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his article analyzes a twelth-century session of the Yuima-e at Kōfukuji as a 
stage of history to determine the institutional and factional background of its 
participants. In order to do this, the format of the Yuima-e as it was held in the 
twelth century is presented, followed by a study of primary materials related 
to the 1196 session of this annual ritual. he article then examines the Sanne 
jōichiki, the personal notes of the Tōdaiji monk Sōshō, and diaries, to conclude 
that these sessions can indeed be considered “theaters of the state” in which 
the connection between Kuroda Toshio’s concepts of kenmon and kenmitsu 
taisei can be found.
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I
n his analysis on the relationship between Nara’s Kōfukuji ڵ෱ࣉ and 
mountain asceticism (Shugendō मݧಓ) in premodern Japan, Royall Tyler 
(1989, 174) points out that the great Buddhist institutions of Kōfukuji and 

Tōdaiji ౦େࣉ were primarily identiied with the construct “Nara Buddhism” 
although the Buddhism practiced at these sites ater the Nara period was still 
poorly understood. While several historians, basing their research mainly on the 
works of the late Japanese historian Kuroda Toshio, have since addressed the 
continuous political inluence of these temples, or kenmon ݖ໳ (gates of power) 
throughout the Heian (784–1185) and Kamakura (1185–1333) periods (Adol-
phson 2000), the doctrinal and institutional evolution of the “Nara Schools” 
throughout these eras has not been adequately addressed. Since the 1990s, Japa-
nese scholars such as Ihara Kesao and Uejima Susumu have either challenged 
Kuroda in signiicant ways or, as in the case of Oishio Chihiro, have addressed 
individual exoteric-esoteric thinkers such as Kojima Shingyō ࢠౡᚸ934) ڵ–
1004) (Oishio 1995). However, it seems that the link between worldly power and 
Buddhist doctrine, in this case Kenmitsu Buddhism ີݦ෹ڭ (exoteric-esoteric 
Buddhism), has remained largely overlooked by both Japanese and Western his-
torians and buddhologists. 

he goal of this article is to consider a particular ritual, the Yuima-e ҡຎ။ at 
Kōfukuji, as a stage of history in which sociopolitical players play their part, thus 
considering the composition of the ritual as a relection of the society in which it 
was held. I will make use of primary sources that deal directly or indirectly with 
the ritual under consideration, and show that both the composition of its par-
ticipants and the content of the ritual itself are no coincidence. his way, I hope 
to reconsider the link between the kenmon and its alleged ideological frame-
work, exoteric-esoteric Buddhism. First, I will briely introduce the format of 
the Yuima-e, and second, I will address a 1196 session of this ritual as recorded 
by the Tōdaiji monk Sōshō फੑ (1202–1292).

he Yuima-e

It is said that Fujiwara no Kamatari ౻חݪ଍ (614–669) established the Yuima-e in 
the seventh century ater having recovered from illness. In the Kōfukuji engi (ke),1 
the courtier Fujiwara Yoshiyo ౻(900–823) ੈྑݪ describes the origins of the 
Yuima-e. According to this origin chronicle, Kamatari recovered from severe ill-

1. his text is also introduced in Horiike 1988,vol. 2, 195.
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ness ater a nun from the Korean Peninsula (Paekche) chanted the Yuimagyō (Skt. 
Vimalakīrti-nirdeśa).2 While this story should be met with historical skepticism, it 
is beyond doubt that many other sources such as the Yuima-e hyōbyaku connect 
the beginning of the Yuima-e with the igure of Fujiwara no Kamatari (yh, 254). 
However, the very nature of this source (an engi or “origin chronicle”) might not 
be historically accurate. In his article Kōfukuji Yuima-e no jōritsu to sono tenkai, 
Ueda Kōen (1980, 33–34) refers to Kamatari’s devotion as the historical origin of 
the Yuima-e, a version also mentioned by Paul Groner (2002, 129). Ueda bases his 
account on an analysis of several primary sources such as the Seiji yōryaku ੓ࣄཁ
ུ and the Fusō ryakki ැهུ܂. he close resemblance between these sources and 
the Kōfukuji engi mentioned here has indeed been pointed out by Takayama (1997, 
64), but why should a Hossō temple prefer to lecture on the Vimalakīrti Sutra (a 
scripture not part of its traditional Hossō corpus) and organize around it a ritual in 
which the unity of the exoteric and the esoteric is symbolically expressed through 
the usage of a Goshishi nyoi ࢠࢣޒ೗ҙ3 in the presence of an imperial emissary? In 
addition, there is the signiicant fact that the Yuima-e seems to have been discon-
tinued for thirty years ater Kamatari before being revived by his son Fuhito ౻ݪ
ෆൺ౳ (659–720) (Ueda 1980, 36; Groner 2002, 130). When reading later diaries 
such as the Chūyūki தӈه written by the courtier Fujiwara no Munetada ౻ݪफ
஧ (1062–1141), one is immediately struck by the many references to ceremonies or 
sutra recitations focusing on the Ninnōkyo ਔԦܦ (Sutra of the Benevolent Kings, 
t nos. 245 and 246). As its title implies, this text addresses the concept of the Bud-
dhist monarch and the values for governance of a Buddhist state (bkd 8: 384–85), a 
fact that explains why it was so oten recited at the Retired Emperor’s oice.4 So, if 
there was a need to incorporate esotericism into the ritual (as demonstrated by the 
Goshishi nyoi mentioned above), then why was the Vimalakīrti chosen? In addi-
tion, we should also note that the Yuima-e focused on only one scripture, and thus 
was diferent in nature and purpose in comparison to several other later estab-
lished rituals such as the Daijō-e େ৐ձ at Shirakawa’s നՏ (1053–1129) Hosshōji 
in Kyoto (Kan 1994, 10).

