



















































































MUJAKU DOCHU

shan Te-ch’ing B%|11f#3% (1546-1623), a rather orthodox Ch’an monk,
mentioning only that Te-ch’ing had written an interpretation of Hui-neng’s
Platform Sutra in verse.''” He also quoted from Te-ch’ing’s Words as
Expedient Means (Fang-pien yii F1EzE) in his Numinous Rain of the
Cloud Canopy (Wan'un reiu $2EE ™), stating he had made an error by
saying that Huang-po Hsi-yiin B&BE#AE (first half of the ninth century)
had taught hua-tou, which in fact began much later with Ta-hui K
(1089-1163).118 As far as I can see, he made no mention of Tzu-po Chen-
ko £F3E 7] (1543-1603), and he did not use the works of Ou-i Chih-hsii
B (1599-1655) to any great extent.

Chih-hst was not a traditional Ch’an monk. He was, however, a major
scholar of T’ien-t'ai and Ch’an, and his work was well known to Japanese
Tendai scholars such as Reik Koken 5 %2 Y;5# (1652-1739) of Anraku’in
7244 E on Mount Hiei, who wrote, “If one reads Ou-i’s Discussion of the
Core Proposition (Tsung-lun 5Z5%) and does not burst into tears, he is
sure to lack the mind of bodhi”.!* Chih-hsti was also a major scholar of
the bodhisattva precepts—including those in the Sutra of Brabma’s Net
and the (pseudo-) Surangama Sutra (Leng-yen ching /B&4%) (from the
perspective of Ch’an). He wrote more than 77 works, attempting to merge
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacira thought. Thus in the scholar-monk Chang
Sheng-yen’s 3EZERL analysis, Chih-hsii was a Vinayist and Ch’an practi-
tioner who used T’ien-t'ai as a methodology.!?’ Much could have been
learnt from Chih-hst, yet Mujaku did not make great use of his commen-
taries on the Leng-yen ching, the Lankavatara Siitra and the collection of
essays known as the Conversations in the Monastic Rooms (Fan-shib ngou-
ran =B, In most instances, Mujaku only cited Chih-hst to support
a position or as evidence, and rarely criticised him. In fact he sided with
Chih-hsi in relation to a refutation of Chu-hung’s method of nien-fo in a
phenomenal one mind of concentration and a one mind of principle.'*
Mujaku’s comment was that “reading this debate is sufficient as evidence
of (the difference between) Chih-hsti and Chu-hung’s depth of entry into
the Way and the subtlety of their views.”!??

In my limited reading of Mujaku’s extensive corpus, he made only one
criticism of Chih-hst for not distinguishing between “Thus Come Ch’an”
(nyorai zen) and “Patriarchal Teacher Ch’an” (zushi zen) in his com-
mentary on the Lankdvatdra Siitra. For Chih-hst the differentiation was
simply a matter of being caught up in pointless language and wanting to
use statements meant for specific circumstances in the past to create an
understanding for all time. “How is it different from carving out a boat
to get a sword? I am afraid Hsiang-yen would laugh at you.”1?? Mujaku
commented:

“Thus Come Ch'an” is the words of the teachings. “Patriarchal Teacher
Chran” relies on what the doctrinal preaching indicates and reflects back
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117 Rokuso dankys suichas, A: 20b-21b.
U8 wanun reiu, MSS, 548b

119 Gited by Chang, Minmatsu Chiigoku
Bukkyo no kenkyit, preface 2, from Reiki's
preface to the Japanese print of Ou-i's
collected works, the Ling-feng Ou-i Ta-shib
tsung-lun [Discussion of the Core Prop-
osition by Master Ou-I of Ling-fengl, which
was printed in Kyoto in 1723.

= Chang Sheng-yen, Minmatsu, preface,
pp.2-3.

21gor details of this, see Yi, The Renewal
of Buddbism in China, pp.58-02.

122 wan'un reiu, MSS, 550a.

123 Cited from Chih-hsiv's Leng-yen ching i-
shu [Semantic Commentary on the Suran-
gama Sutra], HTC 26.198b1-3.
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124 yon un reiu, MSS, 550b.

125 Baroni, Obaku Zen, p.29; and Wu Jiang,
“Orthodoxy, Controversy and the Transform-
ation of Chan Buddhism in Seventeenth-
Century China” (PhD diss.,Harvard University,

2002), which T have not seen.

