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Jichihan and the Restoration
and Innovation of Buddhist Practice

Marc BUIJNSTERS

The various developments in doctrinal thought and practice during the
Insei and Kamakura periods remain one of the most intensively researched
fields in the study of Japanese Buddhism. Two of these developments con-
cern the attempts to restore the observance of traditional Buddhist ethics,
and the problem of how Pure Land tenets could be inserted into the esoteric
teaching. A pivotal role in both developments has been attributed to the
late-Heian monk Jichihan, who was lauded by the renowned Kegon scholar-
monk Gyõnen as “the restorer of the traditional precepts” and patriarch of
Japanese Pure Land Buddhism.” At ³rst glance, available sources such as
Jichihan’s biographies hardly seem to justify these praises. Several newly
discovered texts and a more extensive use of various historical sources,
however, should make it possible to provide us with a much more accurate
and complete picture of Jichihan’s contribution to the restoration and
innovation of Buddhist practice.
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AS WAS NOT UNUSUAL in the late Heian period, the retired Regent-
Chancellor Fujiwara no Tadazane nãb× (1078–1162) renounced
the world at the age of sixty-three and received his ³rst Buddhist ordi-
nation, thus entering religious life. At this ceremony the priest Jichi-
han of³ciated as Teacher of the Precepts (kaishi w‚; Kõfukuji ryaku
nendaiki öS±FæÖz, Hõen 6/10/2). Fujiwara no Yorinaga nãþ˜
(1120–1156), Tadazane’s son who was to be remembered as “The
Wicked Minister of the Left” for his role in the Hõgen Insurrection
(1156), occasionally mentions in his diary that he had the same Jichi-
han perform esoteric rituals in order to recover from a chronic ill-
ness, achieve longevity, and extinguish his sins (Taiki ×z Kõji 1/8/6,
2/2/22; Ten’yõ 1/6/10). Although a fair number of his public perform-
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ances have been recorded, it remains rather obscure what contempo-
raries thought of the late Heian monk Jichihan ×– (ca. 1089–1144),1

founder of the Nakanokawa temple _ë± and of the branch in the
Shingon school that bears the same name. The fact that he never held
a position of importance in the clerical hierarchy, that his biographies
are extremely succinct, and that quite a few of the works attributed to
him seem to have been lost, not only creates the impression that
much of his thought was opaque, but also inclines one to think that it
was mediocre.

A fair number of renowned monks from the Kamakura period
(1185–1333), whose religious background varied considerably, however,
convey an entirely different image. The Genkõ shakusho â×t– (p.
135b), composed in 1322, describes the history of Buddhism in Japan
and contains Jichihan’s oldest biography; it mentions that the famous
Hossõ priest Jõkei Ì‰ (1155–1213) praised his Daikyõyõgishõ Ø™
ê–ƒ, an extensive commentary on one of the fundamental esoteric
scriptures, the Dainichikyõ ØÕ™. The Taimitsu monk Shðra DP
(n.d.), on the other hand, criticized Jichihan’s view on Tendai esoteric
Buddhism in the same commentary, because Jichihan rejected
Enchin’s Ò£ (814–891) and Annen’s H5 (841–915?) objections
against Kðkai’s W} (774–835) classi³cation system (kyõhan î|).2

The renowned Kegon scholar monk Gyõnen !5 (1240–1321) show-
ered Jichihan with exuberant praise and considered him both the
restorer of the traditional precepts (kaihõ chðkõ wÀ_ö; Risshð
gyõkanshõ A;øCØ, p. 18b), and one of the six patriarchs (so H) or
sages (tetsuò) of Japanese Pure Land Buddhism (Jõdo hõmon genryðshõ
þFÀ–èHØ, p. 196a). The founder of the Japanese Pure Land
school, Hõnen À5 (1133–1212), is claimed to have said that Jichihan
instructed him in the precepts (Enkõ daishi gyõjõ ezu yokusan éMØ‚
‘!Eëöh, p. 144; TANAKA 1912, pp. 939–48).3 Finally, Shingon
priests such as Kakuban ·Î (1095–1143), Dõhan Š– (1178–1252),

1 His name is also pronounced as “Jippan” or “Jitsuhan”. I have followed Nakano Tatsue
in his explanation that in the Shingon school the name ×– is read as “Jichihan” (NAKANO

1934, p. 286).
2 Although this commentary, considered to be his magnum opus, has played a rather

signi³cant role in the controversy between the Shingon and esoteric Tendai schools about
Kðkai’s classi³cation system, it has hardly received any attention in the various studies on
Jichihan. The only exception is the article by SHISHIÕ Enshin, who concludes that although
Jichihan ardently defended Kðkai’s point of view, his interpretation of Enchin’s and
Annen’s arguments was erroneous (1930). According to the Mikkyõ daijiten, Shðra belonged
to the Hõman-ryð ÀRH, one of the ³fteen Taimitsu branches. Jichihan’s brother, Sõjitsu, is
considered the founder of this branch.

3 This claim is clearly a fabrication. When Jichihan passed away in 1144, Hõnen was only
12 years old and his religious career at Hieizan had yet to start.
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and Raiyu þî (1226–1304) each acknowledged the value of Jichi-
han’s esoteric Pure Land thought.

A more recent appraisal of Jichihan comes from Kuroda Toshio. In
his much acclaimed works on medieval Japanese religion, Kuroda
argues that, contrary to the prevailing view, medieval religious life was
not dominated by the ideologies of the newly founded Kamakura
schools, which he characterized as marginal and heterodox currents
(itan-ha b2$), but by the ideological system of the already existing
Nara and Heian schools. As a whole he calls this the exoteric-esoteric
system (kenmitsu taisei ßO¿£), which he designates as the orthodox
movement (seitõ-ha ±j$). In between these two groups, he distin-
guishes a group of reformers whose ideas and activities did not cross
the boundaries of orthodox thought (kaikaku-ha y¾$). KURODA con-
siders Jichihan, on account of the efforts he made to restore the
observance of the traditional precepts (kairitsu fukkõ wAPö), as one
of the earliest representatives of this reformist group (1994, pp. 212,
243).

Nevertheless, sobriquets like “restorer of the traditional precepts”
and “patriarch of Japanese Pure Land Buddhism” require further
explanation. As for the ³rst sobriquet, until recently only two of Jichi-
han’s works were known in which he described the initiation in the
Buddhist precepts: the Tõdaiji kaidan-in jukai shiki XØ±w;Š1wÅ
(T. 74, no. 2350; hereafter Tõdaiji shiki) and the Shukke jukaihõ mB
1wÀ (NDKS 3, no. 316). Since these works are manuals in which
Jichihan mainly relied on commentaries of former times, they hardly
tell us anything about his own kairitsu thought. There is a rather
miraculous tale in most of Jichihan’s biographies about his initiation
in and subsequent propagation of the traditional precepts, but the
credibility of the tale has been doubted by modern scholars (ÕYA

1928a, p. 236). This lack of substantial sources compels us to question
whether the claim of Jichihan being the “restorer of the traditional
precepts” can be justi³ed. Besides, one could also wonder if the
miraculous tale in Jichihan’s biographies really should be dismissed as
a complete fabrication. Through an analysis of the postscript to the
Tõdaiji shiki, a review of the Jubosatsukaihõ 1¬OwÀ and the Fusatsu
yõmon +Oêk, two newly published manuscripts on the precepts
(KODERA 1978, 1979), as well as an examination of several related his-
torical sources, I hope to shed some light on these problems. 

The lack in quantity of materials has made it dif³cult to determine
on what grounds Jichihan could have been considered “a patriarch of
Japanese Pure Land Buddhism.” One of the ³rst Japanese catalogues
that enumerated the scriptures, commentaries, and annotations on
Amida and the Pure Land was the Jõdo ehyõ kyõronshõsho mokuroku
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þFS5™ÇØE‡Æ (DBZ-SGZ 96, no. 907), which was compiled by
the Jõdo priest Chõsai ˜» (1184–1266). In this catalogue, six titles
are attributed to Jichihan (pp. 143–50), but only one of these seems
to be still extant: the Byõchð shugyõki í_@‘z. In this work Jichihan
explains how one’s ³nal moments should be used to secure rebirth in a
Pure Land, but the alleged ambiguities in the way he expressed himself
or in the doctrinal points of view he took, have contributed to a vari-
ety of opinions among modern scholars about whether his Pure Land
thought belonged to the Tendai or Shingon tradition, and whether
the Byõchð shugyõki contained any innovative elements. Fortunately,
two of Jichihan’s Pure Land works have been rediscovered (SATÕ

1956, 1965, 1972), while fragments of two previously unknown works
are quoted in the writings of several Shingon and Jõdo priests. This
extension of textual sources provides the opportunity to sketch a
clearer picture of the development of Jichihan’s Pure Land thought
and to ³nd an explanation for the reason why he was called “a patri-
arch of Japanese Pure Land Buddhism.”

Jichihan’s Personal Background and Training

Although none of Jichihan’s biographies, nor any other source, men-
tions the year in which he was born, it is possible to make a fairly accu-
rate guess. The Genkõ shakusho informs us that Jichihan was the fourth
child of Councillor Fujiwara no Akizane nã”× (1049–1110). The
Sonpi bunmyaku ¨¦_T (Compilation of genealogies) con³rms that
Akizane had six sons, of which the fourth one was Jichihan (p. 12).
The third son, Sõjitsu o×, was a Tendai scholar monk who, at the age
of 78, passed away in 1165, which implies that he was born in 1088.
Because there is no indication whatsoever that Sõjitsu and Jichihan
were twins, nor that they were born from a different mother, Jichihan
must have been born after 1088, probably the following year or the
one thereafter (SATÕ 1965, p. 23). This would ³t the date of his ³rst
known public performance. In the ³rst month of 1110, Jichihan par-
ticipated as an assistant in the Goshichinichi no mishuhõ 9ÌÕ:@À, a
yearly ceremony at the imperial palace that was held for the health of
the emperor and peace of the country (Kakuzenshõ ·7ƒ, Tennin
3/1/8). Jichihan’s task as Protector of the Relics (sharimori à2!) was
of minor importance and one be³tting a twenty-year-old priest (KUSHIDA

1975, p. 117).
Jichihan ³rst entered Kõfuku-ji öS±, where he was instructed in

the teachings of the Hossõ school. The Genkõ shakusho mentions that
his ³rst teacher was the Shingon priest Genkaku ä· (1056– 1121) of
Daigo-ji ÚE±, from whom he received the abhi¤eka initiation (denbõ
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kanjõ )À!™) in 1116. The sequence of ³rst studying in Kõfuku-ji fol-
lowed by this abhi¤eka initiation, however, is incomplete. This is sus-
tained by the fact that some four years before, Jichihan had founded
the Nakanokawa temple, which implies that in 1116 he already must
have been an initiated Shingon priest. Jichihan’s abhi¤eka initiation is
also recorded in the Kechimyaku ruijðki »T{Tz (Record of method-
ologically classi³ed transmissions of the teaching), in which it is con-
³rmed that at that time Jichihan already was an initiated disciple of
Kyõshin îO (?–1126?), a resident of Kõmyõ-ji Mg± (p. 102). Kyõ-
shin was a disciple of Meizan gd (1021–1106) of Mt. Kõya’s Chðin
_Š branch. The Kechimyaku contains a chart of transmissions of this
branch in which the teacher-disciple relationship between Kyõshin
and Jichihan is con³rmed as well (pp. 120, 350, 406). Nothing else is
known about Kyõshin’s residence in Kõmyõ-ji, but this temple and its
inhabitants were closely related to Jichihan’s activities (SATÕ 1972, pp.
61–67; KUSHIDA 1975, pp. 135–43). There are, however, several sources
that provide some additional information about the relationship
between Kyõshin and Jichihan. The ³rst part of the training of a Shin-
gon monk contains the course on shõmyõ ¹g, in which the correct
pronunciation of esoteric texts and the writing of shittan Ò·, a style
of Sanskrit used for the rendering of esoteric syllables, are taught.
One of the shõmyõ traditions in the Shingon school is named after
Shðkan ;? (µ. 1144). The lineage of transmissions in this tradition
shows that Shðkan received his initiation from Jichihan, while the lat-
ter was trained in it by Kyõshin. This corroborates once more the like-
lihood that Jichihan started his study of mikkyõ with Kyõshin (ÕYA

1928a, pp. 248–51).
The year in which Jichihan was initiated by Kyõshin is not known,

but the two are recorded to have met in the Ryðkõ-in PMŠ on Mt.
Kõya, one of Kyõshin’s other abodes:

The ajari Kyõshin of Mt. Kõya saw in a dream a golden Kongõ-
satta, who climbed the winding path to the supreme gate and
entered his dwelling. When he awoke, he was excited and won-
dered if someone capable of learning the esoteric teaching
would come to him. Then, this saint [Jichihan] came and told
him that it was his wish to be instructed in the esoteric teaching.
Thereupon he instructed him completely, without keeping
back anything at all.