he reason for choosing the Vimalakīrti might well be diferent from the one 
provided by Fujiwara no Yoshiyo. In order to ind an answer it might be use-

2. his account is mentioned in both Japanese and Western scholarship (Takayama 1997, 
63 –64; Horiike 1988, 195; Groner 2002, 129). 

3. his ritual implement symbolizes both the exoteric and the esoteric. It is composed of two 
main parts: the shishi ࢠࢣ or “lion” stands for the exoteric, whereas the sanko ގࡾ or “trident” 
expresses the esoteric (md 1968, 1734).

4. One only has to look at the Chūyūki entries of the second or the seventh month in which a 
so-called Benevolent King Gathering (Ninnō-e ਔԦձ) was held. For example: the entries for the 
second month of the years 1089, 1090, 1091, or for the seventh month of the years 1091 or 1094 
(cyk 1965).
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ful to look for clues in the period the Kōfukuji engi was written. herefore, we 
now turn to the Sanne jōichiki for the years 850–900 to examine the diferent 
schools engaged in the actual ritual and its question-answer sessions. We ind 
the lecturer belonged to Hossō in thirty-three cases, Sanron in nine, Kegon in 
eight, and Tendai in one case. Shingon is not included in the list, which might 
lead one to conclude erroneously that Shingon monks were mainly excluded.5 

However, the example of the (Tōdaiji) Hossō and Tōji monk Sanshū ࡾम (sj, 
6), lecturer in 894, suggests otherwise. Later cases such as Kojima Shingyō6 or 
the better-known fourth abbot of Tōji, Jōshō ఆত (906–983),7 show that many 
high ranking Hossō clerics were equally ordained in the Shingon tradition (tcb, 
646–712), thus combining an exoteric and an esoteric lineage. A reading of the 
Sanne jōichiki and the commentary written by a monk who acted as lecturer of 
the Yuima-e might provide us an alternative answer as to why the Vimalakīrti 
was chosen. In his Personal Notes on the Truth of the One Vehicle (Ichijō gi shiki Ұ
৐ٛهࢲ) Kojima Shingyō, lecturer at the Yuima-e in 1003 (sj, 302), addresses the 
relationship between the exoteric and the esoteric by referring to the Hokkekyō 
๏՚ܦ (Lotus Sutra, Skt. Saddharma puṇḍarīka sūtra, t 262) and the Shōmangyō 
উᱸܦ (he Sutra of Queen Srīmālā of the Lion’s Roar, Skt. Srīmālādevī sūtra, 
t 353) (igs, 163). Why would he, as a “Nara monk” and founder of the Kojima 
lineage, center of combined Hossō-Shingon thought (Abe 1999, 427), discuss 
the Shōmangyō in his deinition of the categories “exoteric” and “esoteric”? he 
answer is that he selected scriptures that belonged to the corpus of his opponent 
and intended to excel in his opponent’s specialty. We should not forget that the 
“debate” was an integral part of the Yuima-e and that it was of great importance 
to do well and “win” over one’s opponent. he presence of the Vimalakīrti and 
the Śrīmālā Sutra in a Hossō context thus clearly shows that its main doctrinal 

5. A combinatory study of the Sanne jōichiki, the Kōfukuji bettō shidai and the Tōji chōja bunin 
౦ࣉ௕ऀิ೚ would explicitly conirm that many Hossō monks who became lecturer of the 
three gatherings and entered the Sōgō belonged to the Shingon lineage as well, as exempliied by 
many Kōfukuji monks combining their positions with the head abbotship of Tōji. 