120p0; history of the commentaries, see

Makita Tairyo, “Joron no ryiden ni tsuite”
[On the Transmission of the Chao-lun) in
Joron no kenkyit (Studies of the Chao-lun)
comp. Tsukamoto Zenryt (Kyoto: Hozokan,
1955), pp.276-83. Some of these texts can be
found in HTC Vols 96 and 97.

127Chizmg Tsan-teng, Chung-kuo chin-tai
Fo-chiao ssu-bsiang ti cheng-pien yii fa-
chan [Debates and Developments in Early
Modern Chinese Buddhist Thought] (Taipei:
Nan-tien shu-chii, 1998), pp.164-72, 183,
195-97, 207-8. A brief consideration of
Seng-chao’s relations with Ch’eng-kuan and
the late Ming debates is found in Kamata
Shigeo, Chitgoku Kegon shisoshi no kenk yit
[Studies in the Intellectual History of Chinese
Hua-yen} (Tokyo: Tokyo daigaku shuppan-
kai, 1965), pp.338-58.
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on one’s own self to attain enlightenment of the mind-source. That is
“Patriarchal Teacher Ch’an”. It is not a matter of superiority or inferior-
124

ity.

Thus Come Chan is the language of the doctrinal teachings in the script-
ures whereas Patriarchal Teacher Ch’an is putting that doctrine into prac-
tice by concentrating on the mind. These are two aspects of Ch’an and
so should not be ranked in a hierarchy. In this passage, Mujaku once again
defends orthodox Ch’an, in order to maintain its purity, refusing to accept
some of the otherwise influential ideas of particular late-Ming masters
like Chu-hung.

Seng-chao % (374-414), Wang Yang-ming and the
Hermeneutics of the Buddha-nature

One important debate of late-Ming China that Mujaku was aware of
concerned disputes over Ch’an lineages that had been initiated by Fei-yin
T’ung-yung BEFEHZ (1593-1661) in his 1650 Orthodox Lineage of the Five
Lamps of Ch’an (Wu-teng yen-tung FL#E#Z#T). This text was brought to
Japan by Yin-ylian Lung-ch’i after it had been attacked by Pai-yen Ching-fu
in his Removal of Traitors and proscribed by the Chinese state.!?> Another
debate that Mujaku commented on concerned Seng-chao’s Thesis that
Things Do Not Shift (Wu pu-ch’ien lun #J-7#3#) that had been initiated
by Chen-chveng #£1& (1546-1617).

Seng-chao had attempted to synthesise Chinese “Dark Learning”
(Hstian-hsuteh), itself indebted to both Taoist and Confucian philosophy,
with the prajiidaparamita thought of Indian Madhyamaka Buddhism. Seng-
chao’s Thesis dealt with cognition, language, ontology and the possibility
of enlightenment, and generated a considerable number of commentaries
by Chinese San-lun, T'ien-t’ai, Hua-yen # /& and Ch’an monks, including
Han-shan Te-ch’ing, Chu-hung and Tzu-po Chen-k’o, mentioned above.!%
Chen-ch’eng favoured the interpretation of the Hua-yen thinker Ch’eng-
kuan {E#] (738-839) as Ch’eng-kuan revelled in detail and speculative
argument. In this sense, Chen-ch’eng, and Chu-hung who supported his
position, used Ch'eng-kuan to attack the “Ch’an Left” thinkers such as
Li Cho-wu and Te-ch’ing who favoured the interpretations of Li T'ung-
hstian %7 2 (635-740) because his spirituality appealed to meditators.
Chen-ch’eng examined Seng-chao’s 7hesis on logical grounds, arguing
that while its propositions were probable, Seng-chao’s reasoning lacked
proof and comprehensibility. In his attack Chen-ch’eng had used both
scriptural evidence and Vijianavadin Buddhist logic, which had recently
come back into vogue.!?” His opponents, in reply, accused Chen-ch’eng of
making Patriarchal Teacher Ch’an merely part of prajnaparamita theory.
The problem was one of methodology: in the search for the basis for
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Figure 9

Japanese commentary on the Fa-men
ch'u-kuei published in 1846

enlightenment (or Buddha-nature), how
could the original meaning of scriptures
be found?—through the use of reason
and logic or through direct intuition.
Chen-ch’eng’s work, and that of Chu-
hung, in fact made great advances in
Ch’an studies, using scriptural evidence
and logic to verify enlightenment, and in
unifying methodology and practice.!?®
Thus, it is not surprising that this debate
should have attracted Mujaku.