(Shinzoku zakki mondõshõOšPz“gƒ, no. 24/29)

There is no substantial proof that Kyõshin inµuenced Jichihan’s ideas
either on the Buddhist precepts or on Amida and the Pure Land. The
only indication that could point in the direction of the former is that
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Kyõshin, too, was apparently involved in the study of the Buddhist
rules of conduct. He wrote an abbreviated manual on the initiation in
the bodhisattva-precepts (Jubosatsukai ryakusahõ 4¬OwF6À), which
still survives in a single manuscript (ISHIYAMADERA 1991, p. 450). Jichi-
han wrote about the bodhisattva-precepts as well, but a possible rela-
tion between their ideas remains uncertain, because the contents of
Kyõshin’s manual are as yet unknown. 

More proof of inµuence can be found in the case of Jichihan’s
other Shingon teacher, Genkaku. Some of the details of Jichihan’s
esoteric Pure Land thought were recorded by the Shingon priest
Raiyu. In his Hishõ mondõ ¸ƒ“g (Collected questions and answers
on esoteric matters), he gives an account of Jichihan’s initiation in
Amida’s fundamental mudra and mantra (Amida konpon ingon %¡¼
Íû|í) by Genkaku:

Initially, the saint Jichihan was someone of the Hossõ school.
Afterwards he relied on Shingon. At the occasion of his initia-
tion in the fundamental mudra and mantra of Amida, he
learned the oral transmission that [Amida’s] mudra arouses
the Buddha-natured lotus mind in one’s state of illusions and
de³lements that cause the perpetual cycle of rebirth and
death. Faith was engraved in his inmost heart and overwhelm-
ing joy remained in his body. Finally, he took Genkaku of the
Kajuji as his teacher and he mastered a deep knowledge of the
esoteric teaching. (T. 79.308c)

Even if this initiation meant the awakening of Jichihan’s faith in
Amida, which, as we will see, is dubious, this description still lacks
details about its doctrinal contents. Amida’s fundamental mudra and
mantra are explained in the fourth chapter of the Rishushaku 7+ö
(T. 19, no. 1003) and in the Muryõju nyorai kangyõ kuyõ giki [g3Øû
?‘Úïˆ} (T. 19, no. 930). One of Raiyu’s contemporaries, however,
provides some additional but puzzling information about Jichihan’s
initiation. In his Dato hiketsushõ ½@¸¼ƒ, the Shingon priest Gahõ
aµ (?–1317) claims that during the ceremony, Genkaku referred to a
phrase in the Medicine King chapter (Yakuõ bon ¦÷õ) of the Lotus
Sðtra, which he said corresponded to the meaning of Amida’s funda-
mental mudra (p. 274). It is a mystery why Genkaku would have
referred to this Medicine King chapter, because it is unrelated either
to Amida or to the concept of mudra. The previously quoted Hishõ
mondõ contains one other bit of relevant information about this initia-
tion, which seems to be more credible:

Manual [on the Amida ritual] from [Jichihan of] Nakano-
kawa: the meaning… of [A]mida’s mudra and mantra are
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according to the explanation transmitted by my teacher. It can
be found in the Rishushaku et cetera. (T. 79.308c)

According to the Genkõ shakusho, Jichihan also went to Myõken gÚ
(µ. 1098) from Yokawa ôë, with whom he studied the Tendai doc-
trines. At that time, Yokawa was a centre of Tendai Pure Land studies
and there are strong indications that, initially, Jichihan’s Pure Land
thought was inµuenced by this teacher. The previously mentioned cat-
alogue by Chõsai also includes three works that are attributed to Myõ-
ken, but none of them has been transmitted. One of these works
bears the title Õjõron gonenmon shigyõgi ð´Ç2ç–•‘ˆ (Personal
manual on the ³vefold practice leading to rebirth in the Pure Land
[as explained] in the Õjõron). One of the six works by Jichihan that
are listed in the same catalogue is titled Õjõron gonenmon gyõshiki
ð´Ç2ç–‘Å. Although this work has not been transmitted either,
the similarity between both titles suggests that Jichihan’s work was
written as a result of the instruction he had received from Myõken. As
will be discussed hereafter, a newly discovered manuscript that bears
the title Nenbutsu shiki ç[Å, contains an explanation of this ³vefold
practice and has been designated as a later copy of Jichihan’s Õjõron
gonenmon gyõshiki. The doctrinal thought in this manual is clearly
based on Tendai Pure Land doctrines. The contents of Jichihan’s
remaining four works that are listed in Chõsai’s catalogue are as yet
unknown, but a glance at their titles suggests that they bear a strong
Tendai inµuence as well.4

The origins of Amidist practices in the Tendai school can be traced
to the jõgyõ zanmai ø‘X* (constant walking meditation), which is
described in one of the school’s basic texts, the Mo-ho chih-kuan#äŒ?
(Jpn. Makashikan). Jichihan’s biography in the Shõdai senzai denki ÀØ
æñ)z is somewhat more speci³c about his study with Myõken and
mentions that it contained the study of the [Maka]shikan (p. 245b).

The particulars of Myõken’s life and works are largely unknown,
but Fujiwara no Munetada nã;b (1062–1141) occasionally men-
tions him in his diary, the Chðyðki _“z. On one occasion he refers
to an event in 1098 when, according to Munetada, Myõken was 73
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4 The Kanmuryõjukyõ kamon ?[g3™Dk is probably based on a commentary on the
Kanmuryõjukyõ by either the Chinese Tendai patriarch Chih-i or the Chinese Pure Land mas-
ter Shan-tao. The Hanjuzanmaikyõ kannen amida butsu “JX*™?ç%¡¼[ is possibly a
commentary on the jõgyõ zanmai practice that is explained in the Mo-ho chih-kuan. The Miken
byakugõshð ÊDRzT is most likely based on Genshin’s Amida butsu byakugõ kan %¡¼[
Rz? and the corresponding part in his Õjõyõshð (SATÕ 1972, p. 73). A manuscript of the
Rinjðyõmon rFêk seems to be still extant (KUSHIDA 1975, p. 169), but it is not clear if this
text is based on Genshin’s Õjõyõshð (ÕTANI 1966, pp. 43–45), or that its contents are in the
line of the Byõchð shugyõki (KUSHIDA 1975, p. 159).
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years old (Jõtoku 2/8/27). This implies that when Jichihan received
his initiation from Genkaku in 1116, Myõken would have been 91
years old. Although neither the year that Jichihan went to Yokawa, nor
the year that Myõken passed away, have been recorded, it is rather
implausible that Jichihan only started his study with Myõken when the
latter would have been 91 years old. It is therefore safe to assume that
Jichihan’s initiation in Amida’s fundamental mudra and mantra was
preceded by his study of Tendai Pure Land doctrines with Myõken.

Altogether, three priests—Kyõshin, Myõken, and Genkaku—have
been designated as Jichihan’s teachers.5 Of these three, only Kyõshin
was engaged in the study of the precepts. The contents of his only
known work on this subject are as yet unknown, but the fact that both
he and Jichihan wrote about the bodhisattva-precepts suggests a possible
inµuence of the former on the latter. On the other hand, although
Jichihan’s biographies are mainly preoccupied with his involvement in
the Buddhist precepts, they do not include one single word on Kyõshin.

There are strong indications that, through Myõken’s tutelage, Jichi-
han’s Pure Land thought was initially inµuenced by Tendai Pure Land
doctrines. Of the six works that are listed in Chõsai’s catalogue, ³ve
seem to be related to the Pure Land thought of Hieizan. Only the
Byõchð shugyõki shows a development towards new ideas. Almost two
decades before he wrote this work, Genkaku instructed him in the
esoteric meaning of Amida.

Prosperity and Decay of the Traditional Precepts

After several failed attempts, the Chinese priest Chien-chen CO (Jpn.
Ganjin 687–763) ³nally reached Japan in 754, where he founded the
Japanese Ritsu school. The ideology of this school sets forth the
monastic rules in four divisions (shibunritsu v_A) and is based on
the premise that the observance of the sanjujõkai X´Ïw (the three
ideals of a bodhisattva: keeping the precepts, practicing virtuous
deeds, and displaying mercy to all sentient beings) forms the seed for
the realization of Buddhahood. Ganjin erected the ³rst ordination

5 Scholars have argued that either Hanjun –p of Mandara-ji R[ø± (1038–1112) or
Hõgen Æè of Ninna-ji _É± (fl. 1096) could have been one of Jichihan’s teachers (SATÕ

1972, p. 59; ÕTANI 1966, p. 55; KUSHIDA 1975, p. 123–26). There is no substantial evidence at
all, however, to support these opinions. As Kushida has pointed out, Hanjun was already too
ill in 1102 to perform the initiation of Genkaku. Besides, the Kakuzenshõ remarks that at the
time of the Goshichinichi no mishuhõ in 1110, Hanjun was replaced by Genkaku as master of
the ceremony because of the former’s indisposition. There is a chart of transmissions of the
teaching in which Jichihan is referred to as a disciple of Hõgen (NAKANO 1934, p. 288), but
records that could support this alleged relationship are not available.
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platform at Tõdai-ji XØ± and some time thereafter he was assigned
to Tõshõdai-ji NÀØ±, which had been built for the study of the Bud-
dhist precepts.

These precepts consist of kai w (Skt. s‡la), which denote the rules
for the prevention of evil deeds by one’s body, speech, and mind; and
of ritsu A (Skt. vinaya), which comprise the commandments for the
restraint of all passions that delude one’s mind. Together they form
the stipulations that a fully-µedged male or female member of the
Buddhist community (biku[ni] ²° [Í]) must observe. The number
of kai and ritsu differed depending on whether one was a layman, a
novice, or fully ordained, but a biku had to observe 250 command-
ments, while for a bikuni there were even 348 rules of conduct. Full
ordination in the precepts (gusokukai S˜w) had to be of³ciated by
three Masters of the Precepts and witnessed by seven others (sanshi
shichishõX‚Ìã).

After Ganjin’s demise, the kairitsu tradition was carried on by Hõshin
ÀZ (709–778), Nyohõ ØÀ (?–815), and Buan ÌH (?–840), but from
the beginning of the Heian period onwards, the study of the precepts,
and the ordination ceremony that went with it, gradually started to
decline. A major reason for this development was the propagation of a
different set of precepts by the founder of the Japanese Tendai school,
Saichõ è˜ (767–822). This new set consisted of only 58 command-
ments, and it is easy to imagine that it was much more attractive to
abide by a lesser number of rules. Saichõ asked the court’s permission
to build an independent ordination platform, which caused a heated
debate between Enryaku-ji ×”± and the Nara schools. Some of the
details of this debate will be discussed in the third section of this essay.
Finally, the court decided to grant Saichõ’s request and the construc-
tion of the new ordination platform started shortly after his demise.

Not only the traditional kairitsu ordination fell into disuse; many
sources give evidence that even the observance of the precepts as such
began to deteriorate. The Nihon sandai jitsuroku ÕûXÖ×Æ (Verita-
ble record of three generations [of emperors] in Japan) emphasizes
that the ordination of the priest E’un Š± in the third month of 865
was still conducted in the old-fashioned way, but it also laments the
fact that already many novices neglect their study, that they do not
know the difference between observing and violating the precepts
anymore, and that they dishonor both Masters of the Precepts and
government of³cials (Jõgan 7/3/25). The most obvious examples of
repeated violation of the precepts were, of course, the numerous
conµicts between the armed monks (sõhei Ro) of the large monaster-
ies. In the ³rst year of Tenroku (970), the Tendai abbot Ryõgen dè
(912–985) wrote a petition in which he observed that groups of
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armed monks at Hieizan threatened the scholar priests and kept them
from their studies. To stop this oppression, Ryõgen warned that it was
forbidden for monks to wear arms, to conspire, or to kill sentient
beings (Tendai zasu Ryõgen kishõ ú×ãüdè|¾). In other cases,
monks were accused of clandestine romances and even of marriage
(Kojidan òªD, p. 66; Zoku honchõ õjõden ¡û†ð´), p. 25). The
author of the Mizu kagami vù, Nakayama Tadachika _[bV (1131–
1195), could not help complaining that the ignorance of the regula-
tions was the reason that priests and laymen lately even wanted to
drink saké (Kirei mondõk…“g, p. 449).