6. “At the age of fourteen, in Tenryaku three (949), he lived at Kōfukuji in Nara. Ater having 
terminated the study of the basic teachings, he entered the golden light of the secret teachings of 
Shingon and studied with the priest Ninga of mount Yoshino…” (kke, 41). he lineage between 
Ninga ਔլ and Shingyō is shown from Mahāvairocana through Kūkai and inally till Ninga 
and Shingyō in the Kechimyaku ryuijūki ຺݂ྨूه. he same source mentions that Shingyō 
passed the teachings to eleven disciples. he fact that Ninga also resided at Kōfukuji illustrates 
that many Kōfukuji monks were Shingon clerics, complicating a correct interpretation of the 
Sanne jōichiki.

7. Tomabechi Seiichi summarizes Jōshō’s career based on a comparative study of the Kōfukuji 
bettō shidai, the Tōji chōja bunin, and related sources. Jōshō received the Abhiseka ఻๏ᕲ௖ in 
964 from Kangū ۭ׮ at Rendaiji ࿇୆ࣉ at age ity-nine, two years ater he had been lecturer at 
the Yuima-e (Tomabechi 2003, 386–92).
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opponent was the Sanron school, placing this part of Japanese Buddhist history 

in the larger context of East Asian Buddhism and its inherent doctrinal conlict 

between Madhyāmika (Sanron) and Yogācāra (Hossō). his is a fact clearly illus-

trated by the main Chinese commentaries on this text by Jízàng ٢᤽ (549–623) 

of the San-lun (Sanron) school and Kuījī Ӑ(682–632) ج of the Făxiàng (Hossō) 

school (Wayman and Wayman 1973, 10). his is substantiated by one of the main 

issues of the Śrīmālā Sutra, the Tathāgatagarbha theory (“womb of the Buddha”; 

Jp. nyoraizō ೗དྷଂ), a conceptual framework centering around the notion that 

all sentient beings have the inherent capability of realizing buddhahood, in clear 

contrast to the Hossō school’s emphasis on the ālayavijñāna (storehouse con-

sciousness, Ѩཔ໹ࣝ) and its stance on particular beings’ exclusion of enlighten-

ment (the icchantika theory). 

hus, a centuries-old doctrinal dispute is transmitted to a heavily institution-

alized ritual, as participation was a necessary prerequisite for monks to advance 

to the Ministry of Monastic Afairs (Sōgō ૐߝ). In other words, it was neces-

sary for Hossō monks to apply Hossō’s specialty—logic (inmyō Ҽ໌)—to typical 

Sanron scriptures in debates, and by doing so excel over their opponents. For 

this reason, the Yuima-e centers around the Vimalakīrti. he opposition between 

Hossō and Sanron in a ritual in which knowledge of the exoteric-esoteric is dis-

played illustrates well the necessity to redeine “Kenmitsu” in relation to Kōfukuji 

into “Hossō-Mikkyō” and “Sanron-Mikkyō,” two different lineages with cor-

responding factions, monastic institutions, and doctrinal strife to which I will 

return below in my analysis of a speciic Yuima-e session. By the middle of the 

Heian period, when the Yuima-e’s ritual function of “judge” (tandai ୳୊ ) is by 

decree reserved for the Kōfukuji abbot,8 Hossō will also institutionally dominate 

the ritual while focusing on its adversaries’ doctrinal specialty. It is here in the 

depths of commentaries such as Shingyō’s, or debate preparations such as Sōshō’s 

(see below), that institutional and doctrinal history became intrinsically linked. 

In this light, the choice of the Vimalakīrti Sutra as a topic of discussion for a 

Hossō ritual might seem more plausible than the sickness of Kamatari. While one 

could indeed argue that the format of the Yuima-e developed signiicantly over 

time, one cannot deny the fact that the doctrinal (and in extension institutional) 

8. he Sanne jōichiki mentions that the combined position of “Kōfukuji Abbot-judge” started in 
the irst year of Ōwa (961) when Engū Ԇۭ held the position and the Sanron monk Anshin ҆ਐ 
of Gangōji became lecturer at age ity-two. Of note here is that the doctrinal opposition Sanron vs. 
Hossō translates in the institutional opposition Gangōji vs. Kōfukuji; see the entry for the irst year 
of Ōwa (sj, 299). he kbs mentions that Engū, resident of Kōfukuji’s Saitōin, became abbot in 961, 
and had been lecturer of the Yuima-e in 948 at age ity-nine (kbs, 5). Interestingly, Anshin, Engū’s 
“opponent,” in fact replaced the Hossō monk Chōshu ௕क of Kōfukuji who had died ater having 
been appointed (and his position thus had been taken by the opposing Sanron faction). Sōgō bunin 
ૐ߶ิ೚ and Yuimaekōshi kengaku shidai ҡຎ။ֶ࣍ݚࢣߨୈ, in dns vol. 1/10, 920.
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oppositions found in Kojima Shingyōs writings (late ninth century) interestingly 
are the same as those found in the scriptures mentioned in the well known Nihon 
shoki9 for the reign of Empress Suiko ਪ(628–592) ݹ.