The Theses of Seng-chao (Chao-lun
E83®), of which the Thesis that Things
Do Not Shift is a part, was probably
brought to Japan soon after Buddhism
arrived there. A commentary by Hui-ta
4% was copied in 726 and one of the
commentaries was reprinted several
times in the Tokugawa period. The
Debates over the Interpretation of the
Thesis that Things Do Not Shift (Wu
pu-chiien lun pien-chieh ¥ 7#EwE
fi#) by Chen-chieh E 5 was printed in

o

e
¥

i:\k

-

L)
a

=
U

i

4

TR~ e

D
=

5

I

Sige o B o'

Q

»-‘;l

e i @ B

S 3R o

B
ok 2 4

'}%"
I'B"

S 3
’}-H‘ ﬁl‘%

S
2,

m%
ﬂ&\

| ik
-

-

<

M

¢

A Dok A
B,

N
i
4

Al
s

R

<L§
P2y

X

<

\4

S
29 F@Lj&

a
4 5
?ﬁ%.

H

gd

AV

o 3 TE- fmk

I B

S
PN

{
)

FEN e G

L I BT e e T
B~ | 3 B TR | e

e i

B

NI
i
-

N
b
o

S 3 e e i

S

=
7

—

™ i BN

R
&

o

,
—
7
—

RARE Dot

o\
.

Pt

R

STE BN e m

Japan in 1655. Yet Makita Tairyd #H %% concludes that the Theses
of Seng-chao was not as widely read in Japan as it was in China as
its ideas were too remote and elevated.!?® Yet Mujaku seems to have
given some importance to the 7heses of Seng-chao. He used it to
attack the scholarship of Rytkei Shosen (1602-70) who with Somon
and had worked to introduce Yin-ytian Lung-ch’i to Kyoto and Edo.
Ryukei later defected to Obaku, which Mujaku saw as a betrayal.!*
Mujaku not only mentioned the famous commentary to the 7hesis by
Wen-tsai X7 (1241-1302), but also referred to the late-Ming work
of Chen-ch’eng several times on the issue of whether the Buddha-
nature is eternal.’®! However, in the Worn Besom of the Platform

lnghiang, Chung-kuo, pp.253-59.

129Makit3, “Joron noryuden ni tsuite,” p.290,
298. Chen-chieh rewrote his text in 1597, so
his initial version predates this, see Chiang,
Debates and Developments, p.243. Chen-
chieh’s text is in HTC vol.97.

130

for details.

B ywanun reiu, MSS, 238b.

Jorgensen, “Zen Scholarship,” pp.2, 9-10,
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132 pokuso dankyd suichdso, MSS, Part B,
48a.
133 inben shikai, MSS, 238a.

Bép full, Ta-fang-kuang Fo Hua-yen
ching sui-shu yen-i ch’ao, T36.239b24-<1.
135 kinben shikai, 239a, possibly in reference
to Chen-ch'eng’s preface, HTC 97.729a4--0,

15.

130 These are two terms used by Chen-ch’eng,
HTC 97.729a0.

137 kinben shikai, 239b.
138 kinben shikai, 240a, cited from HTC
97.755b4-5, which is in a letter in reply by
Chen-ch’eng to Chu-hung.

JOHN JORGENSEN

Sutra of the Sixth Patriarch (Rokuso dankyo suich6so 7N HHIBERZEHEF)
Mujaku merely refers to Chen-ch’eng’s Discussion of the Correct Syllogism
for the Thesis that Things Do Not Shift (Wu pu-ch’ien cheng-liang lun #J74
#IE&3#), which discusses the Buddha-nature. Mujaku concluded, “The
Sixth Patriarch asserted that the Buddha-nature is not eternal by refuting
non-Buddhist views of the eternal”.!?? Mujaku used Seng-chao’s essay to
establish the abiding permanence of the (Buddha-)nature in order to claim
that the possibility of enlightenment was always present, not to establish
some eternal entity. Mujaku wrote:

Dharma Teacher Chao wrote the Thesis that Things Do Not Shift to esta-
blish the idea that the nature is abiding and does not shift. Then, in the
Wan-li era, there was a Chen-ch’eng of Yiieh-ch'uan on Mount Wu-tai,
a Dharma Teacher of the Hua-yen School, who wrote a Discussion of
the Correct Syllogism for Thesis that Things Do Not Shift, which criticised
Chao’s idea. However, this theory [/un] did not appear first with Chen-
ch'eng; Ch'ing-liang Ch’eng-kuan had earlier discussed the idea that
the nature is empty and does not shift in his Abstract from the Sub-
commentary on the Wen-ming Section of the Avatamsaka Sutra (Hua-yen
wen-ming p'in shu-ch'ao).!?