A full account of the degeneration process in the Ritsu school is
recorded in Gyõnen’s works on the history of this school:

The Ritsu school had its place in all of the seven large monas-
teries [of Nara], but during later generations this was gradually
discontinued and the exposition [of the precepts] fell short.
From the demise of Buan [in 840] until the reign of Emperor
Sanjõ [from 1011 to 1016], more than 170 years went by and
in this period the observance of the precepts became little by
little neglected and unpracticed. From that time until the reign
of Emperor Toba [from 1107 to 1123], more than one hun-
dred years passed by and in this period the observance of the
precepts went out and they were no longer practiced.

(Risshð gyõkanshõA;øCØ, p. 52)

Gyõnen also described the failing process of succession in the Ritsu
school:

Since the high priest Ganjin transmitted the Buddhist pre-
cepts, the Preceptor has been considered the continuator of
the Ritsu school.… This has been the case for a long time with-
out interruption. The Ritsu school has been represented in
the various temples, but since ancient times it has been
[Tõ]shõdai-ji that carried on [its tradition].... From the ³rst
year of Emperor Suzaku’s reign [in 930] onwards, the Precep-
tors have resided in this temple, carried on the Ritsu tradition,
and the school’s continuity was uninterrupted and many-
branched. The [Preceptors’] names and deeds, however, were
not recorded, which makes it dif³cult to know who they were.
Nevertheless, the study [of the precepts] continued and the
school’s successors followed each other. Since the year 931
until the ³rst year of Emperor Toba’s reign [in 1108], 178
years have passed, but the names of those who have continued
the teaching are unknown.

(Sangoku buppõ denzð engiX³[À)°â|, pp. 19–20)
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In both works, Gyõnen leaves no doubt that it was because of Jichi-
han’s efforts that this ongoing deterioration came to a halt. The various
biographies of Jichihan contain two narratives, interrupted by a short
interlude, in which his involvement in the restoration of the tradition-
al precepts is described. In chronological order, these biographies tell
the following story:

Jichihan was already studying the Hossõ, Shingon, and Tendai
teachings, but he lamented the fact that he was not able to ³nd a Mas-
ter of the Precepts who could initiate him in the monastic rules. In
the year 1109 (Tõshõdai-ji engi nukigaki ryakushð NÀØ±â|s–FT,
p. 106b) or 1111 (Shõdai senzai denki, p. 275a), he went to the Kasuga
rÕ Shrine to pray for an oracle. On the night of the seventh day he
had an auspicious dream in which he saw pure water µowing through
a brass pipe that led from Tõshõdai-ji to Nakanokawa. When he
awoke, he thought the dream was a good omen. The next day he left
for Tõshõdai-ji, but when he arrived he saw that its buildings were
ruinous and uninhabited. Part of the temple compounds had been
turned into cultivated ³elds and one low-ranking monk who had
remained was plowing them. When Jichihan asked him if there were
not any biku in the temple, the anonymous monk answered that,
although he had not fully mastered them, the Preceptor Kaikõ wM
once instructed him in the fundamental scriptures on the precepts.6
Thereupon they went into Ganjin’s commemoration hall and at his
request, Jichihan was ordained in the precepts. Afterwards, Jichihan
went back to the Nakanokawa temple, where he started to lecture on
the kairitsu and performed the ordination ceremony. As a result, the
study of the precepts began to µourish again (Genkõ shakusho, p. 135b).

When the building of the Jõshin-in ¨XŠ, the main hall of the
Nakanokawa temple, was ³nished, Jichihan went back to Tõshõdai-ji
in the year 1116 and he asked the court’s permission to make repairs.
In the third month of the following year, thirty-eight monks, among
them Gyõson ‘¨ and Kakugyõ ·‘, were ordained in the bodhisattva
precepts at the Tõdai-ji ordination platform (Tõshõdaiji engi nukigaki
ryakushð, p. 106b; Shõdai senzai denki, p. 245c).

In the third year of Hõan ˜H (1122), during the Eight Lectures on
the Lotus Sðtra (Hokke hakkõ ÀTk“) in the Kasuga Shrine, scholar
monks were discussing the situation of the kairitsu study. They con-
cluded that this study, traditionally a specialty of the assistant monks
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tor Kaikõ as his teacher. In the Tõshõdaijige and the Denritsu zugenshð the anonymous monk
and the Preceptor Kaikõ turn out to be the same person.
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(dõshu }L) who resided in the main halls of Kõfuku-ji and Tõdai-ji,
had decayed and that for that reason the ordination at the Tõdai-ji
platform had virtually come to a halt. They ventured the opinion that
if a learned priest would be willing to study the tenets of the Ritsu
school, the teaching of the precepts and the ordination of biku could
become prosperous again. When the assistant monk Gonzai 5» of
the Western Hall of Kõfuku-ji heard of this he decided that, because
he knew of such a learned priest, he would pay a visit to Jichihan of
the Nakanokawa temple. There he pleaded for his help to restore the
study of the precepts. Jichihan complied with his request and in the
eighth month of that year he wrote a manual on the ordination in the
precepts (the Tõdaiji shiki). Afterwards, the tradition of the Ritsu
school gradually began to prosper again (Denritsu zugengeshð )Aoè
mT, p. 311b; TõshõdaijigeNÀØ±m, p. 151c).

The high priest Zõshun ‰p (1104–1180) of Kõfuku-ji studied the
kairitsu under Jichihan and the tradition of the Ritsu school contin-
ued when Zõshun was ordained by him (Risshð kõyõ A;„ê, p. 379;
Tõshõdaiji engi nukigaki ryakushð, p. 106b).

This summarizes the story of Jichihan’s contribution to the restora-
tion of the kairitsu tradition according to his various biographies. The
obvious question is, of course, to what extent the details of this story
can be veri³ed. Even more important is the question whether Jichi-
han’s efforts really led to the restoration of the old kairitsu tradition. 

Fact and Fiction in Jichihan’s Biographies

The story of Jichihan’s visit to Tõshõdai-ji and his subsequent ordina-
tion in the old kairitsu tradition by an anonymous monk is, in spite of
its being recorded in his oldest biography, generally considered as
³ctional (ÕYA 1928a, p. 236). In fact, the history of the Ritsu school
between the demise of the Ritsu priest Buan in 840 and Jichihan’s
time, seems like the proverbial terra incognita. It is not surprising,
then, that not one single substantial fact can be found about the
anonymous monk, or the Preceptor Kaikõ, or their immediate prede-
cessors. Still, this does not mean that this part of Jichihan’s biography
should be dismissed as pure nonsense. It can be argued on three
points that it is very likely that Jichihan indeed visited Tõshõdai-ji in
1109 or 1111 to study the precepts.

The ³rst point concerns the situation of Tõshõdai-ji at that time.
One of the main arguments against the story in the Genkõ shakusho
and similar biographies has been that, if Tõshõdai-ji was in such a
ruinous state, uninhabited and its grounds partly turned into rice

50 Japanese Journal of Religious Studies 26/1–2

Buijnst.qxd  5/14/99  5:14 PM  Page 50



³elds, the presence of a priest who could teach and ordain Jichihan in
the precepts would be very unlikely. Another interpretation, however, is
also possible. The description of Tõshõdai-ji and Gyõnen’s account of
the situation of the Ritsu school during the latter part of the Heian
period could easily have been exaggerated in order to make the con-
trast with Jichihan’s laudatory efforts even more outstanding. Presum-
ably, the situation of Tõshõdai-ji had not deteriorated to the extent as
suggested, nor did the place lack residents. Several sources support
this argument. The Honchõ seiki û†›w mentions that the annual lec-
ture on the Ninnõgyõ _÷™ for the year 1099, which was intended as a
prayer to end the turmoil in the country, was to be performed in
twelve shrines and twelve temples. Among the names of the respective
shrines and temples listed is Tõshõdai-ji (p. 304). A certain Õe no
Chikamichi ØsV° made pilgrimages to the seven great monasteries
of Nara both in 1106 and in 1140, of which he kept a personal record:
the Shichidaiji junrei shiki ÌØ±…ˆ•z. One of his travels led him to
Tõshõdai-ji, and he described its various temple halls and Buddhist
images in great detail (NARA 1982, pp. 190–205).7 There is even a
stronger indication that, at the time of Jichihan’s supposed visit,
Tõshõdai-ji was still operating. When the novice Genkai è} received
his full ordination at the Tõdai-ji kaidan-in in 1109, this ceremony was
of³ciated by the prescribed Ten Masters of the Precepts, one of them
being the priest Hõjõ ÆÂ of Tõshõdai-ji (Kongõ-ji monjo D¤±k–,
Tennin 2/12/10).

The second argument that can be made concerns the chronology
of Jichihan’s whereabouts between 1109 (or 1111) and 1116, during
which he may have visited Tõshõdai-ji. The Genkõ shakusho mentions
that, after his initiation, Jichihan returned to the Nakanokawa temple.
The text continues with a description of this temple’s foundation:

Initially, Jichihan lived in [Enjõ-ji at] Ninjoku-san. Picking
µowers he reached the ³elds and mountains of Nakanokawa.
When he saw its superb environment he asked the court’s per-
mission to build a temple. He named it Jõshin-in. Afterwards
he went back again to Tõshõdai-ji. (p. 135c)

If this sequence can be believed, Jichihan visited Tõshõdai-ji for the
³rst time in either 1109 or 1111. Then he had the Jõshin-in built, after
which he went back to Tõshõdai-ji in 1116. The next question is, of
course, when the Jõshin-in, the main hall of the Nakanokawa temple,
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39), which relates about the theft of a Kannon statue of Tõshõdai-ji. The Konjaku monogatari-
shð was written shortly after 1106, but this tale cannot be dated.
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was built. Unfortunately, documents about the ³nancing of this tem-
ple hall or the court’s permission to build it have not been preserved.
The answer, however, can be found in a manuscript with the title
Shunka shðgetsu shõsõ rTE½¿u. In this work, which was written by
the high priest Sõshõ ;§ (1202–1278) of Tõdai-ji, one chapter is dedi-
cated to the commemoration of Jichihan:

In the third year of Ten’ei (1112), the saint Hongan (Jichi-
han) was impressed by this environment and had a temple hall
built. (HORIIKE 1957, p. 51)

Obviously, the construction of the Jõshin-in started in 1112 and, judg-
ing from the date mentioned in a list of inscriptions in temple bells, it
was close to completion in 1114 (HORIIKE 1957, p. 51). This sequence
links up very well with the timing of Jichihan’s two visits to Tõshõdai-ji.

The third and most convincing argument can be found in the post-
script of the Jubosatsukaihõ, Jichihan’s earliest work on the Buddhist
precepts:

This was written and completed in Ten’ei 4 (1113), second
month, twenty-second day, kinoe tatsu (zodiacal signs), during
the hour of the horse (11 a.m.–1 p.m). I pray that transferring
my merits to the realm of the cosmic law and that ful³lling the
precepts, will promptly lead me to Buddhahood. Buddha’s dis-
ciple Jichihan. (KODERA 1978, p. 93)

This leaves no room for doubt that around or before 1113, nine years
before he wrote the Tõdaiji shiki, Jichihan was already involved in the
study of the Buddhist precepts. Another manuscript, of which only
fragments have been preserved, has been identi³ed as an incomplete
copy of the Jubosatsukaihõ and is notably stored in Tõshõdai-ji (KODERA

1978, pp. 79–80). It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the story
about Jichihan’s visit to Tõshõdai-ji is, on the whole, credible.

It seems, however, that the problem is located somewhere else. The
main point of the story in the biographies is that Jichihan was ordained
in the same kairitsu tradition that was brought to Japan by Ganjin. In
Jichihan’s time, this tradition only existed in name. It is precisely for
that reason that the anonymous monk and the Preceptor Kaikõ were
put on stage, because by doing so an uninterrupted and authentic
transmission of this tradition could be suggested. This obvious fabrica-
tion will be discussed in the fourth section of this essay.

Next comes the intermezzo of Jichihan’s request to the court in
1116 to make repairs, which was followed by the ordination of thirty-
eight monks at Tõdai-ji the next year. Because there are no records
that could either con³rm or refute the ³rst event, this matter has to
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be left untouched. More can be said, however, of the reputed ordina-
tion of the thirty-eight monks. Of this group, only Gyõson ‘¨
(1057–1135) and Kakugyõ ·‘ (1075–1104) are mentioned by name,
but it will be clear that Kakugyõ, because of the year that he passed
away, could not have been among them.

Another argument against this part of the story has been that,
while these monks were said to have received the traditional, full ordi-
nation, it was not until 1122 that Jichihan wrote about the gusokukai in
his Tõdaiji shiki (ISHIDA 1963a, p. 492). The source on which Ishida’s
argument is based was written in the eighteenth century, long after
Jichihan’s demise. There is, however, a much earlier source that has
been overlooked and that refers to this event as well. According to the
Tõshõdaiji engi nukigaki ryakushð, which was compiled in 1395, the thirty-
eight monks were not ordained in the gusokukai but in the bodhisattva
precepts, about which, as we have seen, Jichihan wrote a work in 1113
(p. 106b). The dearth of sources makes it dif³cult either to con³rm
or to dismiss the veracity of the events in 1116 and 1117. Because it has
been demonstrated that Jichihan’s study of the precepts in Tõshõdai-ji
in itself is plausible, it only seems natural that after his initiation, Jichi-
han for his part started to teach and ordain others in the precepts as
well. This is con³rmed by the Genkõ shakusho (p. 135b).