Yuima-e Format

First, one should realize that the Yuima-e was part of the larger whole of Hōe ๏
ձ (Dharma gatherings). It was one of twelve Kōfukuji gatherings and one of the 
three so-called Sanne ࡾձ (three gatherings) whose lectureship was a necessity 
to advance to the Oice of Monastic Afairs (Sōgō). hese three were considered 
of utmost importance and consisted of the Yuima-e, the Misai-e ࡈޚձ, and the 
Saishō-e ࠷উձ (Kusunoki 2001, 137). An examination of the Sanne jōichiki, the 
Bettō shidai, or Sōshō’s notes, conirms the established insight that those who had 
a successful monastic career had to act as lecturer for all three of these rituals. 
he case of Sōshō himself illustrates this well: ater having entered Tōdaiji at age 
thirteen in 1214, he became Gon-Risshi ᒟ཯ࢣ at forty in 1241, indicating that he 
had by then completed the requirement of having served at all three (Hiraoka 
1958, 539).10 His notes and preparations on the discussion sessions of these three 
rituals show their importance for his monastic career. he actual broader context 
of the entire examination system in connection with the Misai-e and the Saishō-e 
exceeds the goal of this article and would require an entire study in itself. As 
has been mentioned by Groner in connection with the audience present at the 
ritual, what is important to us is that the shits in the actual composition of the 
participants relects “he transition of the Yuima-e from a private into a public 
ceremony” (Groner 2002, 132).

Second, the Yuima-e was not one monolithic event but consisted of several 
types of debates, these being the “lecture-question debates” (Kōmon rongi ߨ໰࿦
ٛ), the “candidate debates” (Ryūgi rongi ୦ٛ࿦ٛ), and the “alternating debates 
for the imperial emissary” (Chokushibōban rongi ௘࢖๥൪࿦ٛ) (Takayama 1997, 
83), a structure that seems to have been ixed from the latter half of the Heian 
period but changed from the fourteenth century on (Takayama 1997, 68). 

The analysis below will be based on monastic primary sources such as the 
documents of Sōshō of Tōdaiji, the “Appointments of the Ministry of Monas-
tic Afairs,”11 the “Record of Appointments of the hree Gatherings”12 and the 

9. he Nihon shoki states that in the seventh month of 606, Empress Suiko instructed regent 
Shōtoku Taishi to lecture on the Shōmangyō and that she rejoiced in him having lectured on the 
Hokkekyō in the same year. 

10. Sōshō became lecturer at the Yuima-e in 1239. It is indicated that Sōshō of Tōdaiji from the 
Kegon school, residing at Sonshōin ଚউӃ, was the lecturer (sj 340, entry for En’ō 1 Ԇጯݩ೥; 1239).

11. Sōgō Bunin, dnb, vol. 123, 61–288.

12. Sanne Jōichiki, dnb, vol. 123, 289–432.
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“Order of Kōfukuji Abbots.”13 By using non-monastic sources such as diaries or 
government documents, the ritual will be approached from its doctrinal, politi-
cal, and social actors. First I would like to briely introduce the actual format of 
the Yuima-e. Apart from my own reading of the Yuima-e hyōbyaku ҡຎձදന 
from 1247,14 this abbreviated overview also draws from the meticulous scholar-
ship of Nagamura (2000) and Takayama (1997). 

On the irst day, the Yuima-e is introduced by the imperial emissary. Hold-
ing a text, he reads out loud the more “practical” issues such as the conferred 
positions and replacements, followed by an opening statement (kaibyaku ։ന) 
in front of the central statue of the Buddha (honzon ຊଚ). Following the abbot 
(bettō ผ౰) of Kōfukuji, the oicially designated audience (chōshū ௌऺ)—forty 
monks from the year 900 onwards (Groner 2002, 132)—line up with the impe-
rial emissary to eventually arrive at the Lecture Hall. hereupon this audience 
enters the hall, while the imperial emissary, the head of the Fujiwara Clan, and 
the abbot take their places in seats in front of the hall. Ater having performed 
vows, the audience is seated in four rows to the let of the central image of wor-
ship. The lecturer (kōshi ࢣߨ) and the reader (dokushi ಡࢣ) then take their 
places on high seats in front of the central image of the Buddha. Interestingly, 
the monks seated in these four rows are lined up in order of importance, thus 
representing the monastic and, as most of them were from the high nobility, 
worldly hierarchy. In connection with Groner’s statement mentioned earlier that 
the number of people in the audience relects a shit from private to public func-
tion, it is clear that an analysis of the participants and the audience’s position 
within the ritual could provide us with a clear sense of the sociopolitical sphere 
from a new angle.