Mujaku then quotes from Ch’eng-kuan’s Elaboration of the Meaning of
the Avatamsaka Sittra (Hua-yen ching yen-i ZERE& )" 0 the effect
that the 7hesis that Things Do Not Shift is excessively Hinayana in charac-
ter. Mujaku comments:

Chen-ch’eng drew inferences from that theory eloquently and in detail,
thinking that the famous scholars of the empire would oppose the
theory and that he needed to counter them.!¥

Mujaku took issue with Ch’eng-kuan on two grounds in turn: principle H
# and the citation of evidence;'*®

If one regards the nature as residing in emptiness, one may say that the
nature is empty. And if the principle of emptiness is the residence of the
nature, one can also say the nature resides/persists. If then the nature
does not reside in emptiness but resides in existence, then existence
can shift (be eliminated), and if it can be eliminated it cannot persist (be
eternal). But now if the nature resides in emptiness, emptiness cannot be
eliminated, which is things not being eliminated! And likewise, emptiness
is not eliminated. If that can be named persistence, then persistence has
no resistance to being named empty.'?’

On the citation of evidence, Mujaku first quoted Chen-ch’eng’s words:

Since the talk of the nature’s persistence agrees with the Buddha's inten-
tion, it is the sacred teaching of the Tripitaka. How can there not be even
a few words or a single phrase that proves this?!*®

He, then, proceeded to quote from sutras, especially the Prajriiaparamita,
Avatamsaka and Lotus as well as Ch’eng-kuan’s commentary, to refute
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Figure 10

Mujaku'’s introduction to the debate over
the Seng-chao in his Kinben shikai
manuscript

the assertion in Chen-ch’eng’s last sen-
tence.'® Thus Mujaku concluded that
“the nature abides” and “the nature
is empty” are identical, and concluded
that Seng-chao’s ideas “cannot be
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concluded that Ch’eng-kuan and Chu-
hung were using a supplementary
argument to make up for the flaws in
the case that the nature is empty:

As Chen-ch’eng was unwilling to
accept this, he said, “Although the
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Basic Meanings of the Propositions (Tsung-pen [i of Seng-chao]) says the
nature is empty and yet is not eliminated, still it says that the nature
persists, which is the fundamental and derivative in opposition to each
other. Does that not substantially violate the method of logic, his own
words being self-contradictory?” As I see it, Ch’eng-kuan [yen-i] was
saying that “not true emptiness” elucidates that the nature is empty in
reference to the elucidation of the basis of the text, so really the 7hesis
on Not True Emptiness (Pu chen lun) also fully clarified “the nature is
empty”. But that was in reference to the primal meaning siddhanta (prop-
osition), and is not the same as the usual path ... (which states that) ...

139 Kinben shikai, 240b, possibly referring to
the Yen-i ch’ao, T36.302b23.

140

142

Kinben shikai, 241a.
141 Kinben shikai, 241a.

Quote from Chu-ch’'uang sui-pi, 180a.
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193 K inben shikai, 241b-2b. The quote is
fromthe Wu pu-ch'iencheng-liang lun, HTC

97.755a14-15.

M4Dates unknown. Pao was a lay disciple

of Chu-hung who aided in the printing of
many Buddhist books. His biography can be
found in the Chii-shib chuan [Biographies
of Lay Buddhists] HTC 149.947b-948a

195 Kinben shikai, MSS, 238b-42b; for Pao,
see Araki, Unsei Shuko no kenkyit, p.179.
This last text was also quoted in the Wan'un
reiu, MSS, 547b.

146Araki, Unsei Shukd no kenkyi, pp.12-13,
15, 19. Cited from the opening lines of the
T'ien-lo niao-k'ung chi [Divine Delights
Warned Against from Emptiness Collection],
Lan (1984-1986), 20:639a.