The events of 1122 and thereafter, when Jichihan was asked by one
of the assistant monks of Kõfuku-ji to restore the study and obser-
vance of the precepts, which led to his compilation of the Tõdaiji shiki,
have considerably more veri³able clues. During the Heian period, the
community within the compounds of the large monasteries developed
into groups of a different social standing, each with its own specialty.
One of these groups was that of the assistant monks (dõshu), who
served the scholar monks and were responsible for the maintenance
of the temple halls. Traditionally, their specialty was the study of the
precepts, and the position of Preceptor was granted to someone of
this group (Nanto sõzoku shokufukuki Ç@Rš4Rz, p. 237b). The
assistant monks of Kõfuku-ji resided in the Eastern and Western Main
Halls (Kõfukuji tõzai kondõ öS±X»D}). The identity of the person
or persons who went to Jichihan with the request to help restore the
kairitsu tradition is slightly confusing. Most sources speak of a certain
Gonzai 5», alias Nanshõbõ Ç§Û, who belonged to the Western
Main Hall of Kõfuku-ji. Only the Tõshõdaijige speaks of someone called
Kaizõ r† (p. 151c). There are, however, records that con³rm the his-
toricity of both monks.8
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In 1170, a conµict erupted between Kakunin ·_ (µ. 1127–1201),
head of Tõdai-ji, and the dõshu of Kõfuku-ji. Documents about this
conµict reveal that daihõshi Gonzai ØÀ‚5», assistant monk of the
Western Main Hall of Kõfuku-ji, denied the accusation that he had
shut down ³elds of which the revenues were meant for the Daibutsu-
den of Tõdai-ji. According to these documents, Gonzai had entered
the Nakanokawa temple [in 1138] at the age of forty-two, where he
had lead a diligent and secluded life for thirty-two years. He is also
praised by his fellow assistant monks for observing and studying the
precepts (Kõfukuji saikondõ manshutõ kaian öS±»D}FLfmL; Sõ
Gonzai saimon an R5»økL). This con³rms Gonzai’s relation with
Jichihan’s temple and his involvement in the study of the kairitsu. More
proof of this relation can be found in the records that list Jichihan’s
disciples. One of them was a certain Kakua ·%, who had three disci-
ples by himself, one of them being Gonzai (Kechimyaku ruijðki, pp.
120, 152).

The relation between Kaizõ and Jichihan’s temple is con³rmed by
the postscript to the Fusatsu yõmon +Oêk (Essentials about the expo-
sition of the precepts), a manuscript that is stored in the repository of
the Ishiyama temple. According to its preface, this text is partly based
on a manual by Nakanokawa Enkõbõ (= Jichihan). At the end of this
manuscript, a separate section has been added with the title Kekkai
hõhõ ºƒ¾À (Guideline to settle the boundaries [of the area where
the precepts are to be observed]). The closing sentence of the Kekkai
hõhõ states that this section was originally compiled by Jichihan as well.
It contains the following postscript:

Hõen 4 (1138), tsuchinoe uma (zodiacal signs), fourth month,
twenty-seventh day. This was copied from a borrowed manu-
script by Jõ[…]bõ Kaizõ of the Ritsu school. I also applied for
a manuscript by the saint Ichiinbõ. (KODERA 1979, p. 43)

One of the sobriquets of Gonzai’s teacher Kakua was Taifu Shõnin
Ichiinbõ Ø&î^s|Û. In various records, Gonzai is referred to with
epithets such as Unkeibõ ²‰Û, Kðkeibõ W‰Û, and Chðsen or
Tadanori bE, but the name Kaizõ is not among them. Therefore,
there can be no doubt that Gonzai and Kaizõ are names belonging to
different persons. Although there are not more details available about
the identity of Kaizõ, it has become evident that he was involved in the
study of the precepts as well.

The high priest Zõshun ‰p (1104–1180) of Kõfuku-ji allegedly
continued the tradition of the Ritsu school after Jichihan. Because
there is not one single text by Zõshun, either preserved or listed in
some catalogue, that could con³rm his active involvement in the
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study of the precepts, this assertion seems rather doubtful.9 Of course,
his name is mentioned by various chroniclers in their obligatory enu-
merations of those who carried on the tradition of the Ritsu school,
but that does not prove anything. The only additional source that sup-
ports the reputed teacher-disciple relation between Jichihan and
Zõshun is the previously quoted Kõfukuji ryaku nendaiki. After the
remark that Jichihan of³ciated as Teacher of the Precepts at the cere-
mony of Fujiwara no Tadazane’s ordination, the former is described
as someone from the Hossõ school and as the teacher of Zõshun from
Nakanokawa.

The tradition of the Ritsu school is said to have been restored
through Jichihan’s efforts, but although at the end of the twelfth cen-
tury the revaluation of Buddhist ethics gradually began to spread and
eventually would mature into a popular movement, there was still one
problem that had to be solved.

The Dispute Between Saichõ and the Nara Schools

During his stay in China, Saichõ was ordained in the Mah„y„na bodhi-
sattva precepts (daijõ bosatsukai Øñ¬Ow) by his teacher Tao-sui Š]
(n.d.). In the spring of Kõnin 9 (818), several years after his return to
Japan, Saichõ addressed several of his disciples and told them that
from now on they would not observe the H‡nay„na precepts (shõjõ shi-
bunritsu ·ñv_A), but that they would start, through self-ordination
(jisei jukai À½1w), to observe the Mah„y„na precepts (Eizan daishi
den µ[Ø‚), p. 472). In a missive to the court some two months
later, Saichõ wrote that those who wanted to follow the path of a
bodhisattva (dõshin ŠD) should be considered a country’s treasure.
Saichõ ascertained, however, that in Japan only an ordination ceremony
in the H‡nay„na tradition existed. Because the Tendai school was
founded for Mah„y„na monks, he proposed that from now on the
monks at Hieizan would be trained as such. This would include their
ordination in the bodhisattva precepts (Gakushõ shiki ¿´Å, p. 40). In
fact, this amounted to a request for independence from the state-run
ordination system (nenbun dosha æ_Eé). Obviously, the court did
not grant permission, because some three months later Saichõ sent
another missive that explained the proposed training of monks at
Hieizan in even more detail (Gakushõ shiki, p. 41). In the third month
of the following year, Saichõ sent a petition to the court in which he
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asked permission for the construction of an ordination platform at
Hieizan (Tendaihokeshð nenbundosha eshõkõdai shiki ú×ÀT;æ_Eé
¸·TØÅ, pp. 42–43). To emphasize his argumentation, Saichõ
explained the differences between the Mah„y„na and the H‡nay„na
kairitsu tradition and compared these to the actual situation in his
school and those in Nara. The latter combined the Mah„y„na and
H‡nay„na teachings, enshrined Binzuru in the refectory, observed the
250 H‡nay„na precepts, and required three Masters of the Precepts
and seven witnesses for their ordination ceremony; a proper ordina-
tion was not possible if even one of them would be absent. His own
school, on the contrary, based its teaching exclusively on Mah„y„na
tenets, enshrined Monju in the refectory, observed the 58 bodhisattva
precepts, and executed their ordination ceremony with a Master of
the Precepts; in the case that a Master of the Precepts was not avail-
able, self-ordination was also possible. Because of these differences,
another ordination platform was compulsory.

The reaction of the Nara schools, through the channels of the Bud-
dhist supervisors (sõgõ R„), was predictably negative. Every monk
had to be ordained in the H‡nay„na precepts. After that, one could
also undergo the ordination in the bodhisattva precepts. Ordination
in the bodhisattva precepts in itself was not suf³cient and therefore
not in conformity with the Buddhist rules. The Nara schools claimed
that their own kairitsu thought, which united the H‡nay„na and Mah„-
y„na traditions, was essentially based on Mah„y„na doctrines. Besides,
the privilege of proposing changes in secular or religious regulations
belonged to the sovereign or to the Buddhist authorities, not to the
common people or to ordinary monks (that is, Saichõ; ÕYA 1987, pp.
408–10). The details of this dispute, which continued for a while, are
only known through the transmitted writings of Saichõ and his disci-
ples. None of the documents that were issued by their opponents (the
Nara schools) have been preserved. In any case, the court ³nally
approved the construction of a new ordination platform shortly after
Saichõ’s demise.10

This controversy µared up again at the beginning of the Kamakura
period, when the call for the restoration of old values was made. Both
Jõkei and the Ritsu priest Kakujõ ·µ (1193–1249) wrote polemical
works in which they tried to convince their readers that the kairitsu
tradition of the Nara schools was superior to that of the Tendai school.
It was not until the second half of the thirteenth century, however,
that the kairitsu tradition of the Nara schools was adjusted and really

10 The conµict between Saichõ and the Nara schools has been described in great detail
by ÕYA (1987) and by GRONER (1984, pp. 107–65).
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started to µourish. In works such as the Sangoku buppõ denzð engi and
the Risshð gyõkanshõ, Gyõnen reviews the history of the Japanese Ritsu
school that started with Ganjin and, after a period of decay, gradually
became prosperous again. The credit for starting this revival went to
Jichihan.

Jichihan’s Kairitsu Thought

Jichihan’s oldest work on the precepts, the Jubosatsukaihõ (Rules for
the initiation in the bodhisattva precepts), is a manual in which this
initiation ceremony is described in sixteen steps (KODERA 1978, pp.
80–93). In the ³rst half of the text, Jichihan dwells upon those scrip-
tures and commentaries on which he has based his work, while in the
second half he explains how these sixteen steps of the ceremony are
to be executed. Here, most of his attention is directed to an explana-
tion of the ten principal commandments (jðjðkinkai Yb8w) as they
were described in the Bonmõkyõ ¤}™. In his preface, Jichihan
announces that, although many texts that comment on this ceremony
do exist, he will rely primarily on the exposition by Hsüan-tsang éh
(Jpn. Genjõ 600–664), the Chinese priest who transmitted the Hossõ
teaching from India to China. One of Hsüan-tsang’s writings on the
precepts bears the title Jubosatsukaihõ as well. This text was transmitted
by his disciple Hui-chao ŠË (Jpn. Eshõ ?–714), who incorporated it
in his Collection on the Encouragement of the Mind that Aspires for Enlighten-
ment (Kanpotsu bodaishinshð ðn¬ØDT, T. 45, no. 1862). Hsüan-
tsang’s exposition is considered as one of the basic manuals in the
Hossõ school for the initiation in the bodhisattva precepts. From the
beginning of the Kamakura period onwards, Jõkei, Kakujõ, and Eison
(µ¨ 1201–1290), among others, strove for the restoration and popu-
larization of the kairitsu tradition of the Nara schools. Kakujõ and
Eison in particular, used that part of Hui-chao’s Collection that com-
mented on the observance of the precepts as a guideline for their own
studies. It has been assumed that Eison was the ³rst priest in Japan
who made a handwritten copy of and wrote a commentary on this Col-
lection (BD 2, p. 110d). In the second part of his manual, however,
Jichihan quotes almost the complete text of Hsüan-tsang’s manual,
which indicates that he must have been familiar with Hui-chao’s Collec-
tion as well, and that he used it as a source for his own study long
before Kakujõ and Eison did so. On the other hand, nowhere in his
Jubosatsukaihõ does Jichihan speak of restoration, nor does he mention
who or what stimulated him to write this manual. In fact, the Jubosatsu-
kaihõ almost entirely consists of quotes from scriptures and commen-
taries by Chinese and Korean scholar monks from the Hossõ school;

BUIJNSTERS: Jichihan 57

Buijnst.qxd  5/14/99  5:14 PM  Page 57



as a result Jichihan’s own ideas remain virtually invisible. Even so, is it
still possible to draw some inferences. The Jubosatsukaihõ leaves no
doubt that Jichihan also studied the Mah„y„na precepts. This corrob-
orates another part of Jichihan’s biographies. In his Risshð kõyõ, Gyõ-
nen remarks that after his initiation in the shibunritsu:

[Jichihan] extensively searched for summaries [on the pre-
cepts].… He gained a clear understanding of the spiritual
power ¿, the rules À and signi³cance – of the precepts of
the three Vehicles; old texts on the bonnõ [precepts], annota-
tions by various masters, the H‡nay„na and Mah„y„na pre-
cepts; he mastered and memorized them all. (p. 379)

Apparently, the Jubosatsukaihõ was one of the results of this extensive
study. Two years after he ³nished this work, Jichihan initiated thirty-
eight monks in the bodhisattva-precepts at the Tõdai-ji platform, dur-
ing which time he most likely followed the instructions of his own
manual. 