he schedule of the following six days is identical. In the morning and the 
evening a lecture and debate session is held but while the actual lecture is the 
same for both sessions, the evening part ends with a debate in which the dis-
putator, rissha ୦ऀ, having taken his place on the high seat, reads and answers 
questions as prepared by the judge, who likewise has taken his place on the other 
high seat. he imperial emissary changed seating as well, moving now to the 
inside of the Lecture Hall. he disputator now attempts to answer ive questions, 
previously prepared by the judge. hese question-answer parts are followed by 
criticism formulated by the examiner, shōgisha ਫ਼ٛऀ,15 and approval or dis-
approval by the judge. Ater this session the day ends, a procedure that is the 
same for the irst six days of the Yuima-e. he judge undoubtedly was in control 

13. Kōfukuji bettō shidai, dnb, vol. 124, 1–60.

14. This text and other related Kōfukuji documents are printed in the appendix to 
Takayama 1997.

15. Literally “hose whose mastery of doctrine was detailed” (Groner 2002, 132).



figure 1. he Yuima-e’s debating participants lanked by the four rows of the oicial audience and the imperial emissary 
(from the Kasuga gongen genki य़೔هݧݱݖ, items 11-012 and 11-013; courtesy of the National Diet Library). 
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of the Yuima-e from the moment his function became reserved for Kōfukuji’s 
abbot from the middle of the Heian period when abbot Engū Ԇۭ combined 
both positions in 961 (sj, 299). 

However, the order of the sixth day is diferent. Ater the usual morning ses-
sion is over, a diferent session starts immediately. Having encircled the Lecture 
Hall, the imperial emissary, the reader, and the audience are seated on seats in 
front of the Golden Hall, where a ritual is held assessing the merit of monks 
and the (symbolic) granting of yearly ordinands. After this session, a cere-
mony directed at the imperial emissary is held, and the “alternating debates” 
(chokushibō banrongi ௘࢖๥൪࿦ٞ) take place. These sessions took place at 
either the residence of the abbot, in case he resided in one of the imperial res-
idence temples (monzeki ໳੻), or at the imperial emissary’s residence. Seven 
pairs of discussions took place, ater which the sixth day ended.

While lecturer and reader take their places again during the two sessions on 
the seventh and inal day, no discussions take place during this last part. Con-
cluding vows are performed, and the irst ten members (isshō chōshu Ұচௌऺ) 
of the following year’s Yuima-e and the outgoing judge are discussed. he pres-
ent year’s irst ten members address the position of the following year’s lecturer, 
which is then decided by “personal voice” (sasayaki ޠࢲ). Seated in the Hoso-
dono ఼ࡉ hall, the members of the Fujiwara clan, the imperial emissary, and the 
abbot’s oicials put food oferings in front of the abbot’s seat. 

he following Yuima-e session examined in this article is drawn from the 
records of the Tōdaiji monk Sōshō as edited by Hiraoka Jōkai in 1960. Born as 
the son of Fujiwara no Takakane ౻ོ݉ݪ (?–?), Sōshō entered Tōdaiji in 1214 at 
age thirteen (tss, 3) and became Great Master of the Dharma, Daihōshi େ๏ࢣ, 
in 1220 (tss, 537). He took the position of lecturer at the Yuima-e in 1239, the fol-
lowing year at the Saishō-e (tss, 537), and was promoted to Hōin Gon Daisōzu 
๏ҹᒟେૐ౎ in 1249 (tss, 549). His assembled writings are of great importance 
for the study of Tōdaiji and Kōfukuji rituals and debates, as he took meticulous 
notes in order to prepare for them. Apart from Yuima-e related materials, he 
gathered information on many other events such as the Kongōmyō-e banrongi 
ۚޫ໌ձ൪࿦ٞ, the Hoshōji go-hakkō ๏উޚࣉീߨ, and the Seshin kō ੈ਌ߨ.

Imperial emissary: Middle Controller of the Let Fujiwara Chikatsune ౻ݪ਌ܦ
Lecturer: Gon-Shōsōzu Ryōen ྑԁ from Kōfukuji, Hossō.

First Day-Morning Session
Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Kankō ޾׮ from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

First Day-Evening Session
Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Ryūyū ོ༞ from Tōdaiji, Hossō.

Second Day—Morning Session
Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Gyōin ߦҏ from Yakushiji, Hossō.
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Second Day—Evening Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Shūe लܙ from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

hird Day—Morning Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Egyō ܦܙ from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

hird Day—Evening Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Jūki ॏت from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

Fourth Day—Morning Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Shōzen ੟઩ from Tōdaiji, Kegon.

Fourth Day—Evening Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Kanzen ׮઩ from Tōdaiji, Kegon.

Fith Day—Morning Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Hankaku ൣ֮ from Yakushiji, Hossō.

Fith Day—Evening Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Raie པܙ from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

Sixth Day—Morning Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Hankaku ൣ֮ from Yakushiji, Hossō.

Sixth Day—Evening Session

Questioner: Great Master of the Dharma Raie པܙ from Tōdaiji, Sanron.