97 Wanun reiu, MSS, 412b, cited from Yung-
chiieb Yiian-hsien Ch'an-shib kuang-lu, HTC
125.763a10--12.
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as soon as something is born there is extinction. This meaning is not
the same ... (for) that (usual path) truly is in reference to the corrective
proposition, while here Seng-chao’s intention and the Mahaprajriap-
aramita Sastra (Chih-tu lun)'s “When it arises, one cannot have persist-

ence and extinction” are the same ... . Therefore the 7hesis that Things
Do Not Shift fully elucidates the nature is empty (which is the primal
proposition).! 43

Finally, Mujaku noted that Pao Tsung-chao 2% aimed to fuse
Confucianism and Buddhism by mixing the “conscience” of Wang Yang-
ming and the “numinous knowing marvellous mind” of Ch’an, especially
that of Tsung-mi. Pao wrote about this topic in his Divine Delights Warned
Against From Emptiness Collection (T'ien-lo niao-k'ung chi F4gng2e ) 14
Here Mujaku is staunchly defending Seng-chao and the notion that the
Buddha-nature has no concrete conditionality or reified existence—that is,
it is empty. At the same time, it is also an abiding potentiality that cannot
be removed, unlike existence, which rises and ceases, or in Seng-chao’s
terms, “shifts”.

In the late Ming, this type of discourse became important with the rise
of the thought of Wang Yang-ming. Yiin-men Mai-lang Z Fi% R, writing
in 1610, considered that Wang Yang-ming had responded in a timely way
to the needs of the age, which he did with the theory of “good knowing”
by which he meant conscience, and with the use of Ch’an language to
merge Buddhism and Confucianism. In Buddhism he was succeeded by
Chu-hung. Chih-hsi likewise probably thought that Wang Yang-ming’s
theory of “good knowing” had a close connection to the revival of Bud-
dhism in the late Ming, for some saw it as the approximate equivalent of
Chran’s “seeing the nature”. Thus Wang Yang-ming Confucianism was
called “mind study” (bsin-bsiieh £-22) and Ch'an was called “the school
of the mind” (bsin-tsung ((25%). Pao Tsung-chao wrote:

Buddha is Awakening. Awakening is the mind of numinous knowing.
Therefore it is said, “This mind is Buddha ... ” and “The one word know-
ing is the gate of the mysteries”. This marvellous mind of numinous
knowing is fully present in everyone. Wang Yang-ming’s “engage good
knowing” is likewise due to this. 10

Mujaku cited Yung-chieh Ydan-hsien on this topic:

Buddhists, in discussing the nature, often use knowing awareness [cogni-
tion and sensation] to speak of it. What is meant by knowing awareness is
the numinous light that solely reveals and releases [one] from the data of
the senses and does not deal with them, and yet is knowing awareness.

Yang-ming introduced the theory of good knowing, in which know-
ing comes into being as soon as the percepts. When the percepts are
extinguished the knowing disappears. How can it be the light of a real
nature?!
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In other words, for Ylan-hsien and Mujaku, the “good knowing” of Wang
Yang-ming was dependent on the existence of sense-data coming into
the mind as percepts. Thus it could not be the equivalent of the Buddha-
nature, which although empty of content, persists even when there is no
sense-data or percepts. Ylan-hsien then analysed the relation of “good
knowing” to orthodox Ch’eng-Chu Confucianism and the theory of the
“four beginnings”. He stated that Wang Yang-ming’s “good knowing” is
proper emotion or feeling,

If you wish to examine this deeply, then this emotion will lead to move-
ment. When there is no movement, there is a clear numinous intelligence
that is not obscured, neither good nor evil, which is the correct mind.
How can this [emotion] be the principle of the real nature?'%®

Mujaku then quoted Chu-hung’s opinion, in which he attempted to
differentiate “good knowing” from Buddhist “knowing” by discussing it
in terms of the proposition (tsung ), cause (yin [K) and example (yi
M§). Chu-hung made “good knowing” the proposition, “knowing with-
out thinking” the cause, and “love and respect” the example. This then
is “naturally knowing and yet not creating an action/karma” "% Mujaku
criticised this:

Chu-hung’s statement of a syllogism I fear violates the methodology [lit.,
karmal. “Good knowing” is an existent dharma, but that is not a prop-
osition. That children know love and respect is not an example, since
that is the cause, “knowing without thinking”. I make the assumption
linstead] of the statement of the syllogism that holds that, “Good know-
ing is an existent dharma that naturally knows and yet is not created”
is the proposition, and “because of knowing without thinking” is the
cause, and that “just as fire prefers the dry and water flows to the moist”
is the same exatmple.150

Here the argument is about children naturally loving their parents and
respecting their elders without being taught to do so. They do not think
about it, so it is “knowing without thinking”. The issue was how to put
this observation into a logical argument. Therefore, Mujaku was not simply
opposed to fusing Confucianism and Buddhism, he was also seeking the
correct methodology for understanding the Buddha-nature and the way
to see it, the prime objective of Zen. In this way he tried to demonstrate
that the logic of his opponents was faulty.