It is striking that, contrary to those who continued the kairitsu
revival after him, Jichihan does not write one single word on the for-
mer differences in opinion about the contents and intrinsic values of
the bodhisattva precepts between the Nara and Tendai schools, let
alone mention that he refuted the latter’s point of view. In a period
that was said to be characterized by the decay of the kairitsu tradition,
Jichihan’s early interest in the Buddhist precepts is remarkable, but
the signi³cance of this Jubosatsukaihõ is rather limited because it hardly
contains any personal remarks or ideas. Only a small personal touch
in the list of intended bonds (hotsugan nX) at the end of the text,
proves to be the proverbial exception. This list is a verbatim reproduc-
tion of the one in Hsüan-tsang’s manual, but whereas Hsüan-tsang
prays that his merits of keeping the precepts will lead all sentient
beings to Maitreya’s paradise, Jichihan prays that his merits will make
it possible for all sentient beings to attain rebirth in Amida’s Pure
Land (KODERA 1978, p. 93).

Nine years later, Jichihan wrote the Tõdaiji kaidan-in jukai shiki
XØ±w;Š1wÅ (Manual on the ordination in the precepts at the
Tõdai-ji platform). This time Jichihan explicitly stated his intentions:

During the Tenpyõ-shõhõ period [from 749 to 757], the Chi-
nese Master of the Precepts Ganjin came to our court. He
promised our emperor to build this ordination platform and
through the byakushi konma RvŠ$ ritual, he ordained many
[novices] as biku. The observance of the Buddhist teaching is
nothing but the very foundation of the protection of our coun-
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try. Since then, more than 360 years have passed by, but the
degeneration of the people and their disregard of the Bud-
dhist regulations have become unparalleled. Who would not
be sad? (T. 74, no. 2350, p. 32c)

Then Jichihan announces that he has not given in to the temptation
to bother the reader with his own ideas and he carefully lists the works
from which he has compiled this manual. It is only in the ³rst half of
the postscript that some of his personal views come to the surface.
Jichihan quotes “someone” who wonders if the summarized ordina-
tion (tsðju °1) could be suf³cient to realize the essential nature of a
bodhisattva monk (bosatsu-biku shõ ¬O²°§).11 The expression “sum-
marized ordination” refers to the idea that one single ordination in
the ten major and forty-eight minor commandments would enable
the initiated to become a bosatsu-biku. In his reaction, Jichihan cate-
gorically refutes this point of view by referring to several commen-
taries in which it is stated that a full ordination in all precepts
individually (betsuju ƒ1) is compulsory in order to realize the nature
of a bosatsu-biku. There are no special (read: easier) commandments
for someone who wants to follow the path of a bodhisattva.

It would be only natural to think that this “someone” should refer
to Saichõ or another master of the Tendai school, but because the
kairitsu thought of the Tendai school is not the subject of discussion in
this postscript, this “someone” probably refers to one of the Kõfuku-ji
scholar monks who ventured his opinion, as Kõfuku-ji was where the
actual initiators of the compilation of this manual were (ISHIDA 1963b,
p. 76). Whoever this “someone” may be, insofar as Jichihan’s own kai-
ritsu thought can be gathered from the Tõdaiji shiki, there is no doubt
that it was very traditional. In this respect, the Tõdaiji shiki is not a
work of special interest. It is rather intriguing, however, that it was
Kõfuku-ji of all places where the call for the revaluation of the moral
precepts originated, for this was the temple that formed the very
nucleus of violent conduct by soldier monks in the old capital.

Another point of interest is how practical the Tõdaiji shiki was, since
its usefulness has been regarded as extremely doubtful (ISHIDA 1963a,
pp. 491–92). According to the kairitsu tradition of the Nara schools,
the ordination ceremony had to be executed in the presence of three
Masters of the Precepts and seven witnesses. Jichihan’s manual does
not deviate from this stipulation. It is almost certain that at the time
that Jichihan wrote his manual, this was not possible anymore. Masters
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of the Precepts only existed in name. Otherwise, it would not have
been necessary for either of Jichihan’s ³rst biographers to come up
with a deus ex machina in the form of the mysterious and anonymous
monk who initiated Jichihan in the orthodox kairitsu tradition. In the
second section of this essay, it has been argued that the account of
Jichihan’s visit to Tõshõdai-ji and his subsequent ordination in the
precepts at this place is credible indeed. The claim that he was
ordained in the gusokukai in a correct way, however, must be relegated
to the realm of fantasy. In fact, considerable doubt was already ven-
tured in one of his biographies, where his desire to receive the full
ordination is praised, but the correctness of the ceremony itself is
rejected (Shõdai senzai denki, p. 208c).

After completing the Tõdaiji shiki, Jichihan kept exerting himself to
restore the study and observance of the precepts. In the ³rst year of
Daiji (1126), he wrote a short treatise about the process of becoming
a true biku through the various stages of emancipation that resulted
from the actual observance of the precepts individually (Bisshu betsu-
gedatsukai TMƒmõw).12 In a few cases, Jichihan of³ciated as Teacher
of the Precepts when court ladies renounced the world and took their
vows (Chðyðki _“z, Daiji 2/9/22 and Chõshõ 3/10/25). Because
the Kekkai hõhõ section at the end of the Fusatsu yõmon, which was origi-
nally compiled by Jichihan as well, was hand-copied in Hõen 4 (1138),
the Nakanokawa temple complex at that time already must have had a
sekkaidõ ßw}, a temple building that functioned as the place where
the precepts were expounded and where monks puri³ed themselves
by repenting their sins. The Tõdaiji zasshðroku XØ±PTÆ lists the
various temple buildings of Nakanokawadera, one of which bears the
name “Puri³cation Hall” (Shõjõ-in ²þŠ; HORIIKE 1958, p. 46), possi-
bly the sekkaidõ of this temple. Jichihan’s other well-known work on
the precepts, the Shukke jukaihõ, was written in the last year of his life,
and this shows once more that he dedicated the better part of his
career to the restoration of the monastic rules of conduct.

The doubts that have been raised about the account of Jichihan’s
initiation in the precepts and of his subsequent efforts to initiate oth-
ers, the fundamental problem of the unfeasibility of his Tõdaiji shiki,
as well as the virtual lack of any personal interpretation of the kairitsu

12 Kushida mentions that a manuscript with the title Bisshu betsugedatsukai has been pre-
served in Shinfuku-ji OS± in Nagoya. Although the author of this manuscript is not men-
tioned, KUSHIDA argues that, because it was copied in 1184 in one of the halls of the
Nakanokawa temple and bore some similarities with the postscript to the Tõdaiji shiki, this
text was probably written by Jichihan (1975, p. 133). A much stronger indication in favor of
this point of view, however, can be found in the Enshõ shõnin gyõjõ, in which Gyõnen states
that one of Jichihan’s works was titled Betsu gedatsu.
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doctrines, have created the view that Jichihan’s contribution to the
restoration of the Nara kairitsu tradition was actually of a rather ques-
tionable, formal, and super³cial nature. The refutation of some of
these doubts, and the image portrayed above of a lifelong commit-
ment to the study and observance of the precepts, however, clearly
contradict this view.

After Jichihan had passed away, the problem of how to execute the
full ordination in a correct way still remained bothersome. At the end
of his life, Jõkei wrote the “Petition to stimulate the observance of the
precepts,” in which he mused:

[Once], the ordination in the precepts in Nara, which, by impe-
rial decree, was strictly performed to the rules by three Masters
of the Precepts and seven witnesses [who were selected] from
the seven great monasteries, was considered the condition for
acquiring the spiritual power of precept-observance. Granted,
[nowadays] the biku are not pure #²þ and the regulations
[of the ordination] are not according to the teaching #ØÀ,
but would it not be a very good prospect if there were one or
two among them who learned the regulations, for how could
that be in vain? (Kairitsu kõgyõ ganshowAö‘X–, p. 59)

His wish would not be answered until 1236, when Eison, Kakujõ,
Yðgon Àä (1186–1275), and Ensei Ò¬ (1180–1241) explored the
possibility of becoming a true biku through self-ordination. It was only
then that the kairitsu tradition of the Nara schools underwent a real
innovation.

Pure Land Thought in the Shingon School

The underlying principle of the doctrines in the Shingon school
implies that the practitioner strives for the realization of direct
enlightenment in this world and in the present body (sokushin jõbutsu
“X¨[). In the Pure Land teaching, on the other hand, this world is
considered as impure (edo JF), and the ulterior aim is rebirth in the
paradise of a saving buddha (gongu jõdo 5¼þF), which is situated
outside this world. The most popular of these saving buddhas was
Amida, whose paradise was thought to be in the Western direction
(saihõ jõdo »¾þF). It seems that there is hardly any room to unite
these two ideologies. Nevertheless, among the esoteric scriptures
there are several texts that not only describe methods to realize direct
enlightenment in this world, but also dwell upon the possibility of
attaining rebirth in a Pure Land. Two of these texts are the Rishushaku
7+ö (T. 19, no. 1003) and the Muryõju nyorai kangyõ kuyõ giki [g3
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Øû?‘Úïˆ} (T. 19, no. 930), both translated by the sixth Shingon
patriarch Amoghavajra (Jpn. Fukð #W 705–774). The Rishushaku is
the commentary on one of the fundamental esoteric scriptures, the
Rishukyõ 7+™ (T. 8, no. 243), in which Dainichi Nyorai expounds
from a level of perfect wisdom that the innate nature of all phenomena
is pure in itself. The fourth chapter of the Rishushaku explains that
Amida Buddha, who is also referred to by his esoteric names Tokujishõ-
shõjõhosshõ Nyorai “À§²þÀ§Øû and Kanjizaiõ Nyorai ?À$÷
Øû, resides in his state of enlightenment as Muryõju Nyorai in a bud-
dha paradise, while he manifests himself as the bodhisattva Kanjizai in
the de³led worlds. The second half of this fourth chapter especially
elaborates on the merits of Amida’s one-syllable mantra. According to
the text, the esoteric syllable hr‡h represents Amida’s domain of
enlightenment, and when this syllable is correctly visualized and con-
templated, not only can all dif³culties in the present life be con-
quered, but supreme rebirth in a Pure Land can be realized as well. In
other words, this one-syllable mantra contains merits that can be of
pro³t both in this life and the hereafter (Rishushaku, p. 612bc).

The Muryõju giki describes the meditation process and accompany-
ing mantras and mudras of the esoteric Amida ritual, through which
the practitioner will be able to attain rebirth in the paradise of Ulti-
mate Bliss (p. 67c). This transition to a paradise of Ultimate Bliss,
however, is by no means limited to the period after death. Through
the union with the three secret manifestations of the deity (= Amida),
is it also possible to transform this world into a paradise of Ultimate
Bliss (pp. 69b, 70b).

Both texts were introduced in Japan during the early Heian period,
but when the faith in Amida Buddha began to spread among all layers
of society, the Pure Land doctrines that had been developed in the
Tendai school already dominated religious life. In the works that were
written by the founder of the Japanese Shingon school, Kðkai, the
concept of rebirth in a Pure Land is hardly discussed. On several occa-
sions, he quoted from the two above-mentioned works, but nowhere
does he actively elaborate on Pure Land thought as such. When he
introduced the Shingon teaching, Kðkai especially attached impor-
tance to doctrines and concepts that explained the possibility of real-
izing Buddhahood in this life and this world. At the same time, he
emphasized the differences between the Shingon teaching and those
of the already existing schools.13 It is perhaps for this reason that, ini-
tially, Pure Land thought was rather neglected in the Shingon school.

13 The most obvious example is Kðkai’s Benkenmitsu nikyõron –ßOÌîÇ (Treatise on
the differences between the teachings of the exoteric and esoteric schools; T. 77 no. 2427).
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After Kðkai, this situation did not change for quite some time. To
some extent this is not very surprising. The esoteric tenets and rituals
that dominated religious life glori³ed prosperity in this life and in this
world, and this corresponded perfectly with the actual situation and
general mood. During the second half of the tenth century, however,
Pure Land Buddhism and nenbutsu practices rapidly gained in signi³-
cance, due to various circumstances such as an increasing religious
pessimism, social and political instability, and the activities of wander-
ing ascetics (hijiri ¸). This development culminated in the Pure Land
classic, the Õjõyõshð ð´êT, which was written by the Tendai abbot
Genshin è= (942–1017). Throughout the Heian period, Pure Land
teachings thrived the most at Mt. Hiei, but from the ³rst half of the
twelfth century onwards, priests from the Shingon school started to
write about the esoteric meaning of Amida and the Pure Land as well.
Their ideas came to be known as himitsu nenbutsu ¸Oç[ (esoteric
nenbutsu). The priest who is commonly considered as the one who
inserted Pure Land doctrines in the frame of the Shingon teaching is
Kakuban.