Kenkyū 7 (1196) (tss 407)

In order to interpret the Yuima-e session provided above, it is necessary to con-

textualize the major participants and examine not just what is present, but also 

what is absent in comparison to other sessions. he two main issues to be exam-

ined are the background of the imperial emissary and the lecturer, and the insti-

tutions behind the participants.

Imperial Emissary and Middle Controller ࠨதႵ of the Let Fujiwara Chika-

tsune (1151–1210) took on this function for the irst time in 1168 when he held 

the position of Lesser Controller of the Right, and he would end up doing so six 

times in his career (Takayama 1997, 367). It was not unusual, in other words, to 

be appointed several times in one’s lifetime. His father Fujiwara no Toshitsune 
 took on this role twelve times between 1160 and 1173, and (1191 –1113) ܦढ़ݪ౻

Fujiwara no Sanemitsu ౻(1147–1069) ޫ࣮ݪ took it on eleven years in a row 

(1121–1131) (Takayama 1997, 363–66). Chikatsune appears for the irst time in 

the Kugyō bunin in 1200, four years ater his role as imperial emissary. He was 

appointed Fourth Lower Rank Advisor in 1200 (kb, 1934–1939) two years ater he 

acted as a lay oicial of Kōfukuji’s library (Goshodokoro no bettō ޙॻॴผ౰), and 

having been appointed In-no-bettō Ӄผ౰ in 1198, head of the Fujiwara bureau-

cratic center Kangaku-in ֶקӃ. He was the second son of Fujiwara Toshitsune 

who, as mentioned above, acted many times as imperial emissary himself and 

entered a temple aterwards, probably Kōfukuji or one of its branch temples. It is 
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therefore theoretically possible that while his son took his position at the Yuima-

e, he was among the monks of its host institution, possibly even in the oicially 

designated audience of the ritual. his situation shows that it would be a mistake 

to see the (Fujiwara) nobility and the clergy as two distinct categories as the same 

person could spend one half of his life as a bureaucrat, and the other as a monas-

tic, thus illustrating the complicated web of bureaucratic and monastic factions.

Lecturer Ryōen was the son of Fujiwara (Kujō) Kanezane ౻݉ݪመ (1149–1207) 

(sj, 327), author of the diary Gyokuyō ۄ༿. An examination of his family relation-

ship yields an interesting result: at a certain point, father and son were monks at 

the same time, the former belonging to Kōfukuji and the latter to Hosshōji, as 

Kanezane became a monastic there in 1202 (dns 4: 9, 366). his family combina-

tion becomes even more intriguing when we take into consideration that Kane-

zane’s brother—and thus Ryōen’s uncle—was Shin’en ৴ԁ (1153–1224), a monk 

who had also been head abbot of Kōfukuji and Kinpusen ۚๆࢁ, the mountain 

temple it competed with in the eleventh century.16 Ryōen himself became lec-

turer at age nineteen, and Kōfukuji abbot in 1207 (dns 4: 9, 490), and died in 

that function in 1219 thus having witnessed the reconstruction of Kōfukuji ater 

its destruction by the Taira three decades earlier. As by this time the Kōfukuji 

abbot was automatically assigned the role of judge at the Yuima-e, this means 

that he should have acted in this function during his tenure as abbot. Interest-

ingly however, he took this position only one time, the year of his death (sj, 334), 

while his predecessor, Abbot Ga’en խԑ, had taken the position automatically as 

usual.17 Ryōen resided at Ichijōin, next to Daijōin one of Kōfukuji’s two major 

Imperial Residence Temples or monzeki ໳੻.

he judge of this session was, as usual, the Abbot of Kōfukuji, Hangen ൣݰ 
(sj, 327), who had also been the abbot of Hōryuji since 1191 (dns 4: 3, 679). he 

Ryūgi were Yūshin ༗৴, age ity-one, Chōshun ௕ढ़, and Son’ei ଚӬ. Tōdaiji 

was represented by Jitsuen መ෵ and Gyōchū ߦ஧. This composition clearly 

shows the overwhelming Kōfukuji-Tōdaiji presence at the ritual.

But how would the above composition of the Yuima-e represent the political 

situation of its day? First, several conclusions are immediately apparent. Impe-

rial emissary Fujiwara no Chikatsune would become a monk later in his career 

while at the same time his son was a higher ranking Kōfukuji monk, a situation 

that clearly shows how closely connected noble government bureaucrats and 

16. Shin’en resided at Ichijōin and became lecturer at the Yuima-e in 1172. he text also men-
tions that Kanezane’s and Shin’en’s father also entered Hosshōji (kbs, 24–25). He was the student 
of Jinpan ਘൣ (sj, 322). For recent work on Kinpusen see Blair 2008.

