the�time�of�his�sandai�

�promotion�in�1845�(granting�him�the�privilege�to�wear�a�non�black�kesa� )�his�name�character�
Ei� �was�taboo�by�virtue�of�its�use�in�the�imperial�household.��The�promotion�was�recorded�under�the�
name�“Bokusan�Bokusan.”��Kishizawa�writes�that�this�unusual�circumstance�was�also�shared�by�the�great�
S�t��reformed�Manzan�D�haku� �(1635�1715)�,�who�for�the�same�reason�was�registered�as�
“Manzan�Manzan.”��See�Kishizawa�1938,�576–577.�
113�See�ZGD,�1148a;�Jaffe�2001,�116.�
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State�Proclamation�265,�of�October,�1872,�as�the�mandate�“that�all�Buddhist�clerics�adopt�a�
surname�and�register�it�with�the�government�by�the�end�of�the�year.”��This�policy,�which�Jaffe�
cites�Masutani�as�calling�tantamount�“to�an�end�to�government�recognition�for�ordination”�was�
met�with�resistance�by�most�Buddhist�clergy,�who�had�traditionally�abandoned�the�surname�at�
ordination.��While�Jaffe�describes�the�return�by�some�clerics�to�their�family�names,�many�chose�
new�names,�like�Shaku� ,�denoting�the�historical�Buddha’s�	�kya�Clan,�or�invented�a�name,�like�
“the�famous�precept�advocate�Fukuda�Gy�kai�[ ]�(1809�1888),�[who]�reputedly�made�
the�Buddhist�term�fukuden�[ ],�‘field�of�merit’�(Sk.�pu�ya�k�etra)�the�basis�for�his�surname.”��
Jaffe�notes�that�the�government�tried�briefly�to�rein�in�these�creative�and�overly�Buddhistic�
naming�decisions,�but�its�attempts�to�do�so�were�largely�ineffective.114�

Nishiari,�ever�conservative�with�respect�to�monastic�deportment�and�the�renunciation�of�
family�ties,�was�naturally�unwilling�to�return�to�his�birth�name�and,�like�Fukuda�and�the�many�
Shakus,�he�assigned�himself�a�new�surname.��It�is�tempting�to�speculate�that�he�borrowed�the�
Nishi� �character�from�his�mother’s�family�name�Nishimura� ,�which�he�himself�carried�for�
a�part�of�his�childhood,�but�I�have�not�found�this�suggested�in�the�biographies.��Kishizawa�
suggests�that�Nishiari�drew�the�name,�which�literally�means�“is�in�the�West”�not�from�the�
Western�Paradise�of�the�Pure�Land�Sutras�as�one�might�assume,�but�rather�from�the�Busso�T�ki�

account�of�the�first�contact�in�China�with�the�Buddha’s�image,�the�story�in�which�
Emperor�Xiaoming� �(r.�516–528)�is�told�by�a�minister�that�“there�is�in�the�West�a�sage�
who�has�come�forth�and�is�called�the�Buddha.”115� �

������������������������������������������������������������
114�See�Jaffe�2001,�73–78.�
115�“ .”��See�Kishizawa�1938,�575–576.��The�Busso�T�ki�is�a�Tiantai�history�by�
Zhipan� �(1220–1275),�and�the�section�of�the�text�cited�by�Kishizawa�is�drawn�in�turn�from�the�
Emperor�Xiaoming� �(r.�516–528)�section�of�the�Chinese�historical�text�Hanshu� .��The�same�
story�is�told�in�the�Sutra�of�Forty�Two�Sections�(Shij�nish��ky�� ):�

“In�ancient�times�Emperor�Xiaoming�of�the�Later�Han�had�a�dream�one�
night�in�which�he�saw�a�heavenly�being�with�a�golden�body�and�a�bright�
halo�on�its�head�fly�into�the�palace.�He�was�greatly�delighted�by�this.�The�
following�day,�the�emperor�asked�his�ministers,�“Which�heavenly�being�
was�that?”��Fuyi,�a�man�of�vast�learning�and�experience,�said,�“I�have�
heard�that�in�India�there�was�a�person�who�had�attained�the�Way,�called�
‘Buddha,’�who�could�fly�easily.�The�heavenly�being�must�be�him.”�(Cleary�
2005,�31)��
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Part�I:��Nishiari’s�Early�Life�and�Zen�Training�

�
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�

The�man�who�came�to�be�known�as�Nishiari�Bokusan�was�born�Sasamoto�Kazuyoshi�
,�on�October�23,�1821,�nearly�fifty�years�prior�to�the�end�of�Tokugawa�Period.��He�was�

born�in�the�harbor�area�of�Hachinohe�City �in�what�is�now�Aomori�Prefecture� ,�
the�northernmost�Japanese�mainland�province.��His�mother�(1794�1879)�was�of�the�Nishimura�

�family,�the�second�wife�of�Nishiari’s�widower�father,�a�small�time�tofu�merchant�named�
Sasamoto�Ch�sabur�� �(d.�1850).��The�hagiographies�report�that�Nishiari�was�as�an�
infant�found�to�have�a�glowing�soybean�in�the�shape�of�the�Bodhisattva�Kannon�clenched�in�his�
fist;�this�auspicious�sign�is�consistent�with�his�life�long�devotion�to�Kannon�in�particular�among�
the�Bodhisattvas�and�Buddhist�deities.�

Because�Nishiari�was�the�second�son�of�his�father�Sasamoto,�and�because�the�family�of�
his�mother�Nishimura�had�no�male�heirs,�at�two�years�old�Nishiari�was�adopted�into�his�
mother’s�family�and�took�up�residence�with�his�maternal�uncle�a�few�miles�away�from�his�
parents.116��Three�years�later,�however,�a�male�heir�was�born�to�the�Nishimura�family�and�the�
five�year�old�Nishiari�was�sent�back�home.��He�was�thereafter�raised�a�Sasamoto,�where�
according�to�Kishizawa�he�was�accorded�the�privileges�of�a�first�son�due�to�a�mental�disability�
on�the�part�of�his�elder�brother�(Kishizawa�1938,�577).�

Nishiari’s�aspiration�to�become�a�monk�began�early�in�his�life.��Nishiari’s�mother�was�
affiliated�with�the�Shin�Sect�and�had�family�graves�at�a�nearby�Shin�temple�called�Gan’eiji�
,�and�Nishiari’s�aspiration�to�become�a�monk�is�said�to�have�begun�on�a�visit�to�this�temple�at�

the�age�of�eight.��Walking�around�the�temple�with�his�mother,�the�boy�Nishiari�asked�about�the�
depictions�of�hells�and�pure�lands�he�saw�adorning�the�temple�walls.��His�mother�replied�that�
the�pictures�of�the�hells�showed�where�she�herself�would�go�after�death�unless�one�of�her�
children�were�to�become�a�monk.��She�further�explained�that,�on�the�other�hand,�if�one�of�her�
children�would�become�ordained,�the�whole�family�would�be�assured�rebirth�in�the�pure�lands�
pictured.��Nishiari�was�moved�by�this�sentiment,�and�it�is�said�that�from�the�age�of�ten�he�
repeatedly�implored�his�parents�to�grant�him�permission�to�ordain.�

At�the�age�of�twelve�Nishiari�finally�received�his�parents’�blessing�to�ordain.��With�their�
blessing�came�their�stern�warning�that�he�not�become�simply�an�ordinary�country�monk,�and�
Nishiari�himself�wrote�that�this�admonition�to�become�extraordinary�remained�a�powerful�
������������������������������������������������������������
116�References�to�Nishiari’s�age�follow�the�Western,�not�the�Japanese,�counting�system.�
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motivator�for�him�throughout�his�life�(NBZ,�16).��With�their�blessing,�Nishiari�left�home�and�was�
ordained�on�June�21,�1833.��His�ordination�took�place�at�the�local�S�t��temple�with�which�his�
Sasamoto�family�was�affiliated,�Ch�ry�ji� ,�and�was�conducted�by�a�priest�named�Kinry�

.��Kinry��bestowed�upon�Nishiari�the�clerical�name�Kin’ei� .117�

�In�1834,�the�year�after�his�ordination,�Nishiari’s�teacher�Kinry��was�promoted�to�the�
abbacy�of�a�prominent�temple�in�the�region,�H�k�ji� �in�nearby�Nakui� ,�where�he�
became�the�twenty�sixth�generation�abbot.��Nishiari�accompanied�him�there,�and�in�the�winter�
of�that�same�year,�Kinry��assigned�the�thirteen�year�old�Nishiari�to�fill�the�role�of�temple�
superintendent�(kansu )�of�a�H�k�ji�subtemple�called�K�ry�ji� .118�

(I�will�note�here�that�H�k�ji�and�K�ry�ji�remained�important�temples�to�Nishiari�
throughout�his�life,�and�that�the�later�prominence�of�these�temples�seems�to�owe�much�to�the�
stature�of�Nishiari.��For�instance,�when�at�the�age�of�thirty�seven�in�1858�Nishiari�completed�a�
Kannon�pilgrimage,�he�reserved�one�third�of�sacred�earth�he�had�collected�to�inter�at�the�
Kannon�worship�site�of�H�k�ji.119��Subsequently,�a�full�forty�years�after�his�first�residence,�
Nishiari�returned�to�serve�as�H�k�ji�abbot,�a�post�he�held�from�1874�1877.��During�that�time�the�
temple�was�promoted�in�status�to�a�high�temple�rank.120��Nishiari’s�most�powerful�contribution�
to�the�temple�was�his�offering�of�three�D�gen�relics,�and�H�k�ji�today�boasts�a�statue�in�his�
honor,�and�along�with�the�relics�of�D�gen�also�claims�to�house�a�relic�of�the�Buddha�himself.��As�
for�the�H�k�ji�subtemple�K�ry�ji�where�Nishiari�as�a�teenager�had�held�his�first�official�post,�in�
1878�it�shed�its�subordination�to�H�k�ji�and�was�named�an�independent�temple�with�Nishiari�as�
its�founder.��Nishiari�installed�there�an�icon�of�the�syncretic�Shint��Buddhist�fire�protecting�
deity�known�as�Sanshakub�� ,�a�powerful�religious�artifact�that�led�to�the�further�
promotion�of�the�temple�and�established�it�as�a�site�for�pilgrimage�and�deity�cult�worship.121)�

������������������������������������������������������������
117�It�is�interesting�to�note�here�that�in�the�early�biography�of�this�great�S�t��sectarian,�he�shows�no�
special�or�personal�inclination�for�the�sect;�the�selection�of�a�S�t��temple�is�simply�the�fact�of�his�father’s�
family�affiliation.��The�story�of�his�first�“arousing�of�bodhi�mind”�(hotsu�bodaishin� ),�too,�as�has�
been�seen,�is�not�at�all�couched�in�S�t��but�only�in�generic�Buddhist�terms,�and�was�said�to�have�taken�
place�in�a�Pure�Land�temple.�
118�It�is�not�entirely�clear�what�this�position�would�have�entailed�at�a�small�temple�in�the�late�Tokugawa�
period.��It�was�likely�a�ceremonial�role,�although�it�might�also�have�entailed�responsibilities�for�the�
maintenance�of�the�temple�supplies�and�grounds.��See,�for�example,�Digital�Dictionary�of�Buddhism,�“
,”�article�by�Griffith�Foulk�&�Charles�Muller.�

119�The�other�parts�he�interred�at�the�grave�sites�of�his�parents�and�his�Dharma�transmission�(shih�� )�
teacher,�respectively.��See�NBZ,�28.�
120�The�rank�was�j�g�e ,�a�temple�for�“regular�gatherings”�in�which�winter�and�summer�trainings�
periods�are�held�annually.��See�ZGD,�543a.�
121�For�more�on�the�D�gen�relics�and�Nishiari’s�relationship�to�Sanshakub��and�deity�cults�in�general,�see�
the�section�below�on�Kasuisai.��See�also�Faure�1991,�143n36�37.�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�62�

Nishiari�trained�under�Kinry��for�six�years,�ages�twelve�to�eighteen,�from�1833�until�the�
teacher’s�death�in�1839�after�a�period�of�partial�paralysis.��The�biographies�all�celebrate�the�
young�Nishiari’s�devotion�to�his�teacher�in�undertaking�a�twenty�one�day�fast�and�prayer�period�
before�Kannon�for�Kinry�’s�recovery,�though�the�accounts�differ�with�respect�to�the�length�of�
Kinry�’s�illness,�and�whether�he�ultimately�succumbed�a�few�years�or�only�a�few�months�after�
Nishiari’s�austerities�and�Kannon�devotions.�

�

�

�����������
���
��	��/01:2901;03�

�

Soon�after�the�death�of�his�ordination�master�Kinry�,�the�eighteen�year�old�Nishiari�left�
H�k�ji,�K�ry�ji,�and�the�relative�backwater�of�the�far�north�of�the�Japanese�mainland�for�an�
urban�temple,�Sh�onji� ,�in�the�large�city�of�Sendai .��He�lived�there�for�two�years,�
reportedly�undergoing�intense�and�severe�training�under�a�priest�named�Etsuon� .��It�is�also�
said�that�during�this�period�Nishiari�completed�his�reading�of�the�entirety�of�the�Chinese�Classics�
and�Buddhist�canon,�a�project�he�had�begun�early�in�his�teenage�years.�

During�Nishiari’s�stay�at�Sh�onji�in�Sendai,�he�was�exposed�firsthand�to�the�devastation�
of�the�Great�Temp��Famine�(Temp��no�daikikin� ).��The�brunt�of�the�famine�hit�in�
1837�and�1838,�but�Nishiari’s�story�of�the�famine�is�dated�to�1841.��The�famine�was�among�the�
most�severe�of�the�Tokugawa�period;�Jansen�notes�that�in��saka�the�crisis�took�the�lives�of�ten�
percent�of�the�population.122��The�death�and�devastation�of�the�period�made�a�profound�impact�
on�Nishiari,�as�described�below�in�his�own�words:�

�

I�received�one�of�the�greatest�blessings�of�my�lifetime�when�I�
experienced�the�crop�failures�of�Temp��12�(1841).��The�famine�of�
that�year�was�extraordinary,�and�in�the�total�scarcity�of�food�
countless�people�died�of�starvation.��To�this�day�it�give�me�chills�to�
think�of�the�terrible�scene.��It�was�indeed�devastating:��even�in�just�

������������������������������������������������������������
122�See�Jansen�2000,�225–226.��Jannetta,�though�focused�on�the�Hida�region,�details�the�magnitude�of�
the�mortality�crisis,�and�concludes�that�famine,�not�epidemic,�was�indeed�the�primary�factor�(Jannetta�
1987,�178–187).�
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a�little�stroll�through�the�neighborhood,�over�only�ten�or�fifteen�
blocks�one�would�see�five�or�six�dying�people�or�starved�corpses.�

�

…�It�is�not�at�all�the�case�that�these�dying�or�starved�people�were�
only�the�poor;�many�of�the�dead�bodies�were�draped�with�silks,�
with�tortoise�shell�combs�on�their�heads�and�plenty�of�money�still�
in�their�pockets.��I�have�an�inherently�cowardly�nature,�and�when�
one�walked�at�night�in�that�terrible�year—with�a�starved�corpse�
on�each�block,�and�with�ten�dying�people�on�every�ten�blocks—
one�would�step�on�the�heads�of�the�dead.��Seeing�this�terrible�
situation,�my�cowardice�got�even�worse—one�might�say�I�was�
tempted�by�god�of�cowardice!��But�since�this�went�on�every�single�
day�and�night,�finally�at�the�bottom�of�my�heart�I�realized�that�I�
must�not�be�afraid�of�dead�people.��My�cowardly�nature�thus�
changed,�and�I�became�quite�courageous.��Not�only�was�I�totally�
unafraid�of�corpses,�but�nothing�at�all�surprised�me�anymore.��This�
was�not�the�practice�[of�zazen]�on�the�tatami�mat�but�was�the�
realization�of�the�teachings�in�real�life.��Transcending�theory�and�
opinions,�fearful�thinking�wanes.�

�

…�Into�my�final�years�I�have�not�averted�from�the�study�of�
suffering,�and�that�power�comes�largely�from�that�year�of�my�
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experience�with�the�terrible�harvest.��In�my�whole�life�I�have�never�
forgotten�the�great�blessings�of�that�year.123�

�

������������
���!���
�����������������
��	����
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�

In�1841,�at�the�age�of�twenty,�Nishiari�resumed�his�migration�southward,�and�towards�
increasingly�urban�areas,�leaving�the�city�of�Sendai�for�the�metropolitan�capital,�Edo� �
(modern�day�T�ky�),�where�he�enrolled�at�the�prestigious�Sendanrin� seminary�in�the�
area�of�Komagome� ,�on�the�grounds�of�Kichij�ji� �Temple.124��Nishiari�is�said�to�have�
done�begging�rounds�(takuhatsu� )�in�the�city�every�day�to�cover�his�educational�expenses,�
and�he�is�described�as�approaching�his�study�with�great�vigor.��One�prominent�Edo�bookstore�
grew�so�used�to�his�loitering�there�that�they�began�letting�him�take�home�books�for�the�night.��
At�the�Sendanrin�he�continued�his�study�not�only�of�S�t��doctrine�but�also�of�Confucian�classics,�
and�he�was�especially�influenced�by�a�Confucian�turned�Buddhist�named�Kikuchi�Chikuan�

�(1829�1868).�

It�was�in�1842�that�Nishiari�was�first�exposed�to�the�Sh�b�genz�,�a�fact�that�is�
highlighted�in�all�of�the�biographies�given�his�later�ascension�to�become�the�preeminent�D�gen�
scholar�monk�of�the�period.��That�year,�the�abbot�of�Kichij�ji,�a�D�gen�scholar�named�Daitotsu�
Guzen� �(1786�1859),�was�invited�by�the�abbot�of�Shinsh�ji� �in�distant�Echigo�
Uonuma� �to�lecture�there�on�Sh�b�genz��over�a�three�month�retreat�(ango� ).��
Guzen�accepted,�and�Nishiari�accompanied�the�abbot,�carrying�his�books�and�luggage—said�to�
weigh�something�like�one�hundred�fifty�pounds—on�the�walking�trip�of�some�two�hundred�
miles�from�Edo�to�Echigo,�via�the�Usui�Pass� ,�and�then�back�again�at�the�close�of�the�
retreat.��Another�contact�of�Nishiari’s�with�the�Sh�b�genz��was�through�a�guest�lecturer�on�
D�gen�at�the�Sendanrin,�B�k��Ery�� ,�who�was�said�to�have�been�in�the�teaching�
lineage�of�Banjin�D�tan.��These�exposures�to�D�gen�were�seminal�in�the�career�of�Nishiari,�but�it�
was�not�until�1845,�upon�his�return�from�a�summer�training�period�at�Daij�ji� ,�that�
Nishiari�fully�took�up�his�study�of�D�gen�with�the�abbot�scholar�Guzen.��In�the�years�that�would�
follow�of�Nishiari’s�doctrinal�training�with�Guzen,�he�is�said�to�have�concentrated�on�D�gen’s�
non�Sh�b�genz��works�like�the�Dai�shingi� �(also�known�as�the�Eihei�Shingi� ),�
H�ky�ki� ,�and�Gakud��y�jin�sh�� ,�and�also�to�have�studied�the�broader�

������������������������������������������������������������
123�I�have�drawn�this�text�from�Nishiari’s�Keireki�dan,�but�I�have�preserved�the�placement�of�the��
redactions�from�the�edited�and�modernized�version�in�NBZ�(Nishiari�1905,�11–12;�NBZ,�19).�
124�See�Section�One�on�the�relationship�of�the�Sendanrin�to�the�S�t��Daigakurin�and�Komazawa�
University.��Kishizawa�notes�that�the�Sendanrin�was�one�of�two�S�t��seminaries,�and�that�it�emphasized�
doctrinal�studies�while�the�other,�at�Seish�ji� ,�emphasized�zazen�(Kishizawa�1938,�584).�
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Buddhist�doctrinal�background,�namely�the�Hokkekach�� �and�the�Tendai�shiky�gi�
.�

In�1842�and�1843,�in�advance�of�Nishiari’s�first�abbacy,�an�appointment�to�H�rinji�
in�1843,�Nishiari�was�quickly�promoted�through�the�requisite�clerical�ranks.��These�

promotions�were�facilitated�by�Taigen�Sory� ,�who�was�the�abbot�of�the�nearby,�
Kichij�ji�affiliated�S�sanji� ,�and�who,�like�Nishiari,�was�from�the�small�and�distant�
hometown�of�Hachinohe.��Information�is�scarce�on�Sory�,�but�it�seems�that�he�was�a�teacher�of�
some�prominence�who�had�trained�at�Daijiji� �before�going�to�Edo,�had�conferred�Dharma�
transmission�(shih�� )�upon�eleven�disciples,�and�was�publically�recognized�as�a�virtuous�
monk�by�the�Tokugawa�government’s�temple�and�shrine�administrator�(NBZ,�22).��Nishiari�
during�his�time�at�the�Sendanrin�was�in�and�out�of�S�sanji�visiting�Sory�,�and�in�1842�Sory��
appointed�him�“head�seat”�(shuso� )�for�a�three�month�retreat�at�the�temple,�during�which�
time�the�twenty�one�year�old�Nishiari�was�cloistered�at�S�sanji�and�assisted�Sory��in�leading�the�
training.��Kishizawa�notes�that�Nishiari�was�able�to�accept�the�post�in�part�because�his�prior�
teacher�from�Sendai,�Etsuon,�in�a�visit�to�the�Sendanrin�had�given�his�blessing�for�Nishiari�to�
train�with�Sory�,�dissolving�him�of�his�prior�commitment�to�return�to�Sendai�after�his�time�in�the�
capital�(Kishizawa�1938,�589–590).�

While�Nishiari�did�not�receive�Dharma�transmission�(shih�)�directly�from�Sory�,�Sory��
facilitated�his�transmission�by�directing�a�disciple�of�his�own�to�perform�the�ceremony�for�
Nishiari.��In�Kishizawa’s�telling,�this�disciple�of�Sory�,�Ansu�Taizen� ,�the�abbot�of�
Honnenji� ,�also�in�the�vicinity�of�Edo,�had�a�difficult�temperament�and�no�disciples�of�his�
own,�and�Sory�’s�directing�him�to�perform�the�transmission�for�Nishiari�comes�across�as�
something�of�a�favor�to�Taizen.��Not�only�did�Sory��direct�Taizen�to�conduct�the�transmission�for�
Nishiari,�but�he�then�advised�Nishiari�not�to�train�with�Taizen�at�all,�but�to�leave�him�after�
receiving�the�transmission.125��Whatever�the�complex�relationships�in�play,�on�the�tenth�day�of�
the�eighth�month�of�1843,�at�the�age�of�twenty�two,�Nishiari�completed�Dharma�transmission�
under�Taizen.��With�this,�he�achieved�the�rank�of�osh�� �and�became�eligible�to�be�made�an�
abbot.�

An�abbacy�was�quick�to�come:��soon�after�his�Dharma�transmission�in�1843,�Nishiari��
became�the�fifteenth�abbot�of�H�rinji� ,�near�Sory�’s�temple�S�sanji,�filling�a�vacancy�left�
by�the�death�of�the�prior�abbot,�a�cleric�who�had�no�disciples.��Nishiari�had�for�some�time�been�
assisting�regularly�at�that�temple,�providing�services�for�the�laity�and�maintaining�the�temple�
grounds�and�cemetery,�and�he�is�said�to�have�earned�the�respect�and�admiration�of�the�
parishioners�even�in�advance�of�his�installation�as�abbot.��He�is�said�here�again�to�have�done�
daily�begging�to�support�himself�and�the�temple,�as�well�as�to�repay�debts�the�temple�had�
incurred�prior�to�his�appointment.�

������������������������������������������������������������
125�See�Kishizawa�1938,�591–592.�
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Based�at�H�rinji�from�1843�1849,�Nishiari�continued�to�ascend�through�the�clerical�ranks�
and,�reportedly,�to�gain�a�widespread�reputation�in�Edo�as�a�prominent�young�scholar�monk.��In�
1845,�as�noted�above,�he�performed�sandai�and�gained�the�privilege�to�wear�non�black�kesa.��
The�same�year�he�also�participated�in�the�prestigious�summer�training�period�at�Daij�ji� �
in�Kaga� .��In�1847,�at�twenty�six�years�old,�the�Kichij�ji�abbot�Guzen�invited�him�to�host�a�
three�month�retreat�assembly�(g�ko�e� )�at�H�rinji,�and�while�Guzen�did�much�of�the�
teaching,�Nishiari�shared�the�responsibility�and�was�accordingly�promoted�to�the�rank�of�“Great�
Teacher”�(daiosh�� ).�

This�rapid�ascension�as�a�teacher�was�said�to�have�led�to�some�pride�on�the�part�of�
Nishiari,�and�in�his�own�autobiographical�remarks�he�highlights�an�instance�when,�in�1849�at�the�
age�of�twenty�eight,�he�attempted�to�visit�his�mother�in�Hachinohe�only�to�be�humbled�by�her�
refusal�to�grant�him�entry�and�her�insistence�that�he�continue�to�practice�diligently�for�the�sake�
of�the�rebirths�of�his�family�members.��This�story,�and�its�retelling�throughout�the�literature,�
attests�to�Nishiari’s�sense�of�the�finality�of�“home�leaving”�(shukke).�

�

�
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While�Nishiari�was�involved�with�various�temples�from�1849�to�1862,�ages�twenty�eight�
to�forty�one,�this�time�in�his�life�is�best�defined�as�his�period�of�training�with�the�D�gen�scholar�
monk�(genz�ka)�Gettan�Zenry� �(d.�1865).126��Gettan�was�abbot�of�a�reputedly�severe�
training�monastery�called�Kaiz�ji� ,�in�Odawara� �in�what�is�now�Kanagawa�
Prefecture.��According�to�Kishizawa,�the�temple�housed�just�a�few�monks�in�training�when�
Nishiari�first�arrived,�but�grew�as�Gettan’s�reputation�gradually�spread,�such�that�by�the�time�
Nishiari�left�the�region�the�monastic�assembly�had�grown�to�fifty�and�had�included�later�
prominent�S�t��figures�like�the�great�S�t��scholar�Hara�Tanzan,�who�stayed�for�at�least�a�single�
three�month�retreat,�and�the�long�time�colleague�of�Nishiari�and�second�independent�S�jiji�
������������������������������������������������������������
126�Gettan�is�known�both�as�Gettan�Zenry��and�as�Zenry��Gettan,�as�well�as�by�the�names�Shiy�an�
�and�Rokutan� .��Born�in�Kumamoto ,�Gettan�first�studied�classics�and�then�went�on�to�train�in�

Tendai�at�Mt.�Hiei�before�taking�up�Zen�and�training�with�Mokushitsu�Ry�y�� �(1779�1833)�and�
at�Ry�takuji with�a�teacher�named�Y�ju�(?)� .��He�received�shih��either�from�Y�ju�or�Daih��
Giseki� ,�and�he�later�became�the�thirteenth�abbot�of�H�juin� �and�the�fortieth�abbot�of�
Kaiz�ji.��In�addition�to�the�[T�j�]�h�buku�kakush��[ ] �co�written�with�Mokushitsu�and�
entrusted�to�Nishiari�(discussed�below),�Gettan�authored�the�Daikai�y�mon� �(printed�in�
Volume�Three�of�the�S�t�sh��zensho )�and�the�Sand�kai�h�ky��zanmai�k�gi�

.��See�ZGD,�708a.��An�extensive�collection�of�his�recorded�sayings�was�recently�published�as�the�
Gettan�Zenry��Osh��goroku� �(2012).�
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abbot�(discussed�in�Section�Two),�Azegami�Baisen�(Kishizawa�1938,�598–600).��Gettan�was�a�
primary�mentor�for�Nishiari,�likely�his�single�most�important�intellectual�influence.��Though�
Nishiari�was�not�a�disciple�of�Gettan�by�ordination�or�transmission,�it�is�clear�that�Gettan�
treated�him�as�such.��For�example,�in�his�first�year�with�Gettan�in�1849,�the�teacher�changed�the�
characters�of�Nishiari’s�clerical�name�from�Kin’ei� �to�Kin’ei� ,�substituting�the�
pedestrian�character�“gold”�with�the�homophonous�but�more�obscure�and�elegant�character�
“gem,”�one�further�loaded�by�association�with�the�name�of�the�S�t��patriarch�and�S�jiji�
founder,�Keizan�J�kin� �(1268–1325).�

Nishiari�joined�the�relatively�unknown�Gettan�in�1849�after�leaving�H�rinji,�Guzen,�and�
the�capital�Edo.��Given�the�emphasis�on�Sh�b�genz��in�Nishiari’s�teaching�career,�it�is�likely�that�
Nishiari’s�move�to�Kaiz�ji�was�motivated�by�his�growing�interest�in�the�study�of�D�gen,�but�
there�are�of�course�any�numbers�of�reasons�he�would�have�made�the�move,�including�the�
possibilities�that�he�had�tired�of�urban�life,�felt�constrained�by�his�responsibilities�as�an�abbot�
accountable�to�parishioners,�or�felt�he�had�exhausted�Guzen’s�teaching.��In�any�case,�the�
biographers�point�out�that�his�choice�was�remarkable:��leaving�Edo�as�a�well�regarded�alumnus�
of�the�Sendanrin,�Nishiari�would�have�been�welcomed�at�more�prominent�monasteries,�like�the�
one�hundred�monk�training�hall�Ry�kaiin in�Maebashi� ,�the�eighty�monk�training�
hall�Shuzenji� �in�Izu ,�or�the�hundred�plus�monk�training�hall�K�sh�ji� �in�Uji�

.��In�fact,�Nishiari�did�later�spend�significant�time�training�Ry�kaiin�and,�to�a�lesser�extent,�
at�Shuzenji,�but�Nishiari’s�primary�choice�to�train�at�the�lesser�known�Kaiz�ji,�where�in�contrast�
to�these�monasteries�the�study�of�Sh�b�genz��was�prioritized�over�zazen,�crystallized�his�
identity�as�first�and�foremost�a�genz�ka.��This�is�not�to�imply�that�Gettan�exclusively�taught�
Sh�b�genz�;�during�Nishiari’s�tenure�with�him�Gettan�also�lectured�extensively�on,�for�instance,�
the�Sutra�of�Perfect�Enlightenment�(Engaku�ky�� ).�

Looking�back�from�the�context�of�contemporary�S�t�,�it�may�seem�natural�that�an�
ambitious�S�t��monk�would�prioritize�the�study�Sh�b�genz�,�but,�as�has�been�noted�in�Section�
Two,�the�identification�of�S�t��with�the�Sh�b�genz��is�in�fact�a�Meiji�era�development.��As�
Kishizawa�notes,�Gettan’s�emphasis�on�Sh�b�genz��in�the�mid�nineteenth�century�was�unusual�
for�the�time�(Kishizawa�1938,�594–596).��In�this�period�well�before�the�surge�in�popularity�of�the�
Sh�b�genz��following�Watsuji�Tetsur��and�others,�and�before�even�the�text’s�
institutionalization�in�S�t��through�the�Shush�gi,�genz�e�and�the�like,�teachers�and�students�
who�specialized�in�the�text�were�not�in�the�mainstream.��The�lengths�to�which�Nishiari�is�said�to�
have�gone�to�hear�Guzen�teaching�the�Sh�b�genz�,�for�example,�is�emblematic�of�this—a�S�t��
cleric�since�the�late�Meiji�would�have�no�need�to�travel�far�to�hear�extensive�teachings�on�
Sh�b�genz�,�but�would�from�the�first�days�of�his�training�understand�as�a�matter�of�course�that�
the�study�of�S�t��doctrine�is�tantamount�to�the�study�of�Sh�b�genz�.�

Following�a�longstanding�trope�in�Zen�hagiography,�the�biographies�linger�on�the�
severity�of�Nishiari’s�training�and�the�poverty�and�disrepair�of�Kaiz�ji.��Kishizawa�relates�a�
dialogue�said�to�have�taken�place�while�Nishiari�and�two�other�monks�stood�awaiting�entry�at�
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the�temple,�in�which�Gettan�made�it�clear�that�there�would�be�no�food�for�them�if�they�trained�
there.��Nishiari�and�his�compatriots�replied�that�they�would�arrange�for�their�own�food�
(presumably�through�the�daily�begging�rounds�they�were�subsequently�said�to�have�practiced),�
and�only�at�that�were�they�admitted.��Kishizawa�also�relates�another�story�celebrating�the�
malnutrition�at�Kaiz�ji,�in�which�Kishizawa�himself�speaks�to�an�old�monk�who�had�trained�there�
while�Nishiari�had�been�the�head�of�the�kitchen�(tenzo� ).��The�old�monk�described�to�
Kishizawa�how�the�rice�gruel�at�that�time�had�been�so�thin�that�the�ceiling�could�be�seen�
reflected�in�it,�and�that�in�miso�soup�for�fifty�monks,�Nishiari�would�put�just�a�single�scoop�of�
miso.127�

It�is�unclear�how�long�Nishiari�resided�with�Gettan�at�Kaiz�ji.��The�biographies�report�
that�he�served�Gettan�for�twelve�years�(1849�1862),�seven�of�which�he�served�as�tenzo�(1851�
1858).��During�this�period,�however,�Nishiari�also�had�involvements�in�other�temples.��Thus�
while�the�hagiographies�make�much�of�Nishiari’s�mettle�in�persisting�with�the�severe�Gettan�for�
twelve�years,�and�while�it�is�clear�that�he�did�study�closely�with�him�and�completed�a�number�of�
Kaiz�ji�retreats,�by�my�calculations�it�seems�that�Nishiari�lived�consecutively�at�Kaiz�ji�for�only�
the�first�three�of�those�twelve�years,�from�1849�to�1852.128���

In�1855,�Nishiari�was�appointed�to�the�abbacy�of�Nyoraiji� �in�Mishima� ,�
where�oversaw�fourteen�or�fifteen�monks�in�training.��Late�in�1858,�he�assumed�a�concurrent�
post�as�abbot�of�the�nearby�Eich�in� .��Nyoraiji�was�about�fifteen�miles�away�from�Kaiz�ji,�
and�Eich�in�was�even�closer,�and�through�his�time�in�these�abbacies�Nishiari�stayed�closely�
connected�with�Gettan.��When�Gettan�held�three�month�retreats�at�Kaiz�ji,�Nishiari�was�able�to�
take�up�residence�there�with�him,�and�during�other�times�of�the�year,�despite�his�other�duties,�
Nishiari�was�able�to�regularly�commute�to�hear�Gettan�lecture.��The�biographies�universally�
celebrate�this�commute�from�Nyoraiji�to�Kaiz�ji,�which�would�begin�in�the�dark�of�morning�and�
finish�in�the�dark�of�night,�as�a�demonstration,�like�his�long�walk�in�1842�from�Edo�to�Echigo�to�
hear�Guzen,�of�his�profound�devotion�to�the�Sh�b�genz��and�to�his�teachers.��During�this�same�
period,�Nishiari�also�maintained�contact�with�other�teachers,�and�he�is�said�in�1861�to�have�
studied�for�an�on�and�off�year�with�a�teacher�named�Baimy� �of�Shuzenji�and�to�have�

������������������������������������������������������������
127�See�Kishizawa�1938,�596–599.�
128�These�years�represent�the�only�span�in�Nishiari’s�putative�Kaiz�ji�period�that�he�is�not�shown�as�
having�significant�responsibilities�elsewhere.��As�detailed�below,�the�biographies�indicate�that�he�spent�
at�least�the�two�summers�of�1853�and�1854�training�at�Ry�kaiin,�and�likely�the�intervening�and�following�
months�as�well.��Subsequently,�after�1855�when�Nishiari�took�up�the�abbacy�of�Nyoraiji� ,�and�
through�his�concurrent�abbacy�of�the�nearby�Eich�in� �from�the�winter�of�1858�until�1862,�he�was�
only�an�intermittent�resident�at�Kaiz�ji,�living�there�during�formal�three�month�retreat�periods�but�
otherwise�commuting�to�attend�lectures.�
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realized�the�truth�of�the�cosmos�in�his�teaching�on�the�“fire�at�the�end�of�the�eon�that�destroys�
all�things”�(g�kat�nen� ).129�

A�culmination�of�Nishiari’s�training�with�Gettan�came�in�1862,�shortly�prior�to�Nishiari’s�
return�to�Edo�to�assume�the�abbacy�of�S�sanji� ,�the�temple�where�exactly�twenty�years�
prior�he�had�served�as�shuso�under�Taigen�Sory�.��Before�his�departure,�Gettan�visited�Nishiari�
at�Nyoraiji�and�there�granted�him�confirmation�of�enlightenment�(inka�sh�mei� ).130��
Kishizawa�cites�the�verse�by�which�Gettan�conferred�this�certification:�

�

�

���

� �(Kishizawa�1938,�610)�
�
To�the�southeast�of�Mt.�Fuji�and�the�northwest�of�Mishima131�
A�spirit�altar�grows�old�in�years,�and�grasses�flourish.�
Although�the�single�path�of�the�rabbit�runs�along�the�water,�
No�vegetable�floats�[there],�and�the�virtue�is�self�evident.132�

�

While�the�period�of�his�regular�contact�with�Gettan�came�to�a�close�with�the�inka�and�the�move�
back�to�Edo,�Nishiari�continued�to�have�some�contact�with�the�teacher,�assisting�him�for�
example�at�1865�events�at�Fukush�ji� ,�in�the�position�of�preceptor�(kaishi� ).�

�

�

�.���,���==����/01<8901>03�

������������������������������������������������������������
129�This�likely�refers�to�the�famous�question�in�Case�#4�of�the�k�an�collection�Hekiganroku ,�of�
whether�or�not�anything�remains�after�the�world�destroying�fire.��See�ZGD,�306a.�
130�I�have�not�been�able�to�establish�the�role�of�inka�sh�mei�in�late�Tokugawa�S�t�.��Unlike�shih�,�it�does�
not�appear�to�have�been�a�scripted�ceremony�or�to�constitute�a�concrete�promotion�in�the�institutional�
ranks.��I�am�tempted�to�speculate,�as�the�American�Zen�teacher�James�Ford�has�suggested�about�
contemporary�S�t�,�that�the�certification�served�as�a�kind�of�“second�Dharma�transmission”�in�the�S�t��
sect,�a�way�to�seal�a�master�disciple�relationship�while�sidestepping�the�central�S�t��doctrine�that�
Dharma�transmission�can�be�received�only�once,�and�from�a�single�teacher.��See�ZGD,�55a;�Ford�2012.�
131�I�take�this�line�as�a�rough�description�of�the�geographical�location�of�Nyoraiji.�
132�This�seems�a�reference�to�a�trope�in�Zen�literature�that�a�vegetable�leaf�floating�downstream�of�a�
hermitage�is�evidence�of�a�hermit�who,�infrugal,�lacks�awakening.��I�have�been�unable�to�determine�the�
original�context�of�this�trope.�
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�

Nishiari�resided�as�abbot�at�S�sanji�from�1862�until�1871,�when�he�left�the�area�of�Edo�
again�to�assume�the�abbacy�of�H�senji� �in�Kiry�� .��At�S�sanji�he�oversaw�a�training�
hall�of�about�twenty�monks,�including�some�who�would�later�rise�to�prominence�in�the�sect,�and�
he�began�himself�to�lecture�on�the�Sh�b�genz�.��At�that�time,�Nishiari�felt�he�was�beginning�to�
fully�to�appreciate�the�teachings�of�his�teacher�Gettan:��

133�

I�studied�for�about�twelve�years�with�Old�Man�Gettan�of�Kaiz�ji�in�
Hayakawa�in�Odawara.��During�that�time�I�twice�[daily]�heard�him�
lecture�on�the�Sh�b�genz�,�[yet]�I�felt�I�could�only�barely,�faintly�
glimpse�the�sublime�thoughts�of�the�esteemed�Founder�[D�gen].��
Upon�my�return�to�Edo,�[however,]�when�I�began�to�offer�[my�
own]�lectures�on�the�Sh�b�genz��at�S�sanji,�my�original�intention�
was�to�some�degree�fulfilled.�

�

�

�������������������
��
��
���
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��������.�/0158901553�

�

An�important�interlude�in�Nishiari’s�training�with�Gettan�was�the�time�he�spent�with�the�
prominent�teacher�and�eventual�abbot�of�S�jiji,�Morotake�Ekid� �(1805�1879).134��As�
noted�above,�Gettan�was�first�and�foremost�a�textual�scholar,�and�in�his�monastery�there�was�
little�emphasis�on�the�practice�of�sitting�meditation.��Therefore,�after�about�three�years�at�
Kaiz�ji,�Gettan�is�said�to�have�sent�Nishiari�to�deepen�his�training�in�zazen�at�Morotake’s�
hundred�monk�training�hall,�Ry�kaiin,�some�eighty�miles�away�in�the�vicinity�of�Ky�to.��In�the�
eighth�month�of�1852,�after�joining�with�S�t��monks�from�across�the�country�in�assisting�with�
major�services�at�Eiheiji�in�celebration�of�the�six�hundredth�anniversary�of�D�gen’s�death,�

������������������������������������������������������������
133�I�have�drawn�this�text�directly�from�Nishiari’s�Keirekidan,�but�I�am�indebted�for�its�selection�to�the�
edited�and�modernized�version�in�the�Nenpu�in�Ky�do�no�meis��(Nishiari�1905,�15;�NBZ,�25).�
134�Morotake�is�also�known�by�his�imperial�name,�K�sai�Jitoku�Zenji� .��The�first�
independent�abbot�of�S�jiji,�Mross�notes�his�support�of�the�S�jiji�independence�movement,�and�Jaffe�
notes�his�participation�in�the�pan�Buddhist�organization�Shosh��d�toku�kaimei��See�Mross�2009;�Yokoi�
1991,�462;�Jaffe�2001,�115.�
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Nishiari�met�up�with�Morotake�and�accompanied�him�back�to�Ry�kaiin,�where�he�proceeded�to�
train�for�about�two�and�half�years.135�

Nishiari�is�said�to�have�made�quite�an�impression�on�Morotake�and�the�monks�at�
Ry�kaiin.��Upon�his�arrival,�Morotake�immediately�promoted�Nishiari�to�a�high�rank�within�the�
temple�(f�su� ).136��Further,�the�teacher�is�said�to�have�entrusted�the�thirty�three�year�old�
Nishiari�with�the�Dharma�seat�in�the�bi�monthly�question�and�answer�ceremony�of�sh�san�
:�

�

137�

Over�a�hundred�practicing�monks�had�flocked�to�follow�
[Morotake]�Ekid�.��At�the�sh�san�(question�and�answer�
[ceremony]�with�monks�in�training)�held�on�the�first�and�fifteenth�
of�each�month,�Ekid��would�pass�the�hossu�(the�tool�used�by�the�
guiding�teacher)�to�Master�Kin’ei�[Nishiari],�saying�“I�entrust�
sh�san�to�the�f�su�[Nishiari],”�and�returning�to�the�abbot’s�room.��
Immediately�afterwards,�like�an�eruption�of�flames�and�with�their�
very�lives�in�the�balance,�Dharma�combat�would�be�waged�in�the�
main�hall.��Master�Kin’ei�would�meet�the�distinct�capacity�of�each�
individual�with�his�own�practice�understanding�(learned�in�zazen),�

������������������������������������������������������������
135�The�core�of�this�training�was�the�two�summer�retreats�of�1853�and�1854.��Given�the�winter�Ry�kaiin�
setting�for�the�anecdote�recorded�below�as�Nishiari’s�enlightenment�story,�and�the�existence�of�a�verse�
by�Morotake�upon�Nishiari’s�1855�departure�to�his�new�post�as�abbot�of�Ny�raiji,�it�seems�likely�that�
Nishiari�stayed�straight�through�between�retreats�at�Ry�kaiin,�ultimately�training�there�for�at�least�two�
and�half�years�from�the�eighth�month�of�1852�through�at�least�to�the�first�month�of�1855.�
136�Fusu,�technically�an�assistant�to�the�kansu�described�above,�is�a�temple�administrative�post�that�
likewise�confers�status�and�ceremonial�responsibilities�but�may�or�may�not�involve�practical�duties.��See�
DDB,�“ ,”�article�by�Griffith�Foulk�and�Charles�Muller.�
137�The�text�and�parenthetical�notes�are�from�Yoshida,�Bakumatsu/Meiji�no�meis��Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji,�
excerpted�in�NBZ�(NBZ,�27).�
�
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exploding�like�a�raging�fire�and�flowing�like�a�thundering�river.��
Already�Master�Kin’ei�was�among�the�core�leaders�of�the�sect.��
Even�as�early�as�that�time�his�reputation�in�the�Way�was�known�
even�at�the�great�head�temple�Eiheiji,�and�he�came�to�enter�the�
room�of�the�Eiheiji�abbot�and�meet�Zen�Master�Ry�d�.�

Ry�kaiin�is�most�significant�for�Nishiari’s�biographers�as�the�site�of�the�anecdote�
recorded�as�Nishiari’s�“sudden�great�enlightenment”�(katsuzen�daigo� ).��Kishizawa�
tells�the�story�as�follows:�

�

�

�

�

�(Kishizawa�1938,�605)�
�
Once�[Nishiari]�was�sent�out�on�an�errand�by�Master�[Morotake]�
Ekid�.��It�was�snowing�like�a�flurry�of�goose�feathers,�and�in�the�
rice�paddies�and�countryside�the�snow�came�up�to�a�foot�high.��
Entering�the�gate,�[Nishiari]�found�the�Master’s�attendant�[to�
report�his�return],�and�then�hurried�to�the�temple�kitchen�to�fetch�
a�tub�full�of�hot�water.��He�carefully�untied�the�laces�of�his�straw�
sandals,�[but]�when�my�former�teacher�[Nishiari’s]�foot�touched�
the�boiling�hot�water,�he�spontaneously�cried�“Aaah!��Hot!”��and�
yanked�his�foot�out.��The�Master’s�attendant�immediately�rushed�
to�the�garden,�collected�some�snow,�and�threw�it�into�the�hot�
water.��With�a�“shuu”�sound�it�melted�completely.��Seeing�this,�my�
former�teacher�[Nishiari]�suddenly�greatly�understood,�and�
composed�this�verse:�

Grabbing�up�the�snow,�and�throwing�it�into�the�water,�
Heaven�and�earth�are�cast�off,�Mt.�Meru�collapses.�
I�do�not�know�[even]�what�season�it�is!�
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Laughing�at�once,�I�kick�over�the�silver�dish.138�
It�should�be�noted�here�that�while�this�story�is�the�standard�account,�another�story�also�

circulates�as�Nishiari’s�requisite�enlightenment�moment.��This�version,�set�during�his�time�with�
Gettan,�is�recorded�in�the�Zengaku�Daijiten�is�as�follows:�

( )

�

At�thirty�years�old,�[Nishiari]�left�H�rinji�and�threw�himself�into�
the�assembly�of�Gettan�Zenry��of�Kaiz�ji�in�Sagami�([in�what�is�
now]�Kanagawa�Prefecture),�for�twelve�years�wholeheartedly�
endeavoring�in�Zen�training�and�the�practice�of�the�Way.��One�day�
as�he�heard�his�teacher�lecture�on�the�	�ra
gama�s�tra,�at�the�
words�“seeing�through�knowing�is�not�seeing”139�he�suddenly�
opened�and�understood.�

It�is�noteworthy�that�the�enlightenment�story�is�so�standard�a�feature�of�Zen�
hagiography�that�it�cannot�be�dispensed�with�even�in�the�case�of�an�orthodox�S�t��teacher�like�
Nishiari,�who�taught�the�doctrine�of�“the�oneness�of�practice�and�enlightenment”�(shush��funi)�
and�seemed�to�endeavor�to�deemphasize�the�kind�of�thinking�that�the�enlightenment�story�
genre�supports.��To�pick�an�example�from�his�translated�work,�for�instance:�

Because�enlightenment�must�not�remain,�you�grind�it�off�
completely,�until�there�is�not�even�a�speck�of�enlightenment.��
When�you�reach�the�point�of�“no�stink�of�enlightenment,”�where�
there�is�no�trace,�you�vow�with�great�determination�to�let�the�

������������������������������������������������������������
138�“Silver�dish”�(ginban� )�here,�especially�in�the�snowy�context�of�the�anecdote,�invokes�the�phrase�
“filling�a�silver�bowl�with�snow”�(ginwan�ni�yuki�wo�moru� ),�from�Dongshan’s�H�ky��zanmai,�a�
S�t��liturgical�text.��See�ZGD,�239d.�
139�This�phrase�is�ambiguous,�and�a�study�of�the�lines�in�their�sutra�context�is�outside�the�scope�of�the�
present�paper.��The�phrase� �does�not�appear�in�the�Taish��edition�of�the�	�ra
gama�s�tra,�
nor�in�any�other�Taish��text.��It�may�be�a�reference�to�the�following�section�from�the�s�tra,�in�which�the�
Buddha�addresses�
nanda�as�follows:�

��
To�see�through�knowing�is�the�root�of�ignorance.��When�there�is�not�seeing�
through�knowing,�there�is�nirv��a,�untainted�and�pure.�

(T945:�19.124c9�10.��Text�from�SAT�Daiz�ky�;�the�CBETA�text�punctuation�differs�on�the�
first�phrase:�� This�four�character�phrasing�expressed�by�the�CBETA�
punctuation�is�more�compelling�than�the�phrasing�of�the�SAT�edition.)�
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absence�of�enlightenment�continue�long,�long,�long,�like�a�single�
rail�of�iron�for�myriad�miles.�(Weitsman�and�Tanahashi�2011,�59)�

Indeed,�Kishizawa�in�his�telling�of�the�enlightenment�story�of�his�teacher�Nishiari�seems�
to�acknowledge�an�assumption,�perhaps�implied�by�the�above�rhetoric,�that�Nishiari�was�not�
enlightened.��As�noted�above,�Yasutani�Hakuun,�for�example,�said�so�outright.��Kishizawa�thus�
concludes�his�telling�of�Nishiari’s�enlightenment�story,�which�includes�the�exchange�of�several�
additional�verses�with�Morotake,�with�the�following:�

�
(Kishizawa�1938,�605)�

In�the�world�it�is�said�that�[Nishiari]�my�former�teacher�was�not�
enlightened,�but�if�you�asked�the�Old�Buddha�T�zan�[Dongshan]�if�
he�had�the�bright�light�(k�my�)�what�would�he�say?��Ha�ha�ha.�

� �
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�

�

Part�II:��Nishiari�and�the�Meiji�Buddhist�Persecution�and�Reinvention�

�

When�Nishiari�returned�to�the�capital�in�1862,�as�the�prominent�abbot�of�S�sanji�he�had�
access�to�elite�society�and�had�at�least�some�contact�with�members�of�the�ruling�Tokugawa�
family.��For�example,�at�a�major�precept�convocation�(jukaie� )�held�in�1865�at�which�he�
officiated�with�Gettan,�over�one�thousand�participants�were�said�to�have�received�the�precepts,�
including�such�high�level�Tokugawa�family�members�as�Tokugawa�Tensh�in� �(1837�
1883),�the�ordained�widow�of�the�thirteenth�sh�gun�Tokugawa�Iesada� �(1824�1858).��
The�continuity�into�the�Meiji�period�of�Nishiari’s�inevitable�political�involvements,�and�his�
considerable�political�skills,�are�evident�in�a�story�from�the�Boshin� �War�(1868�1869)�in�the�
tumultuous�year�of�the�establishment�of�the�Meiji�regime.��At�that�time,�the�abbot�Nishiari�is�
said�to�have�risked�his�life�to�save�a�S�sanji�parishioner,�Muroga� ,�who�had�fought�on�the�
side�of�the�Tokugawa�shogunate�but�later�joined�the�government�army.��Pursued�by�Tokugawa�
loyalists�angered�at�his�defection,�Muroga�fled�to�seek�sanctuary�at�S�sanji.��Nishiari�saved�
Muroga’s�life�by�convincing�the�troops—two�hundred�strong,�in�the�account�of�one�hagiography�
(Saiy�ji�1938,�29)—to�spare�him.��Just�as�the�religious�institutions�struggled�to�stay�on�the�right�
side�of�the�political�turmoil�nationally,�at�the�local�level,�too,�priests�like�Nishiari�needed�to�
strike�a�balance�between�past�loyalties�and�the�present�political�realities.�

Like�all�leading�monks�of�the�period,�however,�Nishiari’s�relationships�with�the�
government�and�government�policy�ran�far�deeper�than�any�local�parish�concern.��An�influential�
voice�in�the�S�t��establishment,�he�was�actively�involved�at�the�top�levels�of�the�sectarian�
leadership�in�shaping�the�institution�for�the�Meiji.��In�general,�while�Nishiari�resisted�some�of�
the�reforms�to�Buddhism�proposed�and�enacted�by�the�Meiji�government,�he�joined�the�
mainstream�of�Buddhist�institutional�figures�in�assigning�the�bulk�of�the�blame�for�the�
persecution�on�the�excesses�and�degeneration�of�Buddhists�themselves.140��Rather�than�to�work�
against�anti�Buddhist�policies�or�to�reject�them�as�unfounded,�Nishiari�joined�in�the�effort�to�
reform�Buddhism�such�that�its�imagined�pre�Tokugawa�purity�would�be�regained�and�the�new�
regime�could�recognize�it�as�a�useful�and�powerful�partner�in�its�modernizing,�imperialist�
agenda.��A�S�t��abbot,�Ueda�Sh�etsu� ,�expresses�this�orientation�of�Nishiari�in�his�
recent�apologetic�article,�“Nishiari�Bokusan�and�the�Persecution�of�Buddhism”�(Nishiari�Bokusan�
to�haibutsu�kishaku� ).��Discussing�Nishiari’s�1873�text,�“Guidelines�to�
Protect�the�Dharma”�(Goh��y�jinsh�� ),�he�writes:�

������������������������������������������������������������
140�As�noted�in�Section�One,�this�has�been�the�overwhelming�trend�in�Buddhist�historiography�and�
persists�to�the�present.�
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(Ueda�2009,�53)�

Zen�Master�Bokusan�wrote�“Guidelines�to�Protect�the�Dharma”�to�
identify�and�critique�the�errors�and�harmful�effects�of�haibutsu�
kishaku.��In�it�he�advocated�for�the�preservation�of�the�true�
Dharma�and�the�reform�of�Sangha�customs.��He�did�not�try�to�
rectify�the�government’s�religious�policies�at�their�surface,�as�did�
Shimaji�Mokurai�and�his�reformist,�progressive�faction,�but�rather�
employed�soft�tactics:��altering�the�stream�of�events�while�flowing�
along�with�the�current�of�the�times.�

These�“soft�tactics,”�though�celebrated�by�Ueda�as�corrective�of�the�religious�
administration�of�the�whole�country�and�showing�the�path�forward�for�genuine�Buddhist�
progress,�seem�largely�to�have�amounted�to�Nishiari’s�full�and�congenial�participation�with�the�
government�program.��He�was�recognized�and�promoted�by�the�government�during�his�service�
under�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�(Daiky�in;�see�Section�One)�in�the�1870s,�and�maintained�a�
high�enough�profile�and�a�cordial�enough�relationship�with�the�government,�that�by�the�late�
Meiji�he�was�personally�granted�a�Zen�Master’s�name�by�the�emperor.��This�name,�Jikishin�
J�koku�Zenji� �(“Direct�Mind,�Purifying�the�Nation”),�was�conferred�on�him�in�the�
sixth�month�of�1901,�coming�perhaps�as�a�matter�of�course�shortly�after�his�election�as�chief�
abbot�(kanshu)�of�S�jiji.��The�name’s�distinctly�nationalistic�valence�is�no�accident,�I�think,�and�
certainly�reflects�Nishiari’s�career�long�pro�State�stance.��The�relationship�with�the�Meiji�
emperor�did�not�end�with�the�bestowal�of�the�name:��biographies�also�record�visits�by�Nishiari�
to�the�imperial�court�to�bless�the�emperor�in�the�New�Year�in�1902�and�1904�in�his�position�at�
the�pinnacle�of�the�sect�hierarchy�as�chief�abbot�(kanch�).�

�

�

�+������ �����	��
����
�
��/01>8901>;3�

�

Nishiari�was�involved�in�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�from�its�beginnings�in�1872,�having�
in�the�third�month�of�that�year�received�a�summons�to�report�to�the�newly�empowered�Ministry�
of�Doctrine�(Ky�busho).��Though�he�is�said�to�have�firmly�refused�the�first�request,�he�soon�
complied,�and�at�the�end�of�the�fourth�month�of�1872�he�was�made�a�representative�of�S�jiji�to�
the�Ministry�of�Doctrine,�and�early�the�following�month�was�appointed�Ministry�representative�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�77�

of�the�head�of�the�sect�(kanch��jimutoriatsukai� ).��Whatever�reservations�may�
have�been�behind�his�initial�refusal�to�report�to�the�Ministry,�he�went�on�to�serve�it�
wholeheartedly�as�a�mid�level�and�then,�from�the�tenth�month�of�1872,�as�an�upper�level�
doctrinal�instructor�(daik�gi� )�and�as�an�examiner�for�the�certification�of�S�t��sect�
lecturers�for�the�Academy.�

Missionizing�across�Japan,�and�especially�in�Hokkaid�,�Nishiari�was�by�all�accounts�an�
eager�and�able�ambassador�of�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�and�its�pro�State,�neo�Shint��
ideology.��Nishiari�is�not�at�all�unusual�in�this,�as�noted�in�Section�One,�at�the�Academy’s�peak�
there�were�81,000�doctrinal�instructors�active�in�Japan�from�the�Buddhist�institutions�alone.��I�
have�not�been�able�to�find�the�content�of�any�of�Nishiari’s�lectures�from�the�period,�but�I�expect�
that�they�would�make�for�an�interesting�study.��I�cannot�yet�establish�the�extent�to�which�he�
stuck�strictly�to�the�mandated�“Three�Standards�of�Instruction”�(sanj��ky�soku)�and�the�later�
“Themes”�(kendai)�of�the�Great�Teaching,�or�to�what�extent�he�was�tempted�into�the�“individual�
or�Buddhistic�interpretations”�warned�against�in�the�1872�government�proclamation�noted�in�
Section�One.�

Joining�the�Academy�well�before�the�codification�of�S�t��doctrine�as�expressed�in�the�
Shush�gi,�for�example,�it�is�not�clear�exactly�what�message�Nishiari�would�have�had�for�the�S�t��
laity�in�the�context�of�Academy�sponsored�lectures.��Lobreglio�notes�that�the�Academy�did�
circulate�a�text�to�aid�S�t��lecturers,�a�short�entry�in�an�1872�text�called�the�Shosh��sekky��y�gi

,�a�manual�for�Academy�lecturers�of�the�various�Buddhist�sects.��Following�the�
trend�in�S�t��thought�at�the�time,�the�text�expresses�a�position�that�Takiya’s�revision�to�the�
Shush�gi�would�later�overturn:��an�understanding�of�S�t��as�what�Lobreglio�calls�a�“two�tiered”�
system�with�“more�difficult�and�rarefied�path”�for�monastics�and�a�“lower�tiered�path”�for�the�
“lay�masses�whose�intellectual�and�spiritual�capabilities�were�deemed�not�adequate�for�the�
subtleties�of�the�most�profound�Buddhist�doctrines�and�the�rigors�of�zazen.”��Nishiari�resisted�
some�aspects�of�the�Shush�gi�consensus�(see�Scarangello�2012,�315–316),�and�on�this�point�too�
he�likely�objected;�his�life�long�emphasis�on�monastic�purity�would�point�to�an�inclination�
towards�the�“two�tiered”�system.��The�S�t��instructions�issued�by�the�Academy�are�vague,�but�
they�do�give�some�indication�of�the�kinds�of�ethics�based,�nationalistic�teachings�Nishiari�would�
have�been�expected�to�deliver�to�lay�audiences�in�the�early�1870s�as�he�worked,�necessarily,�
under�the�auspices�of�the�Great�Teaching�Academy.��Lobreglio�describes�the�content�of�this�
Academy�published�text�of�unknown�authorship:�

The�text�exhibits�a�number�of�elements�characteristic�to�virtually�
all�such�documents�of�this�period:��support�for�an�emperor�
centered�system�of�rule�in�which�the�continuity�of�the�imperial�
lineage�with�the�ancestral�kami,�or�deities,�of�the�nation�is�
stressed�and�ardor�for�contributing�to�the�edification�of�a�
benighted�populace.�
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Despite�such�clear�catering�to�the�wishes�of�the�government,�and�
its�lack�of�in�depth�doctrinal�explication,�the�little�that�it�does�say�
about�doctrinal�matters�is�of�interest.��First�of�all,�the�central�
doctrinal�tropes�found…�[in�other�S�t��texts�of�the�period]�are�
once�again�affirmed:�“Zen�[...]�takes�as�its�main�principle�(sh�shi)�
‘directly�pointing�to�the�mind,�seeing�into�one's�nature�and�
becoming�Buddha.’”��Secondly,�though,�such�elevated�spiritual�
attainment,�and�the�taste�of�its�subtle�joy,�are�clearly�not�
conceived�as�something�open�to�all.��The�fact�of�inequality�in�
human�capabilities�is�duly�noted�and�the�S�t��approach�to�those�
less�able�is�spelled�out:�

“In�order�to�guide�those�dull�witted�people�of�average�or�below�
average�ability,�we�teach�such�things�as�kanzen�ch�aku�
(encouraging�good�and�chastising�evil)�and�inga��h��(retribution�
based�on�cause�and�effect).��This�leads�[them]�to�respect�and�
worship�the�kami�and�buddhas,�humbly�serve�the�Emperor,�think�
fondly�about�their�debt�to�the�nation,�live�in�harmony�with�the�
actual�conditions�of�their�lives,�and�[it]�spreads�the�benefits�of�
civilized�governance�everywhere�throughout�[the�land].”�
(Lobreglio�2009,�83–84)�

Nishiari�began�his�missionizing�with�the�government’s�Academy�in�1872�in�the�northern�
mainland,�the�region�of�Akita� �Prefecture,�work�for�which�in�1874�he�was�bestowed�by�the�
abbot�of�Eiheiji�a�monetary�commendation.��He�is�most�celebrated,�though,�for�his�missionary�
work,�beginning�in�1873,�on�the�Academy’s�circuit�in�Hokkaid�,�the�remote�northern�island�
under�the�control�of�the�Meiji�government’s�new�Development�Commission�(Kaitakushi�
).��The�value�of�missionaries�in�colonization�has�been�well�known�to�imperial�governments�

throughout�history,�and�despite�its�anti�Buddhist�rhetoric�the�Meiji�government�did�not�hesitate�
to�use�Buddhist�missions�to�gain�a�foothold�in�their�colonizing�efforts�in�Hokkaid�.��For�its�part,�
the�Buddhist�institutional�leadership,�striving�to�regain�the�good�graces�of�the�government,�rose�
enthusiastically�to�the�occasion�and�threw�substantial�material�and�personnel�resources�into�
the�effort.�141��Nishiari�was�an�enthusiastic�participant�in�this�collaboration,�and�by�the�third�
month�of�1874,�at�the�age�of�fifty�three,�he�was�promoted�to�the�rank�of�supervising�instructor�
for�the�Academy�work�in�Hokkaid��(Hokkaid��ky�d��torishimari� ).��His�efforts�
in�Hokkaid��culminated�with�his�1881�establishment�of�the�temple�Ch��ji� �in�Sapporo�
.��The�Eiheiji�abbot�Kugami�Tsuun� �(1817�1884)�consented�to�serve�as�the�nominal�

founder�(kaisan� )�of�the�temple,�and�though�he�was�immediately�replaced�by�a�“second�

������������������������������������������������������������
141�See�Section�One.�
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generation”�abbot�of�lower�stature,�the�temple�was�granted�the�high�status�of�direct�branch�
temple�(jikimatsuji� )�to�Eiheiji.142�

Nishiari’s�evangelizing�prowess�was�on�full�display�during�his�time�in�Hokkaid�,�where�he�
is�said�to�have�taught�seven�or�eight�times�a�day,�and�are�in�evidence�from�the�day�of�his�arrival.��
Denied�entry�to�the�Development�Commission’s�administrative�headquarters�at�Sapporo�by�a�
high�ranking�official�named�Matsumoto�J�r�� �with�pronounced�anti�Buddhist�
leanings,�Nishiari�engaged�him�in�a�debate�said�to�have�raged�for�several�days.��When�Nishiari�at�
last�prevailed,�Matsumoto�not�only�became�a�follower�but�offered�his�full�administrative�
cooperation�and�granted�him�the�large�tract�of�land�that�would�eventually�become�the�site�of�
Ch��ji.�

The�extensive�missionizing�and�evangelism�of�Nishiari�must�be�appreciated�for�its�
marked�distinction�from�the�Western�modernist�Zen�self�characterization�as�an�anti�evangelist�
teaching.�143��Nishiari�himself�was�an�unapologetic�evangelist,�and�Japanese�sectarian�
biographers�writing�throughout�the�twentieth�century�have�unambivalently�celebrated�his�
excellence�in�this�regard.��Nor�should�his�evangelism�with�the�Academy�be�taken�simply�as�a�
function�of�the�government’s�doctrinal�instruction�mandate;�before�and�after�his�tenure�as�a�
doctrinal�instructor�of�the�Great�Teaching,�Nishiari�was�devoted�to�the�propagation�of�the�faith�
among�the�laity�and�throughout�the�land.��To�cite�one�example�among�many,�when�as�abbot�of�
Kasuisai�he�was�dismayed�by�the�people’s�lack�of�faith,�Nishiari�became�an�outright�street�
evangelist.�Buying�cart�load�of�Buddhist�rosaries�(juzu� ),�he�handed�them�out�
indiscriminately�to�everyone�he�met,�saying,�“These�beads�will�give�you�faith�in�Buddhism,�bring�
you�happiness,�and�protect�you.”144�

�As�noted�in�Section�One�of�this�paper,�the�Great�Teaching�Academy�dissolved�in�1877�
after�being�deeply�undermined�by�the�1875�withdrawal�by�the�Shin�sect�from�the�project.��It�is�
unclear�when�exactly�Nishiari�left�the�ranks—biographies�show�he�was�active�in�Academy�
missionizing�from�1872�through�at�least�late�in�1874,�but�I�find�no�references�to�activity�by�him�
under�its�auspices�in�1875�or�later.�

It�should�be�noted�that�Nishiari’s�cooperation�with�Meiji�government�policies�likely�
extended�to�advocacy�of�the�expansionist�exercises�of�the�Japanese�military�in�the�Sino�
Japanese�War�(1894�1895)�and�the�Russo�Japanese�War�(1904�1905).��Though�the�
������������������������������������������������������������
142�Kugami�Tsuun�was�the�sixty�first�generation�abbot�of�Eiheiji;�also�known�as�Kugami�Kankei� .��
See�ZGD,�244c.�
143�As�Richard�Jaffe�has�reminded�me,�it�is�useful�to�note�that�Nishiari’s�evangelism�in�Hokkaid�,�like�that�
of�Buddhist�missionaries�in�Korea,�would�have�been�primarily�oriented�towards�Japanese�settlers�rather�
than�regional�natives.��To�the�extent�that�this�was�so,�and�remained�so�for�the�Japanese�Buddhist�
missionaries�to�the�West�as�well,�it�is�perhaps�natural�that�Western�Zen�converts�in�the�twentieth�
century�may�have�been�left�with�the�sense�that�they�had�themselves�not�been�evangelized,�and�by�
extension�that�the�tradition�itself�was�anti�evangelist.�
144� Ueda�2009,�53.�
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hagiographies�are�muted�on�the�subject,�there�is�no�reason�to�believe�that�Nishiari’s�approach�
to�the�escalating�Japanese�militarism�of�the�time�should�be�distinguished�from�the�
overwhelming�majority�of�Buddhist�establishment�voices.��In�fact,�in�Nishiari’s�work�can�be�
heard�forerunners�of�the�kind�of�rhetoric�that�would�culminate,�for�example,�in�the�statement�
by�Nishiari’s�“grand�disciple”�Sawaki�K�d��that�“It�is�the�precept�forbidding�killing�that�wields�
the�sword”�(Victoria�2006,�35).��See,�for�an�example�among�many,�Nishiari’s�emphasis�on�the�
principle�of�“killing�the�one�to�save�many”�in�the�very�first�words�of�his�introduction�to�his�1903�
comments�on�Zen�precepts,�the�Busso�sh�den�zenkaish��k�wa� :�

�(Nishiari�1903,�1)�

Even�though�[the�Small�and�Great�Vehicles�have]�the�same�
precept�against�killing,�when�this�non�killing�precept�is�observed�
with�a�small�and�narrow�mind,�it�is�the�precept�taught�by�the�
Small�Vehicle.��Observing�the�non�killing�precept�from�that�
standpoint�of�the�Small�Vehicle,�even�if�a�million�enemies�come,�
one�cannot�kill�a�single�one.��In�the�Great�Vehicle,�[however,]�to�
kill�a�single�evil�person�for�the�sake�of�ten�million�people�is�to�
observe�the�non�killing�precept.��On�the�other�hand,�to�not�kill�a�
single�evil�person,�and�[thereby]�to�allow�harm�to�flow�to�ten�
million�people,�is�to�break�the�non�killing�precept.�

�

�
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To�argue�that�Nishiari�was�in�general�cooperative�with�the�government’s�mandates�is�
not,�however,�to�suggest�that�he�accepted�as�a�matter�of�course�the�reforms�to�Buddhism�
proposed�by�the�government.��On�the�contrary,�it�is�clear�for�instance�that�as�a�defender�of�
monastic�discipline,�Nishiari�was�strongly�opposed�to�government�policies�that�sought�
effectively�to�laicize�the�clergy.��Ueda’s�praise�for�Nishiari’s�“soft�tactics”�notwithstanding,�on�
these�points�of�monastic�deportment�Nishiari�was�clear�in�his�positions.��As�Ueda�notes�in�the�
passage�cited�above,�Nishiari’s�advocacy�for�“the�reform�of�Sangha�customs”�bore�no�
resemblance�to�the�kind�of�reforms�proposed�by�Shimaji�and�other�progressives�attempting�to�
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adapt�the�Buddhist�institutions�to�the�modern�world.��Nishiari�instead�was�in�the�mold�of�
traditionalist�reformers�like�Fukuda�Gy�kai�and�Shaku�Unsh�,�who�sought�a�return�to�an�ideal�of�
monastic�discipline.��What�Jaffe�says�of�Fukuda�applies�equally�to�Nishiari:�

Fukuda�did�not�believe�that�the�revitalization�of�Buddhism�
depended�on�abolishing�precepts�that�were�out�of�step�with�the�
time.��For�Fukuda,�the�renewal�(isshin)�of�Buddhism�meant�the�
restoration�(fukko)�of�past�practices.�

Jaffe�argues�that�Nishiari’s�religious�conservatism�was�part�and�parcel�of�a�broader�social�
conservatism,�and�that�Nishiari’s�staunch�defense�of�Buddhist�precepts�can�be�understood�as�
part�of�his�basically�reactionary�stance�toward�the�modernizing�social,�economic,�and�political�
landscape�of�Japan.��Jaffe�writes�that,��

Nishiari�attributed�a�host�of�problems—ranging�from�disloyalty�to�
social�dislocation—to�the�overwhelming�concentration�on�
material�progress�and�modernization�at�the�expense�of�spiritual�
cultivation.��The�inability�of�the�Buddhist�clergy�to�keep�their�vows�
was�symptomatic�of�a�more�fundamental�ill�that�plagued�Japan.��It�
was�inner�development,�not�material�progress,�that�marked�true�
‘enlightenment�and�civilization.’145��(Jaffe�2001,�139)�

He�goes�on�to�cite�Nishiari’s�anti�marriage�tract,�Dan�s�ryo�saitai�ron� �
(1879):�

I�am�old�fashioned�and�there�are�things�I�do�not�understand�about�
‘civilization�and�enlightenment.’��Should�what�is�happening�in�
Japan�today�be�seen�as�progress�or�decline?��The�most�striking�
things�about�the�so�called�progress�of�civilization�are�such�
external�manifestations�as�machinery,�tiled�roofs,�Western�
clothes,�Western�literature,�and�Western�language.��However,�
when�we�examine�the�disposition�of�those�who�are�adolescents�or�
younger,�we�find�that�those�with�flippant,�servile,�and�resentful�
voices�are�numerous,�but�those�with�a�sense�of�integrity�are�
extremely�few.�

Precept�violation�by�the�clergy,�the�business�enterprises�of�the�
nobles,�and�ex�samurai�pulling�rickshaws�are�not�considered�
contemptuous.��A�woman�is�not�embarrassed�about�being�a�
consort�or�geisha,�and�things�have�reached�the�state�where�it�is�
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145�Jaffe�2001,�123.��“Civilization�and�enlightenment”�(Bunmei�kaika )�is�an�umbrella�slogan�
with�which�much�of�the�modernizing�moves�of�Meiji�Japan�were�justified,�signifying�alignment�with�the�
West�and�the�adoption�of�Western�institutions�and�values.�
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considered�foolish�to�be�a�“virtuous�woman�and�a�good�wife.”��
Deceit�is�a�natural�occurrence.��It�is�difficult�to�loan�and�borrow�
money�without�collateral,�even�among�fathers�and�sons�or�
brothers.��If�this�trend�continues�for�a�few�more�years,�what�will�
become�of�the�nation,�let�alone�the�Buddha�Dharma?��When�
compared�to�the�generations�in�which�celibate�clerics�were�valued�
and�virtuous�women�were�admired,�is�the�current�state�of�affairs�
beautiful�or�ugly,�progress�or�decline?��Ultimately,�my�grieving�
over�the�decline�of�the�Buddha�Dharma�results�in�my�grieving�for�
the�nation.��(Jaffe�2001,�139)�
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Nishiari’s�opposition�to�clerical�marriage,�an�issue�of�great�significance�in�Meiji�Buddhism�
that�has�been�noted�in�Section�One,�has�been�studied�in�detail�by�Richard�Jaffe,�who�in�his�2001�
work�presents�a�summary�and�analysis�of�the�Dan�s�ryo�saitai�ron�and�in�his�1999�work�
publishes�a�complete�translation�of�it.��Jaffe�describes�the�text,�written�by�Nishiari�under�the�
penname�Uan�D�nin ,�as�one�of�the�“major�tracts�opposing�clerical�marriage�that�
were�published�in�1879.”��Nishiari’s�aims�and�efforts�were�thus�aligned�with�the�main�
organization�seeking�the�repeal�of�the�law,�the�pan�sectarian�“Alliance�of�United�Sects�for�
Ethical�Standards”�(Shosh��d�toku�kaimei)�mentioned�in�Section�One.��I�cannot�establish�
whether�Nishiari�was�a�formal�member�of�the�group,�but�his�teacher�Morotake�was�among�its�
leaders�and�there�is�no�question�that�Nishiari�shared�the�values�of�the�organization.��The�Shosh��
d�toku�kaimei�“linked�adherence�to�the�Buddhist�precepts�to�the�revivification�of�Buddhism�and�
viewed�the�decriminalization�of�nikujiki�saitai�as�a�stumbling�block�to�Buddhist�reformation.”146�

Jaffe�presents�three�aspects�of�Nishiari’s�argument�in�defense�of�clerical�celibacy�in�the�
Dan�s�ryo�saitai�ron:��appeals�to�cosmology,�to�the�protection�of�the�nation,�and�to�filial�piety.��
Nishiari’s�cosmological�argument�is�not�only�interesting�in�terms�of�its�attempt�to�justify�
Buddhist�celibacy�through�Shint��cosmology—a�move�intended�to�sway�the�Shint�ists�who�
controlled�the�government�policies—but�also�because�it�speaks�to�Nishiari’s�staunch�defense�of�
a�literal�understanding�of�Buddhist�cosmology.��Donald�Lopez�has�eloquently�told�the�story�of�
the�debates�between�Buddhist�cosmologists�and�their�Christian�and�scientific�interlocutors�in�
the�early�modern�era�as�part�of�his�well�documented�attempt�to�prove�that�the�Buddhist�
modernist�principle�of�Buddhism’s�compatibility�with�science�is�neither�rooted�in�tradition�nor�
historically�uncontested.��Lopez�describes�in�detail�the�literalist�approach�to�Buddhist�
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146�See�Jaffe�2001,�115–116.�
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cosmology�propounded�by�Fumon�Ents�� �(1755–1834),�and�Jaffe�aligns�Nishiari’s�
perspective�on�Buddhist�cosmology�squarely�with�this�“most�prolific�modern�defender�of�
Buddhist�cosmology,”�Ents�.��Nishiari,�Jaffe�writes,�along�with�Fukuda�Gy�kai�and�Shaku�Unsh�,�
“continued�to�argue�for�a�literal�understanding�three�realm,�Sumeru�centered�Buddhist�cosmos�
and�elements�of�Buddhist�eschatology.”��This�stands�in�marked�contrast,�for�instance,�with�
figures�like�Inoue�Enry��who�instead�advocated�the�modernizing�of�Buddhism�by�harmonizing�
its�teachings�with�science�and�modern�values�and�“argued�that�the�Mount�Meru�cosmography�
was�a�H�nay�na�teaching,�and�thus�was�ancillary�to�Buddhism;�whether�it�is�true�or�not�is�
immaterial,�although�it�remains�of�historical�interest.”147�

Jaffe�describes�Fukuda’s�use�of�cosmology�to�justify�celibacy�as�rooted�in�Buddhist�
cosmology,�an�argument�that�to�be�able�to�reach�beings�in�all�three�realms�of�desire,�form,�and�
nonform,�Buddhist�clergy�cannot�be�entangled�in�the�single�desire�realm�as�they�are�if�they�eat�
meat�or�have�sex.��Nishiari’s�argument,�on�the�other�hand,�is�tailored�to�Shint�,�making�an�
argument�that�Shint��cosmology�itself�is�fundamentally�in�accord�with�the�principle�of�celibacy,�
and�that�the�purity�of�celibacy�reflects�a�cosmic�principle�recognized�by�Shint��and�Buddhism�
alike.��Nishiari�reminds�readers�that�the�cosmos�is�created�asexually�in�Shint�,�and�that�indeed�
the�plunge�of�the�cosmos�into�defilement�is�precisely�the�result�of�the�beginning�of�sex.��He�
claims�that�this�doctrine�of�creation�from�purity�corresponds�to�the�truths�underlying�the�
Buddhist�universe,�in�which�sexual�desire�is�absent�in�the�higher�realms.��Jaffe�paraphrases�
Nishiari’s�conclusion:�“Therefore,�if�the�kami�viewed�human�sexual�relations�with�disgust,�how�
much�more�so�must�the�Buddhas�who�have�transcended�the�three�realms?”148�

While�some�conservative�Meiji�clerics�like�Fukuda�resisted�the��b��bupp��ichinyo�
rhetoric�of�Buddhist�State�equality�and�argued�instead�for�the�primacy�of�Buddhism,�Nishiari�
was�more�ardent�a�nationalist�and�affirmed�the�role�of�Buddhism�in�protecting�the�nation.��In�
what�Jaffe�calls�“the�true�spirit�of�the�defense�of�the�Dharma�literature,”�Nishiari�“yoked�
together�the�purity�of�the�clergy�and�the�fortunes�of�the�realm.”��He�cites�again�Nishiari’s�Dan�
s�ryo�saitai�ron:�

The�kami�and�the�Buddhas�take�pleasure�in�an�abundance�of�pure�
clerics.��When�the�kami�and�the�Buddhas�rejoice�then�their�
protection�grows�stronger.��Thus�we�can�say�that�when�pure�
clerics�are�numerous,�those�who�protect�the�nation�are�
numerous.�

The�fate�of�the�Tokugawa�family�is�a�recent�example�of�this.��At�
the�beginning�of�the�Tokugawa’s�reign,�the�clergy’s�rules�were�
upheld,�in�the�middle�the�rules�gradually�slackened,�and�by�the�
end�the�rules�were�in�great�disorder.�This�gave�rise�the�“abolish�
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147�See�Lopez�2008,�47–51;�Jaffe�2001,�133.�
148�See�Jaffe�2001,�134.�
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the�Buddhas”�movement�of�Lord�Mito.��Is�it�not�the�case�that�the�
vigor�and�weakness�of�the�pure�clerics�corresponded�with�the�
prosperity�and�decline�of�the�Tokugawa�family?�

If�you�love�your�nation�you�should�support�the�celibate�schools�
and�you�should�pray�that�those�who�uphold�the�precepts�will�
increase�daily.��You�should�not�favor�those�who�break�the�
precepts.��(Jaffe�2001,�135)�

Jaffe�describes�Nishiari’s�third�defense�of�celibacy�as�a�refutation�of�the�renewed�
Confucian�critiques�in�the�late�Tokugawa�and�early�Meiji�of�the�fundamental�unfiliality�of�world�
abnegating�Buddhists.��As�Jaffe�reminds�us,�this�line�of�attack,�and�the�corresponding�Buddhist�
rebuttals,�have�a�long�history�in�East�Asia,�and�Nishiari�draws�on�this�tradition�to�answer�the�
rehashed�critiques.��Nishiari�argues�that�since�“the�Buddha�stated,�‘all�sentient�beings�are�my�
children,’”�then�there�is�a�fraternal�connection�that�binds�all�people.��He�argues�that�someone�
who�rushes�to�the�rescue�of�a�sibling�would�not�be�considered�unfilial�even�if�he�neglected�his�
parents�in�doing�so,�and�that�the�Buddhist�clergy�are�precisely�those�people,�rushing�to�rescue�a�
world�full�of�siblings�from�the�paramount�danger�of�“the�three�poisons�and�the�four�devils.”149���
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Jaffe�notes�that�the�debates�on�clerical�marriage�touched�on�more�minor�points�of�
discipline�like�“meat�eating,�abandoning�tonsure,�and�wearing�nonclerical�clothing”�(Jaffe�2001,�
xiv).��It�is�clear�that�on�virtually�all�of�these�points�Nishiari�maintained�his�traditionalist�stance.��
The�biographies�emphasize,�for�example,�a�particular�moment�in�1873�when�Nishiari�threw�his�
full�energy�and�influence�behind�his�opposition�to�a�proposed�government�mandate�from�the�
Ministry�of�Doctrine�that�would�have�forced�Buddhist�clergy�to�wear�non�clerical�clothing.��The�
Ministry�eventually�relented,�and�the�decision�was�instead�transferred�to�the�heads�of�the�
individual�sects�to�be�decided.150�

As�an�advocate�of�orthodox�S�t��monastic�dress,�Nishiari�also�has�a�little�acknowledged�
but�important�role�in�the�development�of�the�“robe�that�accords�with�the�Dharma”�(nyoh��e�

)�tradition�of�sewing�and�wearing�the�definitive�Buddhist�garment,�the�kesa.��Among�the�
texts�Nishiari�edited�and�published�is�an�1896�edition�of�a�work�entitled�Proper�Dharma�Attire�
(H�buku�kakush�� ),�a�seminal�text�in�the�nyoh��e�movement�completed�in�1821�by�
Mokushitsu�Ry�y�� �(1779�1833)�with�the�help�of�a�disciple,�Gettan�Zenry��(who�would�
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149�See�Jaffe�2001,�137–138.�
150�See�Ueda�2009,�53.�
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later�become�Nishiari’s�teacher).�Riggs�describes�this�text�as�drawing�from�D�gen’s�fascicles�
Kesa�kudoku� �and�Den’e �to�produce�“a�study�that�balances�vinaya�and�scriptural�
teachings�about�the�kesa�with�D�gen’s�writings�and�other�Zen�sources.”��She�notes�that�the�
work�“is�revered�by�modern�S�t��Zen�students�of�the�kesa”�like�Sawaki�K�d��and�Hashimoto�
Ek�,�whose�lectures�on�the�text�“inspired�a�generation�of�S�t��clerics,�nuns,�and�lay�people�to�
begin�sewing�robes�in�a�manner�they�refer�to�as�nyoh��e.”��Though�Ry�y��and�Gettan�had�
completed�the�text�in�1821,�the�text�was�still�unpublished�when�Gettan�passed�it�to�Nishiari�for�
caretaking.��Nishiari�was�finally�able�to�edit�and�publish�the�manuscript�with�the�help�of�his�
former�fellow�student�under�Gettan,�and�his�predecessor�as�S�jiji�abbot,�Azegami�Baisen.��His�
1896�edition�of�the�text�marks�the�first�time�it�was�published.151��
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Nishiari’s�well�attested�fondness�for�alcohol�is�one�striking�exception�to�his�dedication�to�
monastic�discipline.��While�strictly�speaking�the�Zen�precepts�as�transmitted�to�Nishiari�did�not�
prohibit�intoxication�but�only�the�sale�of�alcohol�(fukoshukai� ),�given�the�strictness�of�
Nishiari�on�points�of�monastic�deportment�it�is�surprising�to�note�that�here�Nishiari�differs,�at�
least�in�practice,�from�his�most�conservative�reformist�colleagues�as�well�as�his�progressive�
reformist�opponents.�

It�should�be�noted�that�a�temperance�movement�was�gaining�popularity�in�Buddhist�
circles�in�the�mid�Meiji,�influenced�largely�by�Christianity�and�Western�temperance�movements,�
a�movement�that�identified�alcohol�as�a�key�element�of�Buddhist�degradation�and�advocated�
temperance�as�a�path�to�Buddhist�renewal.��As�Thelle�shows,�the�Buddhist�temperance�society�
Hanseikai ,�founded�in�1886,�was�enormously�influential:��by�1895�it�boasted�more�than�
twenty�thousand�members,�and�“most�of�the�so�called�New�Buddhists�were�at�some�time�
members�of�the�association,”�including�giants�like�Shimaji�Mokurai�and�Inoue�Enry�.��The�
organization�grew�so�influential�that�its�allies�boasted�that�“what�was�new�or�progressive�in�the�
Buddhist�world�had�either�been�started�by�Hanseikai�or�influenced�by�Hanseikai.”152��Not�only�
were�the�New�Buddhists�involved�in�temperance,�but,�as�has�been�noted,�establishment�figures�
like�Fukuda�and�Shaku�Unsh��were�working�within�the�institutions�to�“restore�the�precepts,”�
and�they�also�shared�the�goal�of�temperance.��Shaku�Unsh�,�for�example,�“strictly�adhered�to�
the�250�precepts�and�is�reputed�to�have�refrained�for�much�of�his�later�life�from�drinking�liquor,�
carrying�money,�eating�after�noon,�and�taking�life”�(Jaffe�2001,�141).�
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151�See�Diane�Elizabeth�Riggs�149–150,�204–206,�257.��There�are�also�references�to�this�text�as�the�T�j��
h�buku�kakush�� .��See�ZGD,�708a.�
152�From�the�New�Buddhist�journal�Bukky�;�see�Thelle�1987,�200.�
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Even�the�most�blatantly�hagiographic�of�the�sources�on�Nishiari,�however,�says�plainly�
that�he�was�a�“heavy�drinker”.153��A�late�twentieth�century�write�up�on�his�life�in�the�S�t��
journal�Daih�rin� �describes�the�paradox�of�Nishiari’s�discipline�quite�succinctly:�

(Akizuki�1979,�147)�

Though�it�seems�that�he�was�extraordinarily�fond�of�sake,�it�goes�
without�saying�that�Nishiari�abstained�from�meat�eating,�
marriage,�and�growing�out�his�hair.��Even�past�the�age�of�eighty�he�
trained�alongside�the�young�monks,�strictly�observing�a�lifestyle�
that�accorded�with�the�vinaya�and�[Zen]�precepts.�

Across�virtually�every�source�on�Nishiari�are�regular�and�consistent�references�to�his�
heavy�drinking.��These�begin�at�his�youth:��one�anecdote,�recorded�by�Kishizawa�and�dated�to�
the�period�of�the�young�Nishiari’s�service�under�his�first�teacher�Kinry�,�has�Nishiari�gulping�
sake�at�the�home�of�a�widowed�parishioner;�the�anecdote�turns�on�the�pun�that�she�drinks�for�
the�pain�of�loss�(awanu�tsurasa� )�and�he�for�the�pain�of�millet�(awa�no�tsurasa�

),�that�is,�of�having�to�eat�millet�in�the�temple�instead�of�rice�(Kishizawa�1938,�580–
581).��Another�story,�this�from�his�training�at�Kaiz�ji�under�Gettan�in�his�thirties,�has�Nishiari�
and�his�later�prominent�friend�Azegami�Baisen�regularly�slipping�out�of�the�takuhatsu�line�to�
drink�large�amounts�of�sake�while�begging�in�town.��The�story�noted�above,�too,�of�his�saving�
the�parishioner�Muroga�from�angry�soldiers,�turns�on�his�ability�to�share�sake�with�the�troop’s�
leader�(Saiy�ji�1938,�29).��A�striking�anecdote�entitled�“Zen�Master�Bokusan’s�Prajñ��Water”�
(Bokusan�Zenji�no�hannya�t�� ),�by�a�S�t��abbot�named�Kud��Taigen�
,�recalls�a�drunken�conversations�with�a�disciple�of�Nishiari’s�named�Tagawa�Y�zen� ,�

who�praises�Nishiari’s�habit�of�mixing�sake�and�hot�water�in�a�tea�bowl,�a�beverage�of�so�many�
merits�that�it�is�called�“Prajñ��Water”�(NBZ,�40).���

It�is�unfortunately�beyond�the�scope�of�this�study�to�review�Nishiari’s�lectures�on�
Buddhist�precepts�to�consider�the�extent�to�which�his�“extraordinary�fondness”�for�alcohol�
impacted�his�rhetoric�around�the�traditional�monastic�prohibitions�of�alcohol.��A�cursory�review�
of�his�comments�on�the�relevant�fukoshukai�precept�in�his�Busso�sh�den�zenkaish��k�wa,�for�
example,�indicate�the�strong�condemnation�of�drinking�that�one�would�expect�from�such�a�text.��
������������������������������������������������������������
153�This�is�the�Saiy�ji�itsuwash�,�using�the�term�shug�� �in�reference�to�Nishiari�and�Azegami�both�
during�the�time�of�their�training�with�Gettan�(Saiy�ji�1938,�26).��It�is�not�insignificant�that�Nishiari�here�is�
shown�drinking�with�his�friend,�another�prominent�monk:��there�is�no�question�that�the�consumption�of�
alcohol�was�pervasive�in�the�Buddhist�establishment�at�the�time.��A�thorough�account�of�the�role�of�
alcohol�in�Nishiari’s�life�would�need�to�consider�the�context�of�consumption�habits�in�the�regions�and�
temples�of�his�time.�
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While�I�thus�suspect�that�he�did�not�moderate�his�rhetoric�against�alcohol�in�light�of�his�own�
consumption,�a�full�consideration�of�this�topic�will�need�to�await�another�time.��

�

�
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As�noted�in�Section�One,�the�growing�emphasis�on�doctrinal�study�in�Meiji�Buddhism�is�a�
development�that�cannot�be�separated�from�the�exposure�of�Japanese�Buddhists�to�Western�
academic�fields�like�religious�studies,�Buddhology,�and�Orientalism.��While�there�is�a�clear�
distinction�between�the�sectarian�project�of�sh�gaku�and�the�positivist�Western�academic�
approach,�Nishiari’s�efforts�to�what�Mohr�calls�“raise�the�level�of�S�t��scholarship�in�the�sect,”�
especially�through�rigorous�textual�studies,�arguably�left�an�impact�on�both�modes�of�
scholarship�(Mohr�1998,�178–179).��Apart�from�his�masterwork�Sh�b�genz��keiteki,�the�high�
level�of�Nishiari’s�scholarship�is�evident�in�his�publication�of�textual�editions�of�a�number�of�
Tokugawa�period�texts.154���

While�Nishiari�himself�appears�to�have�done�relatively�little�seminary�teaching,�from�
1877�at�his�alma�mater�the�Sendanrin,�his�students�would�become�major�figures�in�the�S�t��
University,�like�Oka�S�tan,�who�would�later�become�president�of�Komazawa�University,�and�his�
student�Sawaki�K�d�,�an�influential�Komazawa�professor.��This�line�of�influence�extends�into�
postwar�scholarship�as�well,�for�instance�in�the�work�of�two�subsequent�Komazawa�presidents,�
Kagamishima�Genry� �(1923�1989),�a�student�of�Oka’s�who�bridged�the�gap�between�
sh�gaku�and�academic�Buddhist�studies,�and�Kurebayashi�K�d�� �(1893�1987),�a�“a�
towering�figure�in�postwar�sectarian�studies,”�who�though�a�student�primarily�of�Kishizawa�Ian�
also�studied�with�Nishiari.155�

It�was�noted�in�Section�Two�that�Morita�Goy��is�held�to�be�the�founder�of�the�genz�e,�
but�Nishiari’s�role�in�the�development�of�the�institution�should�not�be�overlooked.��As�
Kurebayashi�notes,�not�only�was�his�disciple�Oka�the�first�lecturer,�but�the�list�of�genz�e�
lecturers�through�the�early�Sh�wa�reveals�that�his�students�dominated,�if�not�monopolized,�the�
lecture�seat.156��As�Bodiford�writes,�Nishiari�was�only�Zen�teacher�“to�have�even�lectured�on�
how�the�Sh�b�genz��should�be�read�and�understood”�prior�to�establishment�of�the�genz�e�
(Bodiford�2012a,�221).��Given�this,�and�the�enormous�role�the�Sh�b�genz��keiteki�has�played�in�
modern�S�t��studies,�it�is�not�an�exaggeration�to�suggest�that�there�is�no�modern�commentator�

������������������������������������������������������������
154�See�Appendix�for�a�list�of�his�textual�editions.�
155�See�Ishii�2012,�231;�Heine�2012b,�44.�
156�See�Kurebayashi�1972;�ZGD,�291d.�
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on�Sh�b�genz��in�the�sect�or�in�the�academy�who�cannot�trace�in�their�intellectual�heritage�a�
direct�link�to�Nishiari.157�

� �

������������������������������������������������������������
157�As�noted,�a�study�of�Nishiari’s�hermeneutical�approach�to�Sh�b�genz�,�which�centers�on�the�
Sh�b�genz��kikigakish��(abbr.�Gosh�)�commentary�by�Senne�and�Ky�g�,�is�well�outside�the�scope�of�this�
paper.��Some�brief�attempts�to�summarize�Nishiari’s�perspective�on�the�Sh�b�genz��can�be�found�in�
Nishijima�1997;�T��2009;�and�It��1955.�
�
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Part�III:��Nishiari’s�Later�Life�
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Nishiari�returned�from�Hokkaid��to�the�mainland�of�Japan�in�the�ninth�month�of�1874�to�
assume�the�abbacy�of�H�k�ji,�the�temple�in�which�he�had�trained�under�Kinry��forty�years�prior.��
He�served�as�residing�abbot�of�H�k�ji�until�1877,�and�his�elevation�of�the�temple’s�status�during�
that�time,�as�well�as�his�contributions�to�its�subtemple,�K�ry�ji,�have�been�noted�above�in�the�
discussion�of�his�early�life.�

His�longest�and�more�important�post�of�the�1870s�and�1880s,�however,�began�in�1877�
when�at�the�age�of�fifty�six�he�moved�to�a�temple�called�Kasuisai� �in�Shizuoka� to�
become�abbot.��Kasuisai�in�the�Tokugawa�period�had�served�as�a�regional�headquarters�temple�
(s�rokuji� )�with�responsibility�for�the�regulation�of�all�S�t��temples�in�the�four�provinces�
of�the�T�kai �region,�and�it�remained�an�extremely�high�status�temple�into�the�Meiji,�
ranking�just�below�the�level�of�the�honzan�and�overseeing�hundreds�of�subordinate�branch�
temples.158��A�fully�committed�resident�abbot�despite�some�concurrent�abbacies,�Nishiari�
resided�at�Kasuisai�for�fifteen�years,�until�1892,�marking�the�longest�continuous�stretch�of�
residency�in�his�career.��His�was�clearly�strongly�identified�with�the�temple,�and�it�is�during�that�
period�that�he�adopted�the�name�Ka��“Old�Man�of�Ka”� .�

This�period�of�Nishiari’s�life�is�uniquely�well�documented�in�Western�scholarship�thanks�
to�Dominick�Scarangello’s�work�on�the�syncretic�Shint��Buddhist�cult�at�Mt.�Akiha� �and�the�
role�of�Kasuisai�in�redefining�the�cult�in�the�violently�anti�syncretic�Meiji�era�of�shinbutsu�bunri.��
Scarangello�shows�that�in�large�measure�as�a�result�of�Nishiari’s�efforts,�Kasuisai—despite�being�
a�dozen�miles�off�of�Mt.�Akiha�itself—was�able�to�appropriate�the�Mt.�Akiha�cult�of�the�fire�
protecting�deity/Buddha�manifestation�(gongen� )�Sanshaku�b�� .159��Through�

������������������������������������������������������������
158�On�the�complex�s�rokuji�system�and�Kasuisai’s�place�in�the�government�administration�of�S�t��
temples�in�the�Tokugawa�period,�see�Scarangello�2012,�96–97,�97n26.��Kasuisai�today—in�part�due�to�
the�efforts�of�Nishiari,�as�discussed�below—is�one�of�the�three�prayer�temples�(kit�dera� )�of�the�
S�t��sect,�a�well�known�pilgrimage�and�prayer�site�regarded�especially�for�its�efficacy�in�fire�protection.��
Like�the�other�S�t��prayer�temples,�it�is�also�one�of�the�couple�of�dozen�official�S�t��monastic�training�
halls�in�the�country�(senmon�s�d�� ).��See�Reader�and�Tanabe�1998,�9–10,�264n33.�
159�The�mountain�is�also�pronounced�Akiba.��Scarangello,�who�has�done�extensive�work�at�the�site,�favors�
the�pronunciation�Akiha�and�notes�that�Akiba�is�the�way�“it�is�pronounced�in�Eastern�Japan”�(Scarangello�
2012,�51).�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�90�

concerted�ritual�efforts,�the�creative�use�of�S�t��doctrine,�and�the�active�evangelization�of�the�
laity,�Nishiari�was�able�to�transform�Kasuisai�into�a�more�sacred�and�more�appropriate�spot�for�
Mt.�Akiha�cult�worship�than�Mt.�Akiha�itself.��The�glimpse�offered�of�Nishiari�in�Scarangello’s�
work�reveals�aspects�of�the�charismatic�monk�that�are�missed�in�depictions�of�him�as�simply�a�
monastic�oriented,�traditionalist�scholar�monk—we�see�in�Scarangello�a�Nishiari�who�is�at�once�
a�powerful�ritualist,�an�effective�evangelist�with�a�keen�appreciation�of�the�need�to�adapt�to�the�
concerns�of�the�laity,�a�bodhisattva�cult�devotee,�a�shrewd�political�operator�and�organizer,�and�
a�creative�doctrinal�innovator.��

The�drama�of�the�contested�sites�of�Mt.�Akiha�cult�devotion�that�lies�at�the�center�of�
Scarangello’s�study�is�outside�the�scope�of�this�paper,�but�it�is�worth�presenting�in�brief�by�way�
of�situating�Nishiari’s�doctrinal�and�ritual�efforts�to�legitimate�Kasuisai’s�claims�to�the�cult.��In�
one�of�countless�similar�determinations�that�unfolded�in�the�course�of�the�implementation�of�
the�early�Meiji�policy�of�shinbutsu�bunri,�officials�in�the�Shizuoka�region�decided�that�the�
Buddhist�temple�Sh�y�ji� ,�long�a�site�for�Mt.�Akiha� cult�devotion,�should�be�
relocated�and�replaced�with�a�proper�Shint��shrine.��The�Zen�monks�of�the�mountain�fervently�
contested�this�decision,�but�only�managed�to�put�off�the�relocation�until�1873,�at�which�point�
the�Shint��priests�and�Shugend��practitioners�prevailed,�dismantling�Sh�y�ji�and�establishing�
the�Akiha�Shint��Shrine.��Around�1874�the�temple’s�precious�Sanshaku�b��icons�were�
transferred�to�Kasuisai,�the�highest�ranking�Zen�temple�in�the�area.��A�couple�of�year�later,�in�
1876,�just�before�Nishiari�assumed�the�abbacy,�Kasuisai�publicly�enshrined�the�icons,�
announced�that,�geography�aside,�it�was�the�legitimate�site�for�Mt.�Akiha�cult�worship,�and�
began�construction�of�a�special�worship�hall�for�the�icons.��Soon�after�this�announcement,�
however,�supporters�of�the�original�Mt.�Akiha�Zen�temple,�Sh�y�ji,�managed�to�gain�
government�approval�to�reopen�at�their�original�site,�at�which�time�they�reasserted�their�logical�
geographic�primacy�as�the�site�of�Mt.�Akiha�devotion.��As�a�result,�where�there�had�initially�
been�a�single�site�for�Mt.�Akiha�cult�devotion,�there�were�now�three�(Sh�y�ji,�Kasuisai,�and�the�
Akiha�Shint��Shrine);�the�ensuing�struggle�for�primacy�continues�to�the�present.��The�force�of�
Kasuisai’s�lasting�claim�as�the�primary�site�owes�in�large�part�to�Nishiari’s�active�engagement�in�
the�full�enshrinement�of�the�deity�at�Kasuisai�and�his�nurturing�of�a�lay�cult�to�Sanshaku�b��that�
would�recognize�the�centrality�of�Kasuisai.160�

Nishiari�was�crucial�in�what�Scarangello�calls�the�“enmoutaining”�of�Kasuisai—the�
project�of�making�it�somehow�more�Mt.�Akiha�than�Mt.�Akiha�itself�was.��Nishiari�went�to�great�
lengths�to�create�a�“sacred�landscape”�on�the�grounds�of�Kasuisai,�one�which�would�be�worthy�
of�the�Sanshaku�b��icons�and�which�could�compete�with�the�inherently�sacred�landscape�of�Mt.�
Akiha.��Thus�in�1882�Nishiari�created�a�“numinous�boundary”�or�“bounded�sacred�space�(kekkai

)”�around�the�monastery�by�laying�twelve�pillars,�each�elaborately�consecrated,�at�intervals�

������������������������������������������������������������
160�See�Scarangello�2012,�9–10,�144,�246–268.�
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along�the�edges�of�the�monastery.��Scarangello�translates�from�Kishizawa’s�treatment�of�the�
process,�in�his�section�“Bounded�Sacred�Space”�(Kekkai� ):��

Due�to�the�deteriorated�state�of�the�monastery�[Nishiari�Bokusan]�
made�a�great�vow—that�every�person�who�entered�the�grounds�
of�Kasuisai—even�just�once—would�establish�a�karmic�connection�
with�the�Buddha.��For�this�reason�he�recited�the�Mind�of�
Compassion�Dh�ra���and�the�Disaster�Extinguishing�Dh�ra���tens�
of�thousands�of�times,�and�afterwards�carefully�inscribed�both�
incantations.��Next,�he�used�boulders�to�fashion�rectangular�
pillars.��Nishiari�opened�holes�in�the�top�of�the�pillars,�inserted�the�
dh�ra��s,�tightly�plugged�the�openings�and�then�buried�them�in�
the�corners�on�all�sides�of�the�monastery.��(Scarangello�2012,�255)�

Scarangello�also�notes�that�along�with�this�“enmountaining”�of�Kasuisai�was�a�process�by�
which�the�icons�of�Sanshaku�b��replaced�the�mountain�and�the�deity�as�the�primary�elements�
of�devotion.��To�achieve�this,�any�sense�of�the�icon�as�merely�symbolic,�indeed�as�anything�less�
than�Buddha�itself,�was�stripped�away�completely.��According�to�Scarangello,�Nishiari�did�this�by�
using�the�doctrine�of�“the�equivalence�of�Buddha�bodies”�and�further�by�drawing�on�the�sense�
of�“the�equanimity�and�immanence�of�the�Buddhas�often�suggested�in�D�gen’s�work.”��As�I�
understand�it,�that�is�to�say�that�the�icons�itself�were�understood�to�be�Sanshaku�b�,�who�was�
understood�to�be�the�Buddha;�as�these�Buddha�manifestations�in�deity�and�icon�were�no�more�
or�less�than�any�other�Buddha�manifestation,�the�icons�could�be�regarded�as�proper�and�
orthodox�objects�for�S�t��veneration.161�

This�integration�of�Akiha�cult�worship�into�S�t��doctrine�and�the�teachings�of�D�gen�
required�some�theological�footwork,�and�Nishiari,�in�Scarangello’s�telling,�worked�hard�with�
S�t��doctrine�to�“make�room�for�devotional�cults.”��Scarangello�analyzes�Nishiari’s�text�of�
“spiritual�assurance”�for�laypeople,�Anjin�ketsu� �(1890),�and�concludes�that�it�departs�in�
key�ways�from�the�S�t��consensus�expressed�in�the�Shush�gi��in�order�to�“mak[e]�room�for�
devotional�practices�through�the�[doctrine�of�the]�interpenetration�of�all�Buddhas.”��The�Anjin�
ketsu�took�a�remarkably�inclusive�approach�to�the�content�of�recitative�practices,�including�the�
three�refuges�(as�the�Shush�gi�advocated�exclusively),�or�the�single�refuge�(in�Buddha),�or�
Bodhisattvas’�names,�or�dh�ra��.��Nishiari�thus�“broke�with�the�Shush�gi’s�sole�and�exclusive�
prioritization�of�the�three�refuges�for�the�attainment�of�spiritual�assurance�and�opened�up�
room�for�Bodhisattva�or�deity�cults.”�

[Nishiari]�Bokusan�did�not�mention�the�Akiha�deity�in�particular,�
but�displayed�a�special�concern�for�the�problem�of�personal�
devotion�in�the�form�of�particular�cults�or�popular�recitations.��
Devotional�cults�are�an�issue�that�is�entirely�absent�from�the�

������������������������������������������������������������
161�See�Scarangello�2012,�273,�327.�
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Shush�gi,�but�was�obviously�important�for�propagation�at�
Kasuisai.��Bokusan�himself�is�rumored�to�have�been�intensely�
devoted�to�the�Bodhisattva�Kannon.��In�contrast�to�his�lectures�on�
the�Sh�b�genz�,�Bokusan�did�not�thoroughly�elaborate�the�
corporeal�interpenetration�of�all�the�Buddhas�in�Anjin�ketsu.��Yet,�
he�appears�to�have�deployed�his�understanding�of�the�
relationships�of�the�Buddhas�for�the�purposes�of�opening�up�
interpretive�space�to�incorporate�Bodhisattva�or�other�types�of�
devotional�cults�into�S�t��spiritual�assurance.��This�would�have�
also�encompassed�the�veneration�of�the�Akiha�deity�and�the�
inclusion�of�its�fire�preventing,�protective�mantra�into�spiritual�
assurance�at�Kasuisai.162�

Nishiari�spread�the�doctrinal�underpinnings�and�the�devotional�practices�of�the�Kasuisai�
Sanshaku�b��cult�through�the�establishment�of�“teaching�assemblies,”�organs�which,�as�
discussed�in�Sections�One�and�Two,�were�central�to�Buddhist�lay�propagation�and�institutional�
development�in�the�Meiji.��Scarangello’s�research�has�uncovered�a�Kasuisai�teaching�assembly�
founded�by�Nishiari�for�Mt.�Akiha�cult�devotion�as�early�as�1879,�but�his�most�prominent�
teaching�assembly�at�Kasuisai,�founded�in�1881,�was�called�the�K�sh�kai .��This�
association�of�clergy�and�laity�was�dedicated�to�“morality�and�religious�education,”�emphasizing�
clerical�purity�(i.e.�the�rejection�of�meat�eating�and�clerical�marriage)�and�the�reassertion�of�
fundamental�S�t��doctrine�“to�combat�the�notion�of�Buddhism�as�primarily�a�body�of�ancestor�
veneration�and�funerary�rites.”��Though�couched�in�orthodox�S�t��terms,�however,�Scarangello�
argues�that�Mt.�Akiha�cult�devotion�was�central�to�the�work�of�the�association,�and�suggests�
that�it�is�no�coincidence�that�“the�1881�K�sh�kai�teaching�assembly�conference�was�held�at�the�
same�time�as�the�public�viewing�of�Kasuisai’s�secret�Sanshaku�b��icon�(kaich�� ),�a�jubilee�
event�in�theory�held�only�once�every�sixty�years.”163��

During�Nishiari’s�tenure�at�Kasuisai,�the�temple�received�from�Eiheiji’s�abbot�an�artifact�
even�more�powerful�and�prestigious�than�the�Sanshaku�b��icons:��a�relic�of�D�gen�himself.��
Nishiari�was�deeply�moved�to�encounter�this�rare�relic,�and�by�some�accounts�the�relic,�too,�was�
moved�by�the�meeting.��Scarangello�translates�Kishizawa�on�Nishiari�and�this�relic:���

When�Nishiari�Bokusan�was�still�the�abbot�of�Kasuisai,�he�received�
a�fragment�of�bone�of�S�t�’s�founder�D�gen�from�Eiheiji�abbot�
Kankei.164��Bokusan�was�certain�that�this�was�the�result�of�a�
mysterious�resonance�with�D�gen,�and�as�such,�he�set�up�an�altar,�

������������������������������������������������������������
162�See�Scarangello�2012,�314–317.�
163�See�Scarangello�2012,�141–148.�
164�The�above�mentioned�Kugami�Tsuun �(1817�1884),�the�sixty�first�generation�abbot�of�
Eiheiji;�also�known�as�Kugami�Kankei� .��See�ZGD,�244c.�
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enshrining�the�bone�fragment�next�to�the�main�Buddha�of�the�
temple.��He�dedicatedly�made�offerings,�revered�and�made�
obeisance�to�the�bone�fragment�of�D�gen,�chanting�the�“Sar�ra�
Worship�Incantation”�(Shari�raimon� )�before�it�day�and�
night�without�fail.�

One�morning,�Bokusan�had�just�finished�making�full�body�
prostrations�and�chanting�the�“Sar�ra�Worship�Incantation”�to�the�
relic,�when,�as�he�lifted�up�his�head�something�occurred�that�
could�only�have�been�a�mutual�resonance�between�Bokusan�and�
D�gen.��[At�that�moment]�the�relic�shattered�with�a�slight�dinging�
sound�and�[from�one�bone]�five�pieces�of�relics�appeared,�giving�
off�a�powerful�radiant�light.�

Such�a�thing�had�never�occurred�since�D�gen’s�death,�and�for�this�
reason�it�was�truly�an�unusual,�unfathomable�numinous�
resonance.��Bokusan�was�both�surprised�and�elated,�and�revered�
D�gen�all�the�more.��He�made�a�vow�to�propagate�Sh�b�genz��
and�faithfully�continued�making�offerings�and�worshiping�the�
relics.��(Scarangello�2012,�328–329)�

The�passage�goes�on�to�note�that�of�the�five�relics�produced�from�the�single�relic�in�this�“mutual�
resonance”�(kann��d�k�� )�between�D�gen�and�Nishiari,�three�were�eventually�
transferred�to�the�temple�of�Nishiari’s�youth,�H�k�ji,�and�two�remained�at�Kasuisai�to�be�later�
enshrined�in�a�“nation�protecting�stupa”�(gokokut�� ).165�

������������������������������������������������������������
165�On�the�novel,�Indian�style�“nation�protecting�stupa”�completed�at�Kasuisai�in�1911,�see�Jaffe�2006,�
275�278.��For�the�transfer�of�the�relics�to�H�k�ji,�see�the�section�above�on�Nishiari’s�early�life.��Faure�
mentions�the�three�relics�at�H�k�ji�in�his�note�on�the�seven�monasteries�said�to�house�D�gen�relics,�but�
he�makes�no�mention�of�relics�at�Kasuisai;�in�light�of�Kishizawa�and�Scarangello,�I�take�this�as�an�
oversight�(see�Faure�1991,�143n36�37).��I�will�add�with�respect�to�the�account�of�Nishiari’s�“mutual�
resonance”�with�the�relic�that,�as�always�with�such�supernatural�occurrences�that�suffuse�Buddhist�
historiography,�I�cannot�help�but�to�speculate�on�the�protagonists’�own�experience�of�the�event.��In�this�
case,�as�a�modern�who�cannot�help�but�to�reject�the�notion�that�a�spiritual�“mutual�resonance”�would�
spontaneously�effect�physical�matter,�I�wonder,�for�example,�whether�this�reproduction�of�relics�had�a�
physical�basis�(for�example,�in�their�falling�off�of�the�altar�and�shattering),�or�whether�it�was�a�deliberate,�
fraudulent�reproduction�carried�out�self�consciously�by�Nishiari,�or�whether�the�division�of�the�relic�has�
no�factual�basis�at�all,�and�is�simply�a�story�told�by�disciples�about�five�empty�boxes.��Whatever�the�
irretrievable�“fact”�of�the�matter,�it�is�clear�that�Nishiari,�despite�the�age�he�lived�in,�was�no�“modern”�
monk,�and�it�is�striking�to�sense�in�this�account�the�depth�of�his�pre�modern�formation�(as�well�as�that�of�
Kishizawa,�who�despite�living�decades�deeper�into�the�twentieth�century,�relates�the�account�entirely�
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It�is�interesting�here�to�note�the�relationship�suggested�in�Kishizawa’s�account�between�
Nishiari’s�communion�with�the�relic�and�his�textual�study.��It�is�clear�here�that�for�Nishiari�
Sh�b�genz��is�worlds�apart�from�the�philosophical�text�later�modernizers�like�Watsuji�Tetsur��
would�have�it�be.��For�Nishiari�here,�in�fact,�it�seems�that�the�real�power�of�the�Sh�b�genz��is�
not�primarily�“textual”�or�doctrinal�at�all.��Instead,�the�power�of�the�text�is�part�and�parcel�of�
D�gen’s�personal�religious�power;�imbued�with�a�power�more�immediate�than�any�of�the�
particular�doctrines�it�might�express,�the�Sh�b�genz��is�a�veritable�textual�“relic”�of�D�gen�
himself.��Here�again,�Nishiari’s�devotion,�awe,�and�mystical�communion�with�this�relic�should�
dispel�any�lingering�notions�of�him�as�a�modernist�S�t��monk�committed�only�to�the�core�
practices�of�meditation,�textual�study,�and�discipline.�

As�Kasuisai�under�Nishiari�succeeded�in�winning�this�relic�of�D�gen�and�establishing�itself�
as�the�base�for�Sanshaku�b��devotion,�it�grew�in�resources�and�in�prominence,�and�with�it�
Nishiari�too�rose�still�further�through�the�S�t��ranks.��Nishiari�during�his�time�there�was�named�
the�“leader�of�propagation�activities�in�Western�Shizuoka”�(ky�d��torishimari� )�and�
was�affirmed�by�the�two�S�t��head�temples�to�have�“senior�ranking�(j�seki� )�when�
attending�events�at�both�institutions”;�Kasuisai�was�“designated�the�regional�office�for�sectarian�
affairs,”�became�a�“direct�branch�temple”�of�S�jiji,�and�was�granted��permission�to�establish�a�
sectarian�school.��This�school,�the�Mansh��School�(Mansh��Gakusha� ),�became�a�
venue�for�the�K�sh�kai�to�fulfill�its�mission�of�doctrinal�education,�and�a�platform�for�Nishiari�to�
lecture�on�Sh�b�genz�.166�
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In�1891,�while�residing�at�Kasuisai,�Nishiari�hit�a�bump�in�his�otherwise�unobstructed�
ascent�through�the�S�t��institution,�narrowly�losing�an�election�to�the�abbacy�of�the�S�t��head�
temple�Eiheiji.��Though�he�never�trained�there�himself�as�a�young�monk,�over�the�course�of�his�
career�he�had�of�course�had�substantial�contact�with�Eiheiji.��Five�years�prior,�for�instance,�in�
1886�at�the�age�of�sixty�five,�he�had�spent�some�time�there�enjoying�the�prestigious�status�of�
seid�� ,�a�promotion�which�had�entitled�him�to�wear�the�abbatial�robes�of�red�and�yellow�
and�which�guaranteed�him�a�lifetime�stipend�from�the�sect.167��As�the�biographies�tell�it,�

������������������������������������������������������������
uncritically,�leaving�open�the�question�of�his�own�genuine�sense�of�the�factual�basis�of�this�mystical�
resonance).�
166�See�Scarangello�2012,�156–158.�
167�The�guarantee�of�a�lifetime�stipend�from�the�sect�following�his�1886�promotions�was�a�supplement�to�
Nishiari’s�income,�but�it�should�be�noted�that�as�Nishiari�assumed�abbacies�and�ascended�the�S�t��ranks,�
his�financial�compensation�likely�also�rose�as�well.��Indeed,�in�looking�at�recorded�donations�made�by�
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however,�his�fame�and�prestige�in�the�sect�were�not�enough�to�overcome�a�most�mundane�of�
obstacles:��with�many�ballots�invalidated�due�to�orthographic�errors,�he�is�said�to�have�lost�by�a�
slim�margin�only�because�of�the�difficulty�of�his�name�character�boku� .�

While�the�difficulty�of�the�character�boku�may�have�figured�into�his�loss,�a�more�
compelling�explanation�comes�from�Michaela�Mross,�who�in�an�unpublished�paper�suggests�
that�Nishiari’s�loss�should�be�understood�in�the�context�of�the�disputes�between�Eiheiji�and�
S�jiji,�and�among�S�jiji�factions�(see�Section�One).��Nishiari’s�contestation�of�the�legitimacy�of�
the�election,�then,�was�broadly�connected�to�the�fight�for�S�jiji�independence�and�the�ongoing�
struggles�between�the�head�temples,�an�understudied�and�critical�part�of�S�t��institutional�
history�into�which�were�entangled�all�of�the�main�players�in�Meiji�S�t�,�including�Nishiari�and�
those�close�to�him,�like�his�peer�Azegami�and�his�teacher�Morotake.�

It�is�tempting�to�infer�that�his�loss�of�the�election�catalyzed,�or�perhaps�forced,�his�
departure�from�Kasuisai,�but�whatever�the�reason,�Nishiari�retired�from�Kasuisai�at�the�age�of�
seventy�one�in�1892.��He�then�assumed�the�abbacy�of�Denshinji� �in�Shimada� ,�about�
twenty�miles�away.��He�served�at�Denshinji�until�1901�when�finally�he�was�able�to�win�election�
to�a�head�temple�abbacy,�this�time�of�S�jiji.��Nishiari’s�time�at�Denshinji�thus�marks�the�period�
between�his�loss�of�the�election�for�Eiheiji�abbot�and�his�victory�in�the�election�for�S�jiji�abbot.��
Though�he�began�his�teaching�of�Sh�b�genz��as�early�as�his�post�at�S�sanji�and�was�involved�in�
doctrinal�education�at�Kasuisai�that�included�some�genz��e�style�lectures,�most�of�his�teaching�
on�the�Sh�b�genz��took�place�after�1892�while�based�at�Denshinji.��The�lectures�he�gave�during�
his�time�at�Denshinji�were�formative�in�the�careers�of�later�prominent�genz�ka�mentioned�
above,�like�Oka�S�tan,�Kishizawa�Ian,�Tsutsugawa�H�gai,�Akino�K�d�,�and�others.��It�is�in�this�
period�too�that�Yasutani�Hakuun�trained�with�Nishiari�and�served�as�his�attendant.168�

The�time�at�Denshinji,�between�his�retirement�from�Kasuisai�and�his�move�to�S�jiji,�was�
a�very�active�time�for�Nishiari.��He�lectured�around�the�country�at�prominent�S�t��temples�on�
texts�like�the�Sh�b�genz��and�other�works�of�D�gen,�commentaries�like�Menzan�Zuih�’s�Eihei�
kakun� ,�and�the�Heart�Sutra�(hannya�shingy�� ).��He�led�pan�sectarian�
Buddhist�services�in�his�hometown�of�Hachinohe�and�elsewhere,�and�was�honored�with�a�major�

������������������������������������������������������������
Nishiari�in�1876,�1886,�and�1896,�it�can�be�inferred�either�that�he�was�becoming�more�charitable�with�
age�or�that�the�size�of�his�disposable�income�was�increasing�considerably.��Donations,�increasing�over�
the�years,�are�reported�to�various�associations�for�the�public�good,�like�public�works�for�levees�and�
reconstruction�from�fire,�orphanages,�and�schools,�as�well�as�a�number�of�temples.��That�his�donations�
to�charitable�works�are�noted�at�all�in�the�biographies�is�interesting�and�must�be�understood�in�terms�of�
the�Meiji�period�Buddhist�emphasis�on�charity,�inspired�by�Christianity,�that�was�noted�in�Section�One.��A�
study�of�Nishiari’s�own�finances,�or�the�economics�of�S�t��in�the�Meiji�in�general,�would�make�for�an�
interesting�study�but�is�well�outside�the�scope�of�this�paper.�
168�Yasutani’s�public�rejection�of�Nishiari�was�to�come�much�later,�as�noted�above.��See�Yasutani�1996,�
xxii.�
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banquet�in�honor�of�his�birthday�at�the�site�of�his�Edo�seminary,�Kichij�ji.��He�was�also�very�
active�as�a�preceptor,�holding�back�to�back�precept�convocations�in�1900,�for�example,�that�
drew�over�five�hundred�people�in�Edo�in�the�ninth�month�and�over�seven�hundred�and�fifty�
people�in�Hanamaki� �the�month�following.��In�1902�alone�he�is�said�to�have�taught�at�thirty�
different�locations�for�a�total�of�over�a�hundred�days.��During�this�time�of�intensive�teaching�he�
also�founded�three�temples:��Mantokuji� �(1893)�in�Yokohama,�which�was�made�a�
subtemple�of�Kasuisai;�J�genji� �(1899)�near�Hachinohe;�and�the�eponymous�Saiy�ji�
�(1900),�also�in�Yokohama,�a�subtemple�of�Mantokuji.�

In�1899,�at�the�age�of�seventy�eight,�after�lecturing�at�J�ganji� ,�about�forty�miles�
from�his�base�at�Denshinji,�he�contracted�dysentery.��The�illness�lasted�about�three�months.��It�
is�said�that�even�while�on�his�sickbed�he�did�not�relent�in�his�studies,�working�at�the�time�with�
the�Goi�kenketsu�ganjikyaku ,�a�1793�commentary�by�Gettan�T�sui� �
(1728�1803)�on�the�Goi�kenketsu�of�Dongshan�Liangjie� �(T�zan�Ry�kai,�807�869).���
Nishiari�would�in�1901�publish�an�edition�of�a�subcommentary�on�the�Goi�kenketsu�ganjikyaku�
(see�Appendix).��Nishiari’s�student�Akino�K�d��reported�that�when�he�suggested�to�Nishiari�that�
reading�texts�while�ill�was�not�good�for�his�body,�the�teacher�said�“The�reading�side�is�the�
reading�side,�the�shitting�side�is�the�shitting�side,”�a�phrase�which�his�students�would�come�to�
call�the�ganjikyaku�( ,�“basis�of�the�original�text”)�of�dysentery.169�

Shortly�after�his�illness,�Nishiari�was�visited�by�Japan’s�first�female�journalist,�Hani�
Motoko �(1873�1957),�also�from�Hachinohe.��Based�on�her�visits�and�their�
conversations,�she�published�a�glowing�serialized�article�in�the�H�chi�Shimbun �
newspaper�about�Nishiari’s�life�and�teaching,�based�around�the�themes�of�1)�his�mother’s�
influence;�2)�his�lifestyle;�and,�3)�his�teachings�on�the�mind�and�spirit�of�Zen.��This�piece�seems�
to�have�considerably�influenced�later�biographers.170��
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A�novice�thinks�of�becoming�an�elder.��An�elder�thinks�of�
becoming�head�priest.��Head�priest�wants�to�be�head�of�the�
council.��A�council�member�thinks�of�becoming�head�of�the�sect.��
Because�of�the�many�legs�of�the�self,�we�are�not�really�settled.��
We�carry�ourselves�forward�and�then�run�after�the�myriad�
dharmas.��This�is�delusion.�

������������������������������������������������������������
169 See�NBZ,�32.�
170�See�It��2009.�
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� �� � —Nishiari�on�Genj�k�an171�

�

While�his�disputed�loss�in�the�1891�election�to�the�Eiheiji�abbacy�proved�his�only�chance�
at�that�position,�ten�years�later�in�1901�Nishiari�did�win�an�election�to�the�abbacy�of�the�other�
head�temple,�S�jiji,�this�time�by�a�reportedly�wide�margin.��He�thus�became�the�third�
independent�abbot�of�S�jiji,�a�post�he�held�until�1905.172���

It�was�concurrent�with�his�post�as�S�jiji�abbot�that�Nishiari�served�at�the�pinnacle�of�the�
sect�as�S�t��sect�chief�abbot�(S�t�sh��kanch�).��As�part�of�the�tenuous�compromise�between�
the�battling�head�temples,�it�had�been�determined�that�the�chief�abbacy�of�the�sect�would�
alternate�annually�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji�abbots.��Thus,�beginning�on�the�first�of�the�year�of�
1902,�concurrent�with�his�S�jiji�abbacy,�the�eighty�one�year�old�Nishiari�assumed�office�as�the�
seventh�chief�abbot�of�the�S�t��sect.��Following�the�rotation,�Eiheiji�abbot�Morita�Goy��stepped�
into�the�post�for�the�duration�of�1903,�and�Nishiari�served�a�second�year�again�in�1904.�

The�S�jiji�abbot�and�S�t��sect�chief�abbot�posts�were�positions�of�national�stature.��As�
noted�above,�chief�abbots�had�the�status�of�“semi�government�officials,”�were�empowered�with�
“full�authority�over�the�sect”�and,�by�government�proclamation,�were�considered�of�equal�
status�to�other�imperially�appointed�officials.173��Thus�in�this�role�Nishiari�was�connected,�at�
least�nominally,�with�the�highest�levels�of�the�Meiji�government.��As�mentioned�above,�a�few�
months�after�his�election�to�S�jiji�he�was�granted�the�imperial�name�Jikishin�J�koku,�and�during�
his�years�as�chief�abbot�he�performed�at�least�two�palace�visits.�

The�period�before,�during,�and�after�Nishiari’s�post�was�one�of�turmoil�at�S�jiji,�a�period�
in�the�history�of�the�temple�between�its�destruction�and�rebuilding,�during�which�time�it�is�not�
entirely�clear�what�sort�of�training�or�monastic�practice�was�possible.��In�1898�a�fire�is�said�to�
have�destroyed�most�of�the�temple,�and�in�1903�it�was�decided�that�the�temple�should�move�
from�Noto� ,�where�it�was�deemed�too�close�to�Eiheiji,�to�Tsurumi� in�the�vicinity�of�
Yokohama.��As�abbot�of�S�jiji�at�the�time,�and�given�his�own�connections�in�Yokohama�(where�
he�had�founded�Mantokuji�and�Saiy�ji),�it�is�likely�that�Nishiari�played�an�important�if�not�
decisive�role�in�this�determination.��The�benefits�of�a�move�to�Yokohama,�a�site�much�closer�to�
the�centers�of�government�power�and�international�travel,�were�tremendous;�indeed,�S�jiji�
stood�to�gain�so�much�from�the�move�that�it�is�tempting�to�question�the�nature�and�cause�of�
the�1898�fire.��S�jiji�did�not�reopen�in�Yokohama�until�1911;�the�Noto�site�of�the�original�temple�
was�eventually�rebuilt�as�S�jiji�soin� .�

������������������������������������������������������������
171�Translation�by�Weitsman�and�Tanahashi�2011,�41.�
172�On�the�establishment�of�the�“independent�abbacy”�of�S�jiji�as�an�attempt�by�the�early�Meiji�
government�to�settle�the�discord�between�Eiheiji�and�S�jiji,�see�Section�Two.�
173�See�Ikeda�1998,�13–18.�
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In�mid�1903,�Nishiari�suffered�a�stroke�from�which�he�took�about�three�months�to�
recover.��It�is�unclear�whether�this�left�a�lasting�impact�on�Nishiari,�but�I�suspect�that�it�did;�a�
little�more�than�a�year�later,�in�the�second�month�of�1905,�shortly�after�completing�his�second�
year�long�term�as�chief�abbot�of�the�sect,�he�retired�from�S�jiji�and�moved�a�few�miles�away�to�
Saiy�ji.�
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Nishiari�stayed�at�the�newly�founded�Saiy�ji�as�abbot�for�the�five�years�between�his�
retirement�from�S�jiji�and�his�death�in�1910.��At�least�two�precept�convocations�were�held�
during�this�period,�in�1906�and�1910,�but�his�lecturing�as�well�as�his�publishing�seems�to�have�
dropped�off�following�his�retirement�from�S�jiji.��I�take�this�precipitous�reduction�in�his�teaching�
schedule�as�further�evidence�that�he�never�fully�recovered�from�his�1903�stroke.��Whatever�the�
state�of�his�health,�there�is�no�question�that�he�remained�a�monk�of�great�prominence;�his�
“eighty�eighth”�birthday�party�in�1908,�for�example,�boasted�over�a�thousand�people�in�
attendance,�reportedly�including�dignitaries�like�the�prominent�New�Buddhist�and�missionary�to�
America,�Shaku�S�en,��kuma�Shigenobu� �(1838�1922),�who�would�later�become�the�
prime�minister�of�Japan,�and�members�of�the�Tokugawa�clan.�

At�two�o’clock�in�the�afternoon�on�the�fourth�day�of�the�twelfth�month�of�1910,�at�the�
age�of�eighty�nine,�Nishiari�died�at�Saiy�ji.��It�is�said�that�before�passing�away�he�sat�upright�on�
his�mat�and�gestured�to�his�disciple��den�Jinrei� �to�fit�his�kesa�onto�him.��Nishiari�
thereupon�passed�away,�wearing�full�robes�and�with�the�name�of�the�Bodhisattva�Kannon�on�
his�lips.�

The�death�poem�recorded�to�his�name�is:�

�
�
�
�(Saiy�ji�1938,�35)�

�

An�old�monk�of�ninety�years,174�
“The�speech�is�to�the�point,�the�words�are�to�the�point.”175�

������������������������������������������������������������
174�By�the�Japanese�reckoning,�Nishiari�died�at�the�age�of�ninety.�
175�Gontan�gotan .��Literally�denoting�something�like�“at�the�limits�of�words�and�speech,”�this�
phrase�appears�in�the�verse�in�the�Hekiganroku�(Case�2)�and�is�generally�taken�as�a�positive�expression�
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After�the�end�there�is�no�verse.�
The�moon�is�chilly�and�the�wind�is�cold.176� �

������������������������������������������������������������
of�the�power�of�language.��I�have�borrowed�Cleary’s�translation�of�the�line.��Yokoi�renders�it�“words�are�
the�expression�of�truth”.��See�Cleary�and�Cleary�1977,�13;�Yokoi�1991,�171;�ZGD,�368b.�
176�Getsurei�f�kan� .��This�evokes�a�similar�phrase�in�another�verse�in�the�Hekiganroku�(Case�82),�
getsurei�f�k�� ,�which�Cleary�renders,�“The�moon�is�cold,�the�wind�is�high.”��See�Cleary�and�
Cleary�1977,�533;�ZGD,�274d.�



Mark�Rutschman�Byler����������������S�t��Zen�in�Meiji�Japan:�The�Life�and�Times�of�Nishiari�Bokusan� pg.�100�

�

�

Appendix�

�

The�Published�Works�of�Nishiari�Bokusan�

�

�

Listed�below�are�the�titles�of�Nishiari’s�published�work,�much�of�it�transcriptions�from�
lectures.��The�list�is�drawn�from�the�work�of�the�Nishiari�Bokuzan�Zenji�Kensh�kai�

�research�group�in�the�commemorative�volume�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji,�and�more�
complete�bibliographic�information�on�these�titles�can�be�found�there.��To�give�a�sense�of�the�
range�of�Nishiari’s�doctrinal�interests�and�teaching,�I�have�dropped�the�chronological�structure�
of�the�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji�bibliography�and�have�arranged�the�titles�loosely�by�the�topic�
implied.��I�have�added�notes�when�I�have�been�able�to�determine�additional�information�about�
the�text,�and�I�have�included�publication�dates�with�the�caution�that�they�do�not�necessarily�
bear�a�relationship�to�the�date�of�the�composition�or�lecture.�

�

�

"	���
���!	����
�

Authored�Works�

� Collection�of�Admonitions�on�the�Defense�of�the�Dharma.��Goh��y�jin�sh�� .��
1873.��(See�Section�Three.)�

� A�Treatise�Refuting�Clerical�Marriage.��Dan�s�ryo�saitai�ron� .��1879.��(Jaffe�
has�translated�and�analyzed�this�text;�see�Section�Three.)�

�

Textual�Editions�

� Proper�Dharma�Attire.��H�buku�kakush�� .177��1896.��The�first�published�edition�
of�a�seminal�text�by�Mokushitsu�Ry�y�� �(1779�1833),�completed�in�1821.��
(Diane�Riggs�has�discussed�this�text;�see�Section�Three).��

� �

������������������������������������������������������������
177�Also�known�as�the�T�j��h�buku�kakush� ,�see�ZGD�708a.�
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�.����!	

��
������

Authored�Works�

� Teachings�from�the�Lecture�Seat�on�[D�gen’s]�Gakud��y�jin�sh�.��Gakud��y�jin�sh��k�en�
kunj��monge� .��1884.��(I�cannot�determine�the�relationship�of�
this�text�to�the�Gakud��y�jin�sh��monge �by�Menzan�Zuih�� �
[1683�1769].)�

� Lecture�Notes�on�Sh�b�genz�.��Sh�b�genz��kaik��bib�� �.��1896.�

� Personal�Commentary�on�[Menzan’s]�Eihei�kakun.��Eihei�kakun�shiki .��
1897.�

� Recorded�Teachings�on�[D�gen’s]�Gakud��y�jin�sh�.��Gakud��y�jin�sh��teiji�roku�
.��1908.�

� Lectures�on�[D�gen’s]�Sh�b�genz��Bend�wa.��Sh�b�genz��bend�wa�k�gi�
.��1908.�

� Recorded�Teachings�on�[D�gen’s]�Fukanzazengi.��Fukanzazengi�teiji�roku�
.��1911.�

� A�Guide�to�the�Sh�b�genz��[1930].��Sh�b�genz��keiteki� .��10�volumes.��
1930.��Transcriptions�by�Tomiyama�Soei �(1876�1929)�of�lectures�on�the�
Sh�b�genz�.�

� An�Analysis�of�Commentaries�on�[D�gen’s]�H�ky�ki.��H�ky�ki�benben� .��
1942.�

� A�Guide�to�the�Sh�b�genz��[1965].��Sh�b�genz��keiteki� .��Lectures�on�
twenty�nine�Sh�b�genz��fascicles,�transcribed�by�Tomiyama�Soei�and�edited�by�
Kurebayashi�K�d�� �(1893�1987).��Consists�of�lectures�on�the�following�fascicles:�

o Bend�wa� �
o Maka�hannya�haramitsu� �
o Genj�k�an� �
o Ikka�my�ju� �
o Sokushin�zebutsu� �
o Uji �
o Sansui�ky�� �
o Shin�fukatoku� �
o Koky�� �
o Kankin� �
o Bussh�� �
o Gy�butsu�iigi� �
o Jinz�� �
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o Zazen�shin� �
o Bukk�j�ji� �
o Inmo� �
o Kaiin�zanmai� �
o Juki� �
o Kannon� �
o Arakan� �
o Hakujushi� �
o K�my�� �
o Shinjin�gakud�� �
o Much��setsumu� ���
o Gaby�� .�
o Sesshin�sessh�� �
o Shoh��jiss�� �
o Muj��sepp�� �
o Sh�ji� �

�

Textual�Editions�

� The�Original�Text�of�the�Sh�b�genz��shiki.��Sh�b�genz��shiki�ehon� .��
1896.��This�text�is�a�Sh�b�genz��commentary�from�the�1770s�by�Z�kai�Zakke�(1730�
1788),�described�by�Bielefeldt�as�“a�good,�clear,�‘orthodox’�interpretation”�(Bielefeldt�
1972,�10;�ZGD,�717a).��Nishiari�based�this�edition�on�original�manuscripts�from�the�
Tenmei�era�(1781�1789)�(See�ZGD,�582a).�

� Lectures�on�the�Continuing�Thread�of�Sh�b�genz�.��Sh�b�genz��zokugen�k�gi�
.��1896.��This�text�is�a�series�of�lectures�on�Sh�b�genz��beginning�1731�by�

Otsud��Kanch� �(d.�1760)�(ZGD,�184d,�582d)�

� Compilation�of�Sh�b�genz��Wago�[sh�]�and�[Sh�b�genz�]�Byakuja�ketsu.��Sh�b�genz��
wago�tei�byakuja�ketsu�gappon� .��1898.��An�edition�of�two�
texts�by�Menzan:��Sh�b�genz��byakuja�ketsu�written�in�1738,�translated�by�Riggs�as�
“Exposing�False�Interpretations�of�the�Sh�b�genz�”�and�described�as�“an�attack�on�
Tenkei’s�views�on�the�compilation�of�the�Genz�”;�and�Menzan’s�1764�Sh�b�genz��wago�
sh�,�translated�by�Riggs�as�“Japanese�Language�Selections�from�the�Sh�b�genz�”�and�
described�as�“glosses�on�mostly�Japanese�words�and�phrases�of�Genz�”�(David�E�Riggs�
2002,�255–256).�

� �
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�

����������
��

Authored�Works�

� Instructions�on�Sustaining�the�Zen�Precepts.��Zenkai�kunm�� .��1902.��

� Lectures�on�[Banjin�D�tan’s]�Busso�sh�den�zenkaish�.��Busso�sh�den�zenkaish��k�wa�
.��1903.��(See�Section�Three).�

� The�Essential�Points�of�the�Zen�Precepts.��Zenkai�no�y�ketsu� .��1922.�

� Gossip�Behind�the�Scenes�of�a�Transmission�of�Precepts�Gathering,�and�Other�[Writings].��
Denkai�e�ri�kanwa�hoka� .��1977.��

�

�

�����
��������������/Anjin� 3�

Authored�Works�

� The�Meaning�of�Anjin:��Also�Called�the�Meaning�of�Refuge�in�the�Three�Treasures.��
:� .��Anjin�ketsu�ichimei�kiesanb��ketsu.��1889.��(Scarangello�has�

analyzed�this�text;�see�Section�Three.)�

� The�Meaning�of�Anjin�for�Followers�of�T�zan.��T�j��shint��anjin�ketsu� .��
1890�(revised�1905).�

� The�Meaning�of�Anjin�for�S�t��Sect�Adherents.��S�t�sh��shint��anjin�ketsu�
.��1933.�

�

�

E�+��������/Goi� 3�

Authored�Works�

� Lectures�on�the�S�t��Teaching�of�the�Five�Ranks.��T�j��goisetsu�k�gi� .��
1897.�

� Talks�on�T�zan’s�Teaching�of�the�Five�Ranks.��T�zan�goisetsu�k�en� .��
1901.�

� �
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Textual�Editions�

� Goi�kenketsu�ganjikyaku�jijo�katt�sh�� .��1901.��The�Goi�
kenketsu�ganjikyaku�is�a�1793�commentary�by�Gettan�T�sui� �(1728�1803,�also�
known�as �Gettan�Zenby�)�on�the�Goi�kenketsu�of�Dongshan�Liangjie� �
(T�zan�Ry�kai,�807�869).��I�have�been�unable�to�determine�exactly�what�the�Jijo�
katt�sh��text�is,�but�the�note�in�the�Nishiari�Bokusan�Zenji�bibliography�implies�that�it�is�
an�edition�or�sub�commentary,�by�Gettan�Bonch��(?)� ,178�of�T�sui’s�
commentary�on�Dongshan’s�work.��(NBZ,�231;�ZGD,�273d,�301cd)�

�

�

"���������	���

Authored�Works�

� Idle�Words�from�the�Shadow�of�the�Mountains.��Sanin�kanwa� .��(Date�
unknown.)�

� A�Brief�Explanation�of�Three�Sections�(?).��Sansh��ryakkai� .��1874.�

� Regulations�of�the�Association�of�Sanshaku�b��Confraternities.��Sanshakub��k�sha�
kekisoku� .��(1880s).��This�text�is�not�mentioned�in�the�Nishiari�
Bokusan�Zenji�bibliography�but�is�cited�in�Scarangello�(Scarangello�2012,�314n28).�

� Discourse�on�the�Teaching�(?).��Migy��ron�(?)� .��1903.��Co�authored�with�Morita�
Goy�� �(1834�1919).�

� A�Collection�of�Teachings.��Suikai�issoku� .��1903.�

� Zen�Talks�of�Nishiari.��Nishiari�zenwa� .��1905.�

� The�Recorded�Sayings�of�Zen�Master�Jikishin�J�koku�(Nishiari�Bokusan).��Jikishin�J�koku�
Zenji�goroku� .��1926.�

� Recorded�teachings�on�[Keizan’s]�Zazen�y�jinki.��Zazen�y�jinki�teijiroku�
.��1933.�

�

Textual�Editions�

� Teachings�of�the�Clock.��Jishingi�setsu� .��1877.��This�is�an�edition�of�a�text�by�
Kumagai�T�sh�� �(d.�1890).�

������������������������������������������������������������
178�I�have�been�unable�to�find�information�about�this�Gettan�Bonch�� ,�though�he�also�appears�
as�an�editor�of�the�T�sui�Osh��goroku� �(S�t�sh��zensho�Volume�5)�and�is�presumably�a�
disciple�of�the�Goi�kenketsu�ganjikyaku�author�T�sui.�
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� H�ky��zanmai�kun’y�dan� .��1886.��This�is�an�edition�of�a�commentary�
by�Gessh��S�ko �(1618�1696)�on�the�S�t��liturgical�text�H�ky��zanmai�by�
Dongshan.�

� Sand�kai�kun’y�dan� .��1886.��This�is�an�edition�of�a�commentary�by�
Gessh��S�ko �(1618�1696)�on�the�S�t��liturgical�text�Sand�kai�by�Shitou�Xiqian

�(Sekit��Kisen,�710–790).� �
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