Such being the case, Gyõnen’s enumeration of the Japanese patri-
archs of Pure Land Buddhism in his Jõdo hõmon genryðshõ þFÀ–
èHØ (Composition on the origins of the Pure land teaching) seems
rather puzzling. Among the six names that are listed, one Shingon
priest is included, only it is not Kakuban that is mentioned but one of
his contemporaries: Jichihan. Unfortunately, Gyõnen does not refer to
a speci³c work of Jichihan, which leaves us to wonder why he attached
such value to Jichihan’s Pure Land thought.

Jichihan’s First Period of Pure Land Thought

The previously mentioned Catalogue of scriptures, commentaries,
and annotations on Pure Land Buddhism by Chõsai assigns the author-
ship of six titles to Jichihan. In 1956 Satõ Tetsuei introduced a manu-
script under the title Nenbutsu shiki ç[Å. According to its postscript,
this text was hand-copied by the monk Kakushõ ·¸ in 1135. Because
the front page is missing, neither the original title nor its author are
known. The text itself is based on the gonenmon 2ç– (³vefold prac-
tice for attaining rebirth in Amida’s Pure Land). This practice was
originally described in Vasubandhu’s Jõdoron þFÇ, one of the com-
mentaries that functioned as a basis for Genshin’s Õjõyõshð. On this
and two subsequent occasions, Satõ argued that the author of the Nen-
butsu shiki had to be Jichihan and that the text itself should be consid-
ered as a later copy of the Õjõron gonenmon gyõshiki, one of the six titles
that were listed by Chõsai. 
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Through internal textual evidence, Satõ demonstrated that the
author of the Nenbutsu shiki must have been someone who was: well
versed in the Buddhist scriptures; interested in Tendai meditation;
strongly inµuenced by Tendai Pure Land thought; connected in some
way with the Hossõ school; familiar with basic Shingon doctrines; and
alive after 985 (the year Genshin completed the Õjõyõshð, by which
the Nenbutsu shiki is strongly inµuenced) and before or around 1135
(the year in which Kakushõ completed his copy). He concluded that
the only priest we know of who meets all these conditions is Jichihan.
Furthermore, this assumption is strengthened by both the fact that
Shõkaku was one of Jichihan’s disciples and that there is a similarity
between the structure of the Nenbutsu shiki and, judging from its title,
the Õjõron gonenmon gyõshiki (SATÕ 1972, pp. 45–50). Although there is
no conclusive proof, Satõ’s hypothesis has generally been accepted as
being plausible. But even so, if the Nenbutsu shiki and Jichihan’s Õjõron
gonenmon gyõshiki are indeed one and the same work, this only means
that Jichihan’s early Pure Land thought was based on Tendai Pure Land
doctrines, which is neither surprising nor remarkable.

There are even more indications that, at one time, Jichihan’s ideas
were under the inµuence of Tendai Pure Land thought. Three Jõdo
priests—Ryõchð db (1199–1287), Shõgei ¸» (1341–1420) and
Ryõei d¼ (1342–1428)—quote fragments of a work with the title Anjin
yõjinshð HXïPT, of which they mention Jichihan as the author and
whom they even refer to as someone from the Tendai school (Gengi-
bunki é–_z, pp. 194–95; Denzðki nyðshõ )°z×ƒ, pp. 508, 510;
Jõdoshð yõshð kenmon þF;êTØ–, p. 320; Õjõyõshðgiki ð´êT–z,
pp. 344–45). These quotations from the Anjin yõjinshð were used as
illuminating examples in their commentaries on the Õjõyõshð and on
Shan-tao’s 3‚ (613–681) Kanmuryõjubutsu kyõsho?[g3[™E.

Nevertheless, one problem still lingers. Gyõnen described Jichihan
as one of the six pioneers of Japanese Pure Land Buddhism. This sug-
gests that he somehow must have distinguished himself from his con-
temporaries; but even when the Nenbutsu shiki and the fragments that
were quoted by Ryõchð, Ryõei, and Shõgei are accepted as being writ-
ten by Jichihan, this eulogy seems hardly justi³ed. Although the Nen-
butsu shiki displays a broad learning, it does not contain any innovative
ideas. What strikes one most, however, is that in none of the commen-
taries on the Pure Land teaching that were written after Jichihan’s
lifetime, can even one single reference to or quotation from either
the Nenbutsu shiki or the Õjõron gonenmon gyõshiki be found. Although
Gyõnen did not refer to one of Jichihan’s works in particular, he did
mention that Jichihan “has greatly provided us with compositions and
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summaries [on the Pure Land teaching] that are widely circulated and
used in the world” (p. 196a; italics mine). Contrary to the Nenbutsu shiki
or the works that were listed by Chõsai, three of Jichihan’s other works
on Amida and the Pure Land were regularly quoted in the works of
various priests, which indicates that their contents exercised a certain
inµuence. These three works are the Byõchð shugyõkií_@‘z (Record
of religious practices during illness), the Amida shidai %¡¼µÙ
(Amida manual) and the Amida nakanokawa %¡¼_ë. Their con-
tents clearly show a departure from the ideas of the Nenbutsu shiki.
The date of compilation of the last two works is unknown, but the Byõ-
chð shugyõki was written in 1134, some ten years before Jichihan’s death.

The Byõchð shugyõki

The very short postscript to the Byõchð shugyõki suggests a possible rea-
son why Jichihan wrote this work:

The winter of Chõjõ 3 [1134], eleventh month. Written down
in a hurry because I am afµicted by a slight illness.

(Shingonshð anjin zensho Oí;HD6–, p. 785)

The Byõchð shugyõki is meant for the Shingon practitioner and con-
tains eight instructions: 1) the practitioner is advised not to lay down
his life when, during a serious illness, the end seems near, but to try to
prolong it through medical treatment and by praying to the Buddha;
2) especially when he still has his vitality, he should perform single-
mindedly religious practices that are aimed at the realization of
enlightenment; 3) the practitioner should meditate on Fudõ myõõ
#{g÷ for protection and have proper thoughts that are free from
lust, hatred, and ignorance during the last moments of his life; 4) he
must clear away his self-inµicted illusions; 5) he must protect himself
against wrongdoings that have not materialized yet; 6) he is advised to
meditate on the four aspects of the Absolute Body of Amida (Amida no
shishu hosshin %¡¼v)ÀX); 7) he is instructed to meditate on the
four forms of Amida’s mandala (Amida no shishu mandara %¡¼
v)Rwø); 8) ³nally, Jichihan proclaims that the practitioner can
realize enlightenment through the practice of sanmitsu kaji XO;³,
which aims at union with the three secret manifestations of the deity
(= Amida)(pp. 781–85).

Until now, the analysis of the Byõchð shugyõki by modern scholars
has largely been centered on the question of the doctrinal tradition to
which this work belongs. In several studies, the Byõchð shugyõki has
been compared with Kakuban’s Ichigo taiyõ himitsushð skØê¸OT
(Esoteric collection of the essential points in a lifetime; pp. 1197–1220)
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and Amida hishaku %¡¼¸ö (Esoteric explanation of Amida; pp.
1191–95). These works of Kakuban, however, represent esoteric nen-
butsu in its purest form, whereas the Byõchð shugyõki provides a practical
method for attaining rebirth in Amida’s Pure Land, patterned after
esoteric conventions, but at the same time interlaced with ambiguous
doctrinal explanations and elucidated with quotations deriving from
Tendai Pure Land (e.g., the Õjõyõshð) and Chinese Pure Land texts
(e.g., the Kankyõsho jõzengi ?™EÏ3–) (KUSHIDA 1964, pp. 181–211;
1975, pp. 159–84; SATÕ 1972, pp. 74–78; 1979, pp. 404–18). There can
be no doubt about Jichihan’s own intentions: he wrote the Byõchð
shugyõki for the Shingon practitioner. Moreover, as will be discussed
below, the arguments of these scholars can be questioned on several
points. Perhaps of even more importance, however, is the question
why the Byõchð shugyõki seems to have enjoyed a considerable inµuence.
It is not very likely that this inµuence depended on the choice of
some phrases that Jichihan borrowed from other texts. It was rather
Jichihan’s way of inserting and adjusting Pure Land thought, through
which he tried to actualize and simplify esoteric practice, that con-
tributed to its “being widely circulated and used in the world.”

Before proceeding with an analysis of this actualization and sim-
pli³cation, it is necessary to outline Jichihan’s view of the Pure Land,
of the relation between Amida and sentient beings, and of the nen-
butsu. In his sixth instruction, Jichihan describes Amida as the deity of
the Lotus section who is situated in the Western direction that is
called Ultimate Bliss. Most scholars consider this to be a description
that corresponded with the traditional exoteric view of a western para-
dise that is situated outside this world (SATÕ 1965, p. 38; KUSHIDA

1975, p. 177). But as has been pointed out, this sixth instruction could
also refer to the visualization of the Lotus section of the Kongõkai man-
dala D¤ƒRwø, which is positioned in the western direction and has
Amida as its central deity (ÕTANI 1966, p. 50). Nowhere does Jichihan
describe the afterlife or the Pure Land. This is not strange, because
from a mikkyõ point of view, Amida and his realm are not different
from our own mind. The process of rebirth takes place in our own
mind and body. Therefore, Jichihan advises the practitioner to con-
centrate on the four aspects of Amida’s Absolute Body (shishu hosshin
v)ÀX), which are to be contemplated as one entity and equal to the
realm of phenomena. Because one’s own mind corresponds to this
realm (gashin soku ichidaihokkai aD“sØÀƒ), our own mind and
Amida’s intrinsic nature and realm are equally absolute and without
distinction. 

The practices in the Byõchð shugyõki are primarily, although not
exclusively, meant as a method of nenbutsu at the time of one’s death
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(rinjð gyõgi rF‘ˆ). The exposition of the rinjð gyõgi originated with
the Chinese Pure Land patriarch Shan-tao, while in Japan it was Gen-
shin who was the ³rst to elaborate on Shan-tao’s exposition in his
Õjõyõshð. In some way or another, Jichihan, Kakuban, Jõkei, and oth-
ers were all more or less inµuenced by Genshin’s rinjð gyõgi, but one
striking feature of the Byõchð shugyõki is that, contrary to the usual ten-
dency to urge the practitioner to obey by all means the recommended
instructions, Jichihan explicitly states that he leaves it to the practi-
tioner’s own volition to make use of his instructions or not (p. 785).
Another fundamental difference with the Õjõyõshð and similar texts is
that in the present work the recommended practices do not follow the
usual pattern, in which the practitioner relies on the saving grace of
Amida (tariki ¬j); rather, he is encouraged to rely on his own efforts
(jirikiÀj).

An example of how Jichihan adjusted Pure Land thought to actual-
ize esoteric practice can be found in his seventh instruction, in which
he explains the contemplation of Amida’s four types of mandalas.
First, the practitioner has to contemplate Amida’s fourfold body as
one entity. Next, he visualizes the seed syllable hð½ between Amida’s
eyebrows, which will transform into a white curl (miken byakugõ
ÊDRz) that emits countless radiant lights (kõmyõ Mg). Jichihan
explains that this white curl is endowed with Amida’s four mandalas,
which are inseparable in their quality (fusõri #o?): the white curl
itself corresponds to the dai mandara ØRwø, its manifestation of
meritoriousness corresponds to the sanmaya X*œ mandara; the insight
it brings about when becoming a regular mode of action corresponds
to the hõ À mandara, while the protection and guidance (sesshu ²þ)
by the radiant light that leads human beings to salvation correspond
to the katsuma Š$ mandara. Finally, the practitioner is advised to pray
that he will be guided and protected by this radiant light and that it
will bring him the realization during his last moments that one’s own
mind is identical to the Absolute Body of the deity of veneration. Jichi-
han especially pays attention to the meaning of this sesshu, but
because he based his elucidation on Shan-tao’s explanation of the
three types of relationships between Amida and sentient beings (san’en
Xâ), scholars have not refrained from emphasizing this non-esoteric
inµuence. Nevertheless, as ÕTANI has demonstrated (1966, p. 52), the
real signi³cant point is that Jichihan simply deleted those parts from
Shan-tao’s commentary that were not consistent with the Shingon doc-
trines. Because Jichihan’s instructions are directed at the practitioner’s
union with the three secret manifestations of the deity, he intentionally
neglected the passages where Shan-tao explained that the intrinsic
nature of the Buddha and sentient beings are diametrically opposed
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to each other (shõbutsu fuitsu ´[#s). By doing so, Jichihan adjusted
non-esoteric Pure Land thought in a way that suited his explanation
of the non-duality between Buddha and sentient beings (shõbutsu funi
´[#Ì).