17. Abbot Ga’en actually took the position for the irst time in 1198 as vice-abbot ater Abbot 
Hangen was unable to continue his position. Hangen became abbot the following year, in 1199 
(sj, 327; kid, 62).
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clerics were. Also, a comparison of the years 901–910 and 1187–1196 shows that 
the average age for the Yuima-e lecturer was sixty-ive in the former case and 
thirty-six in the latter, illustrating the already established insight that young sons 
of higher nobility were strategically “placed” at monastic centers by the era of 
this particular Yuima-e session. By looking at whose children held the position 
of abbot or lecturer, one thus gains insight into the power relations of the higher 
bureaucracy.

However, a less obvious observation concerns the lecturer Ryōen and in 
particular the fact that his father was Kujō Kanezane. His position as lecturer 
in 1196 and his father entering Hosshōji shortly thereafter in 1202 might be 
explained as an expression of the atermath of the complicated factional strife 
that characterized the ive preceding decades. In 1151, when Shirakawa’s നՏ 
(1072–1086) grandson Toba ௗӋ (r. 1107–1123) made Fujiwara no Tadamichi the 
regent (Kanpaku ؔന) and Fujiwara Yorinaga the Nairan ಺ཡ (imperial exam-
iner), a position close in power to the regent, two factions initially developed 
within the Fujiwara clan, thus reinforcing factional strife within the regent’s line 
(sekkanke ઁؔՈ) (Motoki 1996, 171–77). One faction was formed by the ton-
sured Tadazane ஧࣮ (1078–1162) and his son Yorinaga པ௕ (1120–1156) against 
Tadazane’s other son Tadamichi ஧௨ (1097–1164); and Bifuku Mon’in ඒ෱໳
Ӄ (1117–1160), originally belonging to the large Zuryō line of the Fujiwara no 
Sueshige ౻ݪ຤ໜྲྀ and close to the retired emperor (Motoki 1996, 59).

We cannot go into the entire situation that led to the Hōgen and Heiji distur-
bances of 1156 and 1159 following this factionalism, but it is important to real-
ize that Yorinaga became estranged from Kōfukuji and that Kujō Kanezane was 
Tadamichi’s son. From 1152 to 1153 Yorinaga sent imperial police captains (kebii-
shi ݕඇҧ࢖; taken from Adolphson 2000, 90) to Kōfukuji in order to control 
its followers, which estranged him from the temple. When Taira no Kiyomori 
ฏਗ਼੝ (1118–1181) then aligned himself with Retired Emperor Go-Shirakawa’s 
faction to which Tadamichi belonged, capital politics would from then on be 
dominated by their faction. Ater the demise of the Taira several decades later, 
when Kanezane’s son became lecturer of the Yuima-e and his father entered 
Hosshōji, we see the remnants of the previous conlicts. he Kujō line (direct 
from Tadamichi) then still controlled the Southern Rituals, based on “intra-
Ritsuryō” temples18 (institutions founded under the body of law adapted in the 
eighth century), through the Yuima-e. Kanezane entering Hosshōji could be 
interpreted as having a presence in the “extra Ritsuryō” temples. Interestingly, if 
this is a pattern, this would extend the Ritsuryō vs. non-Ritsuryō opposition, a 
characteristic for the later Heian period, into the following Kamakura age, thus 
raising again the question of periodization. In addition, we should note that 

18. he terms “intra-” versus “extra-” Ritsuryō are taken from Abe 1999, 367–70.
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these extra Ritsuryō monasteries, such as Hosshōji, where Kanezane entered, or 

Onjōji where he sponsored the construction of the buildings, were both esoteric 

in nature, exemplifying the theory that “the spread of Esoteric Buddhism seems 

to have directly contributed and accelerated, rather than been induced by, the 

process of the disintegration of the Ritsuryō system…” (Abe 1999, 367).

Returning to the larger context of the Yuima-e session of 1196, interestingly 

documents mention that Kanezane built Daijōin at Mudōji located at Enryakuji 

for Fujiwara no Kiyoko ౻ݪ੟(1182–1121) ࢠ who took the name Kōka-mon’in ߖ
Յ໳Ӄ when entering the palace in 1150 (tk, vol. ii, 16). Whether or not pious 

reasons were present, both Hosshōji, where he entered, and Mudōji at Mount 

Hiei where he founded the Daijōin (dns 4: 17, 103), belonged under the Tendai 

umbrella. his way the line from Tadamachi to Kanezane kept its presence at 

Kōfukuji, the Yuima-e, and the Southern Rituals on the one hand (where no 

Tendai monks participated anymore by this time), and Tendai on the other. he 

Tendai side of the story can be even further reined. Keeping in mind the Onjōji 

-Enryakuji conlict, Kanezane might have attempted three things: to keep his 

line’s presence in Kōfukuji and the Yuima-e through his son Ryōen; to inlu-

ence Enryakuji through the establishment of Daijōin at Enryakuji; and by keep-

ing Fujiwara’s influence at Hosshōji—the branch temple of Enryakuji’s rival 

Onjōji—by retiring there as a monk ater he resigned as prime minister.