What is Enlightenment?

Again, Mujaku applied this logic to the issue of enlightenment and
whether or not it was an all-at-once experience or an accumulation of
experiences. In the Numinous Rain of the Cloud Canopy, Mujaku again

53

148 ywan'un reiu, MSS, 412b, citing HTC

125.763a14-16.
a0 Wan'un reiu, MSS, 413a, citing Chu-
ch’uang sui-pi, p.178b.
Wan'un reiu, MSS, 413b; translation of last
line uncertain.
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151
ch
152

Wan’un reiu, MSS, 449b-50a, citing Chu-

‘uang erb-pi, p.234b—c.

Wan 'un reiu, MSS, 450a—b.
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cited Chu-hung who stated that there was a tradition that Ta-hui Tsung-
kao KE5FR (1089-1163), the alleged founder of the “examination of the
key word in a case” (Ran-bua Ch’an Bz that came to dominate Lin-
chi/Rinzai practice, had “great enlightenment eighteen times and minor
enlightenment an incalculable number of times.” Chu-hung claims to have
consulted meditators who said that they called having the perception of
their own mind via an experience of or confrontation with an opportune
condition, such as an appropriate kung-an, an alertness (hsing 44), and that
if that alertness was sudden or temporary and not thorough, it was a minor
enlightenment. Thus the enlightenment the Buddha achieved on seeing
the morning star was a great enlightenment, a singular enlightenment that
was complete. It did not depend on a second or third enlightenment.
This then, in Chu-hung’s opinion, was characteristic of all the patriarchs.
Chu-hung claimed, however, that in the time of Huang-po there were few
genuine Buddhists, and so even though they had not reached Buddha-
hood, they were said to have experienced great enlightenment, but they
still needed this experience repeatedly. Chu-hung asserted, therefore, that
those aspiring for great enlightenment without doubts would again doubt.
How, he exclaimed, could this be titled “great enlightenment”?

Now if one is ignorant, even though one eliminates this [ignorance], but
one still wishes to eliminate the subtlest ignorance, then even though
one has penetrated the kung-an, and still one wishes to penetrate it to
the extremity, that is to wilfully misinterpret the kung-an. So then those
who have numbers of great enlightenments are g)ermitted to have them,
but they still do not need as many as eighteen.!!

Mujaku’s response was three-fold. First, he stated that Chu-hung’s exam-
ination was narrow and shallow, and that his words were self-contradic-
tory and not beneficial.

Chu-hung said that the great enlightenment the World-Honoured had
on seeing the star did not depend on a second or third [enlightenment].
Chu-hung did not remember that in past ages the World-Honoured had
realised the forbearance of the non-production of dharmas, so how was
that not a great enlightenment? After that time he realised the limitless,
profound and marvellous Dharma, and was again greatly enlightened. He
was not prevented from having any number of great enlightenments even
tens or hundreds. Chu-hung does not accord with logic of the Way.!>

Mujaku continues to point out other inconsistencies, stating that one could
be enlightened any number of times to kung-an/koan.

Mujaku’s second response was to cite scriptural proof such as Ch’eng-
kuan’s commentary on the Dasabhumi chapter of the Avatamsaka Satra
(Hua-yen ching shih-ti p'in shu ZFEEA+ #5451 that states one requires
realisation of the first of the ten stages, and that no more are needed due
to the principle of non-duality. But some still interpreted this as need-



MUJAKU DOCHU

ing realisation at each of the ten stages, for as the Vijuaptimatra-siddhi
Sastra (Wei-shih lun ) wrote,

“Even though the nature of true thusness is really without distinction,
in accordance with the superiority of merit ten sorts are established
provisionally.” This refers to the differences in the virtues that are real-
ised. Therefore there are ten stages that are personally realised.!>?