An example of how Jichihan tried both to actualize and to simplify
esoteric practice can be found in his eighth instruction, in which he
describes three methods of practice that aim at the mystic union with
the three secret manifestations of the deity (sanmitsu kaji). The three-
secrets practice that Jichihan chooses is the A-syllable visualization.
The A-syllable, as the ³rst syllable of the Sanskrit word „dyanutp„da
(originally unborn; Jpn. honpushõ û#´), symbolizes the true nature
of the myriad phenomena of the universe, transcending birth and
death, ephemerality and permanence, and all other dualities in one
single symbolic form. The esoteric teaching uses this seed syllable in
the three-secrets practice as a means to experience suprapersonal real-
ity. In his ³rst method, Jichihan follows the traditional threefold
explanation of the A-syllable that all phenomena are void and without
an intrinsic nature (kð W), that at the same time they are permanent
and unchanging (u À), from which it follows that all elements, which
derive from the A-syllable, are uncreated (fushõ#´).

In his second method, however, Jichihan gives a new interpretation.
He explains that the hand posture, which expresses the secret of the
deity’s bodily actions (shinmitsu XO), comprises all conduct and he
connects this concept with the reverential posture of the practitioner.
The mantra, which expresses the secret of the deity’s speech (kumitsu
SO), comprises all utterings and this is connected with the invoca-
tion of the three syllables that constitute Amida’s name. Contempla-
tion of these three syllables as a whole (kugi I–) and separately (jigi
°–), correspond to the secret of the deity’s mental actions (shinmitsu
DO). At this point, Jichihan distributes the threefold explanation of
the A-syllable over the three syllables of Amida’s name: “A” symbolizes
that all things are uncreated #´, “mi” that the self is not subject to
changes À, and “da” that the true state of things is enlightenment W.
In this way, Jichihan actualized esoteric practice by being the ³rst who
conµated the visualization of the A-syllable and the visualization of
Amida.

Jichihan’s ³rst two methods were meant for daily use and for spe-
cial occasions respectively. His third and last method, on the other
hand, is very short and to the point, and especially intended to be
used at the moment of one’s death. Here, Jichihan shows an inclina-
tion to simplify his method by emphasizing the invocation of Amida’s
name over contemplation. He distinguishes his own methods from
the rinjð gyõgi practices in the Õjõyõshð, which he does not refute but
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simply categorizes as being based on the common explanation from a
Mah„y„na point of view. He does not encourage the exclusive invoca-
tional nenbutsu that was to be advocated by Hõnen either, but rather
adds here a method of esoteric nenbutsu that could suit even those
with a small capacity and predisposition for religious practice.

Around the same time that Jichihan ³nished his Byõchð shugyõki,
Kakuban was harassed by factional disputes on Mount Kõya, as a result
of which he secluded himself in the Mitsugon-in OäŠ, where he
started the practice of observing silence for one thousand days (sen-
nichi mugongyõ æÕ[í‘) from the ³rst month of 1135 onwards. In
the period between 1135 and his death in the twelfth month of 1143,
Kakuban wrote several works on the esoteric meaning of Amida and
the Pure Land. It is clear, however, that two of these works were writ-
ten under the inµuence of Jichihan’s Byõchð shugyõki. Kakuban’s Ichigo
taiyõ himitsushð, which comprises nine instructions instead of eight,
has more or less the same structure and purpose as the Byõchð
shugyõki, but because the former, while mentioning Jichihan’s name,
contains a long citation of the latter, there can be no doubt about who
inµuenced whom. In fact, the inµuence of the Byõchð shugyõki on
Kakuban’s thought goes even further. Kakuban’s ³rst instruction and
the ³rst part of the second one are almost verbatim quotes of Jichi-
han’s ³rst two instructions. Furthermore, the contents of that part of
his eighth instruction in which he urges the practitioner to pray to
Fudõ Myõõ, correspond to Jichihan’s third instruction. Moreover, in
his Amida hishaku (Esoteric explanation of Amida), which is thought
to be written after 1139 (SATÕ 1979, pp. 417–18), Kakuban comes up
with a detailed and complicated explanation of the three syllables that
constitute Amida’s name. The core of his explanation, however, is
identical to Jichihan’s distribution of the threefold meaning of the A-
syllable over the three syllables of Amida’s name. These similarities
show that Kakuban’s esoteric Pure Land thought was substantially
inµuenced by Jichihan, but a distinctive development in Kakuban’s
thought was that he, contrary to Jichihan, µatly rejected the exoteric
view of Amida and the Pure Land. Besides, whereas Jichihan’s instruc-
tions aim at the realization of sokushin jõbutsu through the contempla-
tion of one speci³c deity (issonbõ s¨À)—that is, Amida—Kakuban’s
explanation also extends to the relationship between Amida and
Dainichi Nyorai: Amida should be viewed as one port of the wide gate
that is Dainichi Nyorai (fumon soku ichimon 3–“s–); they are one
body, only their names are different (dõtai imyõ |¿be). A third
characteristic feature of Kakuban’s Pure Land thought was the con-
nection he made between the nenbutsu (the secret of speech in the
three-secrets practice) and the inherently existing life-breath of all
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organic bodies, by substantiating the in-breath to the utterance of “A”
and the out-breath to the utterance of hð½, the core syllables in the
evocation of Amida’s essential being.14 Nevertheless, the chronology
delineated above clearly shows that it was Jichihan with whom the
development of esoteric Pure Land thought started.

After Jichihan and Kakuban, esoteric Pure Land doctrines were fur-
ther developed by Jõhen Â’ (1165–1223) and systematized by his dis-
ciple Dõhan. Jõhen, who belonged to one of the lineages of dharma-
transmission that started with Jichihan, wrote—in a reaction to Hõnen’s
famous treatise—the Zoku senchaku mongiyõshõ ¡*ãk–êƒ, in which
he explained his Pure Land thought from a mikkyõ point of view, bas-
ing his ideas on works that were written by Jichihan and Kakuban, as
well as many others.15 His disciple Dõhan wrote the Himitsu nenbutsu-
shõ ¸Oç[¿ (Treatise on the esoteric nenbutsu), in which he
explained the differences in Pure Land thought between the exoteric
(in particular Tendai) and esoteric (Shingon) schools by using a
three- or four-layer structure representing the various levels of under-
standing and interpretation; it does not come as a surprise that he
ranked Shingon to the most profound level(s) of understanding. In
his explanation of the contemplation of Amida’s name, body, and
realm, Dõhan emphasized the non-dualistic relationship between
Amida and the sentient beings, and he supported his statement with a
full quote of Jichihan’s eighth instruction (pp. 79–80). Dõhan’s inter-
pretation of the esoteric meaning of the three syllables of Amida’s
name is detailed and versatile, but again the core of his exposition
corresponds with Jichihan’s distribution of the threefold meaning of
the A-syllable over the three syllables of Amida’s name.

As will become even more evident in the next section, various Shin-
gon monks were inµuenced by Jichihan’s Pure Land thought. Although
this inµuence did not cross the borders of Shingon thought in the way
that Kakuban’s Pure Land thought did, it was ³nally acknowledged by
priests from outside the Shingon school as well. The oldest text in
which someone from outside the Shingon school acknowledged eso-
teric nenbutsu as a distinctive form of practice is the Keiran shðyõshð
•*BèT (pp. 551a–c, 552a), written by the Tendai monk Kõshð M;
(1276–1350). Kõshð distinguished four types of nenbutsu: esoteric nen-
butsu, Tendai nenbutsu, Mah„y„na nenbutsu (as expounded in Gen-
shin’s Õjõyõshð), and Jõdoshð nenbutsu (as advocated by Shan-tao and
Hõnen). The esoteric nenbutsu he described, however, is clearly based

14 For a more detailed description see SANFORD 1994.
15 According to KUSHIDA (1964, p. 214). I have not been able to check the Zoku senchaku

mongiyõshõ myself.
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on the link that Kakuban forged between the inherently existing life-
breath and the practice of nenbutsu.

The Pure Land priest Eon v3 (?–1714) published, ³nally, in 1672
an extensive collection on the forms of nenbutsu in the various schools
(Shoke nenbutsushð ™Bç[T). In his review of esoteric nenbutsu he
starts with a survey of the various esoteric scriptures in which Amida’s
name, body, and realm are explained. Then he switches to the related
commentaries that were written over the centuries by various scholar
monks. At this point he ³rst quotes the last three instructions of the
Byõchð shugyõki, to which he adds his own commentary (pp. 705–11).
Obviously, Eon considered the Pure Land thought of the Byõchð
shugyõki as the starting point from which esoteric nenbutsu thought
further developed.

At the end of the previous section I referred to two of Jichihan’s
other works on the esoteric Amida ritual. These works, the Amida
shidai and the Amida nakanokawa, were introduced by SATÕ Tetsuei
(1958, 1965), who divided the development of Jichihan’s Pure Land
thought into three periods. According to Satõ, the ³rst period of Jichi-
han’s Pure Land thought was characterized by a strong inµuence
from Genshin’s Õjõyõshð in particular and Tendai Pure Land thought
in general. He counted the Nenbutsu shiki and the Anjin yõjinshð as
belonging to this period. The second period showed a transformation
towards esoteric Pure Land thought, although snatches of Tendai
Pure Land thought still remained perceptible. He saw the Byõchð
shugyõki as a product of this period. In the third and last period, this
transformation was completed and Jichihan’s Pure Land thought was
now exclusively based on the esoteric tenets of the Shingon school.
SATÕ considered the Amida shidai and the Amida nakanokawa to be
written in this period (1965, pp. 36, 40, 47). It remains to be seen,
however, whether this division into three periods is entirely correct.
The propriety of the third period in particular is questionable. The
two texts that are said to represent this period are not only undated,
but judging from their contents they also could have been written
shortly after Jichihan’s initiation in 1116. The contents of these two
works will be discussed in the next section.

The Middle or Final Stage of Jichihan’s Pure Land Thought?

According to Raiyu’s Hishõ mondõ, Jichihan was deeply impressed
when he learned the deeper meaning of Amida’s fundamental mudra
and mantra during his denbõ kanjõ initiation. It is therefore quite easy
to imagine that during his career he must have performed the separate
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Amida ritual himself many times. The various currents in the Shingon
school such as the Ono branch ·ŸH and the Kanjðji branch ð@±H,
to which Jichihan de jure belonged, each had their own tradition in
performing the Amida ritual. It seems that Jichihan, too, wrote a man-
ual for this Amida ritual that was peculiar to his own Nakanokawa
branch. Several collections of esoteric rituals quote fragments of a text
that is titled “Manual for the Amida ritual by Jichihan of Nakanokawa”
(Nakanokawa Jichihan Amida shidai _ë×–%¡¼µÙ). Unfortunately,
only a few parts of this manual have been preserved and they are too
fragmentary to reconstruct a suf³cient part of the original text. Yet
the contents of these few quotations and the context they are used in
draw attention to several points in particular. One point of attention
concerns the distinction that is made by Raiyu in his quotations of
Jichihan’s manual. The textual basis and the sequence in which the
various parts of the Amida ritual were performed were the same for
all branches in the Shingon and Taimitsu schools, but in their practi-
cal application these branches used different methods based on dif-
ferent transmissions. In his Hishõ mondõ, Raiyu quotes Jichihan’s
manual not only by way of illustration or explanation, but also in
order to make a distinction between the practical application in Jichi-
han’s Nakanokawa branch and those in the other currents of the
Shingon school (pp. 177a, 307bc, 308abc). Moreover, because Jichi-
han’s manual is also quoted by several contemporaries of Raiyu,
copies of this manuscript must have circulated among Shingon schol-
ar monks in the same way as did the Byõchð shugyõki.16 

Satõ Tetsuei considered this manual a product of the ³nal stage in
Jichihan’s Pure Land thought. There are, however, some objections
possible against this line of thinking. First of all, it must be established
that in none of the few fragments of this manual that have been pre-
served is rebirth in a Pure Land a topic of discussion. Because the
manuscript itself no longer seems to be extant, it is impossible to
determine the year in which this text was written. In one of the pre-
served fragments, however, Jichihan refers to the initiation he received
from Genkaku (T. 19, p. 308c). This particular lineage of transmis-
sions that started with Genkaku and contained the explanation of the
esoteric meaning of Amida’s fundamental mudra and mantra is still
acknowledged in the Shingon school. A collection of this school’s tes-
timonials or seals of transmission (injin |=, the documents a teacher
gives to his disciple certifying that the latter has been duly ordained)
also contains the injin of the Nakanokawa branch. This makes it possible
to follow the lineage of the priests that were initiated in this tradition.

16 See Byakuhõ kushõ, Tz 6, pp. 367, 368, 370. Hishõ kuketsu, SZ 28, pp. 28, 30, 31, 33.
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From these records it can be gathered that in the ³rst year of Gen’ei
(1118), two years after his own denbõ kanjõ, Jichihan initiated his disci-
ple Chõyo bÓ (µ. 1118–1142) in the same tradition. Both Jichihan’s
reference in the Amida manual to his own initiation in 1116 and the
fact that Chõyo’s initiation took place in 1118 could be indications
that this Amida manual was not written only at the end of Jichihan’s
life but had already taken shape shortly after the events of 1116 and
1118 (YATAKU 1989, pp. 17, 18).

Unlike the Amida shidai, copies of the Amida nakanokawa manu-
script are still extant. The copy that was disclosed by Satõ Tetsuei is
preserved in the repository of Saikyõ-ji »î±, east of Kyoto.17 It has
the following postscript:

Recorded by the saint Jichihan.

I copied this in the lodgings of the Nenbutsu sanmai-in of
Tennõ-ji from a manuscript of Tõ-ji in the ³fth year of Shõan
(1175), ³fth month, eleventh day. [The monk] Shõshun.

I ³nished copying this in the third year of Kenkyð (1192),
third month, twenty-³rst day. The monk Renjaku.18

In this short text, Jichihan explains the contemplation on Kanjizai-õ
Nyorai (= Amida). In accordance with the exposition in the Rishu-
shaku and the Muryõju nyorai kangyõ kuyõ giki, Jichihan identi³es
Amida as one of Dainichi Nyorai’s virtues who manifests himself in
the Pure Land as Muryõju Nyorai and who, in the manifestation of
the bodhisattva Kanjizai, resides in the de³led worlds. In fact, this
point of view is completely in accordance with Kakuban’s dõtai imyõ
concept and this way of thinking is once more corroborated in Jichi-
han’s collection of secret transmissions on the Rishushaku (Rishushaku
kuketsushõ 7+öS·ƒ):

Kannon (=Kanjizai) and Amida (=Muryõju), although they dif-
fer in their de³led and Pure abodes, and in their being the
cause and the accomplishment, have no distinction in their
essential nature. Moreover, each of the various deities individ-
ually is part of the wide gate that consists of Dainichi’s whole
essence. Therefore, the Kannon of this stage corresponds with
the wide gate that is Dainichi. (p. 336)
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The text of the Amida nakanokawa is divided into three sections. The
³rst contains a threefold exposition on Amida’s state of being, name
and esoteric sobriquets, and discusses Amida’s above-mentioned man-
ifestations. Jichihan illustrates his explanation with quotations that are
exclusively taken from esoteric texts and commentaries such as the
Hizõki ¸‰z and the Dainichikyõsho ØÕ™E. The second section
explains the ³ve stages of the contemplation. Jichihan gives a short
description of the insights that will arise in the mind of the practition-
er when he engages in the contemplation of Kanjizai-õ Nyorai. In this
short passage, he elaborates on the concept that, through the contem-
plation of the deity’s merits, the mind of enlightenment (bodaishin
¬ØD) will arise in the practitioner, which will bring about the fruit of
realization.

The third and main part of the text is dedicated to a commentary
on the passage in the Muryõju nyorai kangyõ kuyõ giki, in which the con-
templation on the bodhisattva Kanjizai is expounded (p. 71a). Jichi-
han explains that this passage incites the practitioner to enter the
contemplation, teaches him the contemplation proper, and instructs
him in the corresponding mudras and mantras. The doctrinal founda-
tion of his explanation is based on the fourth chapter of the Rishushaku
(p. 621a), which he quotes frequently. During the contemplation, the
practitioner visualizes in his mind a moon disk on which the esoteric
syllable hr‡‹ is placed. This syllable, which represents Amida’s domain
of enlightenment, emits radiant light and transforms into an eight-
petalled lotus, in the middle of which Kanjizai bodhisattva is seated on
a lotus throne. In his left hand Kanjizai bodhisattva holds a lotus. This
lotus symbolizes the bodhisattva’s compassion with which he contem-
plates the pure nature of all sentient beings. The posture of his right
hand radiates the energy that unfolds the buddha nature of one’s own
mind. On the eight petals of the lotus are eight buddhas sitting in medi-
tation with their faces directed at Kanjizai. The practitioner visualizes
this eight-petalled lotus as being equal to the vast space that includes
one’s own body. Finally, he forms the mudra of Kanjizai.

As was the case with the Amida shidai, copies of this Amida nakano-
kawa circulated during the Kamakura period among various Shingon
scholar monks. In the middle chapter of his Himitsu nenbutsushð,
Dõhan discusses the Lotus contemplation (renge zanmai ¥TX*),
which unfolds the innate pure mind of sentient beings. This unfold-
ing is compared to the unfolding of an eight-petalled lotus on which
Amida and eight bodhisattvas are seated. These nine venerables are
endowed with numerous merits of in³nite value. Here, Dõhan refers
to the corresponding passages in the Muryõju giki and the Rishushaku,
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after which he ³nally concludes with a lengthy quotation from “the
esoteric explanation of Jichihan” (SAZ 2, pp. 241–42), which corre-
sponds with the third section of the Amida nakanokawa. Besides
Dõhan, several contemporaries such as Raiyu, Ryõzen V7 (1258–
1341), Ryõson V¨ (contemporary of Ryõzen), and Kyõjun îu (µ.
1264–1287) were also inµuenced by Jichihan’s interpretation of the
Amida ritual, and they quoted the Amida nakanokawa in their works
on various occasions.19

One of the catalogues in which several of Jichihan’s works were listed
is the Shoshð sõshoroku ™;uEÆ (Catalogue of commentaries in the
various schools). Among the works in this catalogue that are attrib-
uted to Jichihan, one bears the title Kanjizai-õ sanmaji ?À$÷X#G
(Contemplation on Kanjizai-õ [= Amida]). Because the contents of
the Amida nakanokawa amount to an explanation of the same contem-
plation, this manuscript has been designated as a later copy of the
Kanjizai-õ sanmaji (SATÕ 1965, p. 46).

It is certainly true that, as Satõ has pointed out, the doctrinal
thought of both the Amida shidai and the Amida nakanokawa, contrary
to that of the Nenbutsu shiki and the Byõchð shugyõki, is based purely on
tenets of the Shingon school. In this respect, his theory about the
three stages of development in Jichihan’s Pure Land thought is rather
plausible. One objection against this hypothesis, however, has already
been raised: from a different point of view it can also be argued that
the Amida shidai might have been written shortly after Jichihan’s initia-
tion in 1116. Besides, both the Amida shidai and the Amida nakano-
kawa are focused on the esoteric Amida ritual itself, rather than
actually discussing Pure Land ideas in general. Because the latter text
is undated, no conclusive proof can be given for it being written dur-
ing the last decade of Jichihan’s life. A second objection that can be
made against Satõ’s theory emanates from records concerning Jichi-
han’s ³nal years that do have a date. As SATÕ has pointed out (1965,
p. 48; 1972, pp. 63–65, 90), these records suggest that Jichihan had
taken up the desire to attain rebirth in Amida’s western paradise
(saihõ ganshõ »¾X´), which is opposite to the mikkyõ notion of aim-
ing for rebirth in this body and in this world.

During his ³nal years, Jichihan resided at Kõmyõsan-ji. In the sixth
month of Hõen 7 (1141), he was instructed by the of³ce of the retired
Emperor Toba to perform the Mukujõkõ daranihõ [XÏM¼øÍÀ,
which was intended as a veneration ritual (keiaihõ ’(À) in order to
stimulate the convalescence of the retired emperor, who suffered
from a rather severe illness. The Mukujõkõ daranikyõ, the scripture on
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which this ritual is based, contains various passages in which it is pro-
claimed that when the mukujõkõ mantra is uttered, the bene³ciary will
attain rebirth in the Pure Land of Ultimate Bliss (T. 19, p. 917). For
that reason, this ritual had become associated with the faith in
Amida’s western paradise. In this case, however, the ritual was not
meant as a prayer for an auspicious rebirth, but for the convalescence
of the retired emperor; it was for this reason that Jichihan omitted
Amida’s name in the announcement of the ritual. Nevertheless, at the
end of the list of utensils that he needed to perform this ritual, Jichi-
han stated that they were tailored to Amida as an object of veneration.
For the same reason, Jichihan concealed the image of Amida and put
up the Kongõkai-mandala that depicted various deities (Kakuzenshõ,
Hõen 7/6/19). 

This record suggests that, although a practitioner of esoteric rituals
and a proli³c writer of commentaries on kairitsu and mikkyõ doctrines,
Jichihan’s personal faith in Amida during his ³nal years possibly
inclined to a desire for rebirth in this deity’s western paradise. If this
interpretation is valid, it would con³rm the reliability of the only
record in which Jichihan’s demise is mentioned. Three years after the
performance of the Mukujõkõ daranihõ, Fujiwara no Yorinaga wrote in
his diary:

What I heard afterwards: today, the saint Jichihan passed away
at Kõmyõsan.… Someone said: “He will be reborn in Amida’s
Pure Land of Ultimate Bliss.” That is because this saint set his
mind on rest and peace in Amida’s paradise for many years. 

(Taiki, Ten’yõ 1/9/10)

Conclusion

During the transition from the Heian to the Kamakura period, socio-
political anxiety, discontent with the moral decline in the monastic
order, and religious pessimism led to two important developments.
First, there was a renewed interest in traditional Buddhist ethics. Sec-
ond, there was an increasing desire for a peaceful existence in this
world and an auspicious rebirth in the afterworld that was expressed
in a rapidly growing faith in the grace of saving buddhas and the bliss-
fulness of their enticing paradises. The central problem of the ³rst
development was how to restore the traditional method of initiating
biku that was introduced in Japan by Ganjin. Because legitimate Mas-
ters of the Precepts, without whom such an initiation would not be in
accordance with the teaching, only existed in name, another solution
had to be found.
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Central to the second development were the methods, initially
dominated by the Tendai school, that could induce rebirth in Amida’s
paradise. The inµuence of Tendai’s Pure Land doctrines in general
and that of Genshin’s Pure Land classic, the Õjõyõshð, in particular,
stimulated the development of a Pure Land philosophy in other
schools as well. In the case of the Shingon school, however, the central
problem was how to insert the tenets that rejected this world as
impure and advocated salvation in the paradise of a saving buddha
outside this world into the frame of esoteric doctrines that were
focused on the realization of enlightenment in this world and the
present body. If we are to believe the Kamakura scholar monk Gyõ-
nen, Jichihan played a pivotal role in both developments.

The solution for restoring the possibility of becoming a true biku
was ³nally found in 1236, when Eison and others discovered that the
practice of certain austerities could bring about visions of a buddha or
bodhisattva, which were deemed to be necessary for becoming a biku
through self-ordination. Although this development had nothing to
do with Jichihan’s own activities, it can be argued that this discovery
was the ³nal result of a process in which the renewed interest in the
observance of the precepts as such had started to prosper more and
more. Insofar as it can be gathered from his works, Jichihan’s kairitsu
thought was very conservative, but because he dedicated the better
part of his life to the study and practice of the Buddhist rules of con-
duct, he distinguished himself and stimulated many others to do the
same. In this respect, Jichihan can be duly considered as the restorer
of the kairitsu tradition.

Jichihan was one of the ³rst who tried to adapt Pure Land thought
to Shingon doctrines. Contrary to his contemporary Kakuban, Jichi-
han did not stress the demarcation between esoteric and exoteric
Pure Land thought, nor did he reject the latter’s value. Instead, he
distinguished himself by innovating and actualizing standard esoteric
practices, in particular the three-secrets practice that he used as a
method of contemplating Amida and invoking this deity’s name. 

The value that Gyõnen attached to Jichihan’s activities and writings
was obviously not diminished by doubts about whether his initiation
in the precepts was properly executed or not, or whether his Pure
Land thought belonged to the Tendai or Shingon tradition. It was
rather the fact that the Tõdaiji shiki, the Byõchð shugyõki, and, to some
extent, the Amida shidai and Amida nakanokawa, were widely circulated
and used by various scholar monks, that prompted him to lavish on
Jichihan such exuberant praise. It seems to me that because Jichihan
did not follow a singular sectarian path, nor expressed controversial
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ideas, nor founded a new school, he has been classi³ed as a member
of the “group” in Kuroda’s classi³cation system that still needs the
most research: the reformist group. It has become evident that Jichi-
han must be regarded as one of the ³rst important thinkers of this
group, not so much because of the inµuence of his kairitsu thought,
but rather because of the inµuence of his ideas about esoteric nenbutsu.
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