Mujaku also cited the metaphor of a lamp illuminating the darkness in the
Mabhadprajiidparamita Sastra (Ta chih-tu lun) K% 2@, If the lamplight is
faint the darkness is not fully overcome. Only when it is totally illuminated
does an extra lamp become useless. !>

The third response was to cite works like the Miscellaneous Logia of
h’an Master Ming-pen of T'ien-mu F HIAA TS of Chung-feng
Ming-pen H1&AA (1264-1325), who said that once one has been
enlightened, naturally there will be other enlightenments, like Ta-hui.!>®
Finally, Mujaku cited the Collection of Kéan Exercises in Daily Use by
Master Kitge (Kige nichiyo kufa sht 22#H T X&) of Gido Shishin
FHATS (1325-88). When asked about the eighteen great enlighten-
ments and innumerable minor enlightenments of Ta-hui, Shishin replied
that they did not exist. Mujaku praised this reply for its decisiveness,
unlike Chu-hung’s dithering, inconclusive response.156

This topic was later taken up by Hakuin and two of his disciples,
including Torei Enji, who were also aware of Ming Buddhist thinkers.
This shows that the “Tokugawa Rinzai claim that it represents the unadult-
erated Sung Ch’an tradition” was wrong, in that it, “had in fact assimilated
consciously or unconsciously many features characteristic of Ming Bud-

dhist developments”.}>’

Conclusion

Mujaku’s scholarship then was concerned with the problems he
perceived in the Zen of his day. Each element was meant to improve
the discipline and organisation of the monastery and promote study and
meditation by the monks. Thus, he sought in Ming Buddhist scholarship
responses to similar problems that Buddhism faced in Japan, but he often
did not agree with the solutions proposed by the late-Ming Buddhists,
especially Chu-hung. Rather, Mujaku wished to solve problems without
violating what he conceived of as the orthodox tradition of Zen, some-
thing he thought some of the Chinese masters had done by incorporat-
ing Pure Land nien-fo elements, by simplifying and watering down the
provisions of the Pure Regulations of Pai-chang, and by not differentiat-
ing the Buddhist assertion of the emptiness of the Buddha-nature from
the Confucian theories of Wang Yang-ming. While this was also to some
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53 Wanun reiu, MSS, 451a

54 Wan'un reiu, MSS, 451b; cf. brief reference
in Rokuso dankyo suichoso, Part A: 62b.

BSH1C 122.
156 Wan'un reiu, MSS, 452b.

Mohr, “Emerging from Nonduality,”
p.251.
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158Topic considered in Yanagida, “Mujaku
Dochii no gakumon,” pp.1352-54.

59 Chu-ch ‘uang erb-pi, 218a, “Writing is best
left to later years”. Chu-hung asserted that
when “Miao-hsi [Tsung-kao] first received the
certification of his realisation [at the age of
sixteen] ifhe had immediately been self-satis-
fied, then would he have achieved his later
affairs [of enlightenment]? Writings produced
in one’s early years are best delayed”.

John Jorgensen

School of Languages and Linguistics
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University
Parklands Drive, Southport, Qld, 4215
J.Jorgensen@griffith.edu.au

JOHN JORGENSEN

extent motivated by sectarianism and feelings of cultural superiority, the
issues and the answers he gave were meant to deal with practical problems
ranging from monastic regulations and mourning to the correct interpret-
ation of the characteristics of the Buddha-nature. This is why he approved
of Yung-chiieh Ytan-hsien over Chu-hung and others. This selectivity
showed that Mujaku took the ideas of late Ming Buddhists seriously, for
they addressed issues relevant to the Zen of Mujaku’s day, and largely
informed the Zen of Mujaku’s Obaku rivals. Mujaku thus drew upon a
broad range of Ming and Ch’ing Chinese authors, but his work did not
gain a wide audience. Most of Mujaku’s answers and solutions were meant
almost exclusively for Myoshinji or Rinzai monks, so his books circulated
to only a few scholarly Zen students and did not penetrate much into the
other religious communities. Perhaps this reluctance to publish was due
to Mujaku’s trenchant criticism of others allied with a desire for perfec-
tion in his own work. He cited earlier writers, including Confucius, Neo-
Confucians and Ch’eng-kuan, on the need for mature reflection on
issues. !> Ironically, this agrees with Chu-hung’s position.!> Despite this,
he saw these issues as vital concerns, and such attitudes by early to mid-
Tokugawa Buddhists like Mujaku gave Buddhism in Japan a stimulus for
reform and development, and created a basis for Zengaku.
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