While the background of the imperial emissary and the lecturer thus pro-

vides information regarding the political context in which the ritual operated, 

the composition of the questioners during the debates, the factions, and/or the 

temples they belonged to likewise are an expression of the sociopolitical matrix 

of which the composition of the ritual is an expression. However, it is in the con-

tent of the debates, or the commentaries that served as their preparation, that 

the link between doctrine and politics can be found.

In 1196, the composition of the question-answer sessions was as follows: out of 

twelve sessions, nine were from Tōdaiji: six from Sanron, two from Kegon, and 

one from Hossō. hree were Hossō monks from Yakushiji. Other examples from 

Yuima-e sessions from the twelth and the thirteenth centuries reveal similar com-

positions. In 1174 (tss, 402), lecturer Jōsen উ઩ from Kōfukuji was confronted 

nine times by a Sanron monk from Tōdaiji, and two times by a Hossō monk from 

Yakushiji. Also, in the Yuima-e session of 1224 (tss, 425) in which Sōshō partici-

pated, Hossō monk lecturer Kenshin ݡ৴ from Kōfukuji (sj, 335) was confronted 

four times by a Sanron Monk from Tōdaiji, four times by a Kegon monk from 

Tōdaiji, and twice by a Hossō monk from Yakushiji. It can clearly be seen that 

Enryakuji and Tendai monks are absent from the Yuima-e by this time, as they 

now participated in the hree Northern Rituals initiated by Shirakawa. his alter-

native route to the Ministry of Monastic Afairs centered around the Daijō-e (େ
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৐ձ) at Hosshōji ๏উ19,ࣉ a temple founded as an apparent attempt by Shirakawa 

to suppress Fujiwara Michinaga’s earlier Hōjōji ๏੒ࣉ (Motoki 2002, 16).

We should realize that in the session presented (and likewise in 1174 and 1224), 

a Hossō-Kegon opposition is apparent, and that those participating Sanron 

monks resided at Tōdaiji. In 904, the monk Shōbō ੟ๅ founded the Tōnan’in ౦
ೆӃ on Tōdaiji premises and made it a center for the combined study of Sanron 

and Shingon. he Sanne jōichiki mentions in several instances that the Yuima-e 

lecturer, despite being a Hossō monk from Kōfukuji, resided in this Tōnan’in as 

well. Juxtaposed to the fact that many Hossō monks took positions at Tōji, we 

can now discern a pattern of Kōfukuji placing monks at the center of Sanron-

Mikkyō at Tōdaiji on the one hand, and Hossō-Mikkyō at Tōji on the other. Since 

many Tōdaiji abbots were taken from the Tōnan’in, and many Hossō monks at 

Tōji became abbot there, we can now discern a power network centering around 

Kōfukuji. here are many examples of Kōfukuji monks holding important posi-

tions, and some even became abbots at Tōji. Guse (973–890) ੈٹ of Kōfukuji 

underwent Shingon initiation, and became abbot of Tōji in 965 (Tomabechi 

2003, 412–14). He was a contemporary of the better-known Kōfukuji monk 

Jōshō, son of Fujiwara no Morotada ౻ࢣݪሩ (920–969), who became lecturer 

at the Yuima-e in 962, abbot of Kōfukuji in 971, abbot of Kinpusen in 978, and 

inally abbot of Kongōbuji and Tōji as well in 979 (Tomabechi 2003, 386–92).

An examination of the composition of several Yuima-e sessions in the years 

surrounding his lectureship points to attempts by Enryakuji to iniltrate the 

Yuima-e and thus achieve monastic and political promotion. While Enryakuji 

is completely absent from the 1196 example (due to the creation of the North-

ern Rituals), Enryakuji monks were appointed lecturer during Jōshō’s lifetime, 

namely in 955, 963, 967, 977, and 990.20 If one adds the presence of Sanron 

Tōdaiji’s monks—presumably connected to Tōnan’in and/or Gangōji ࣉڵݩ as 

it is there they would specialize in Esoteric Buddhism—the picture becomes 

one of heightened monastic strife. Indeed, in Jōshō’s time, Sanron monks from 

either Tōdaiji or Gangōji were appointed lecturer seven times.21 

19. Not to be confused with Hosshōji ๏ੑࣉ, the branch temple of Onjōji.

20. he Tendai lecturers at these dates were Bōzan ๪ࢉ, age ity-seven; Zengei ષ᥁, age 
sixty-two; Zenyu ષ༇, age ity-nine; Ungen ӡݯ, age forty-six; and Keiun ܚӢ, age ity-three 
(sj, 298–301).

21. Byōei ฏӥ, age sixty-eight, in 957; Anshin ҆ਐ, age fifty-two, in 961; Hōen ๏ԑ, age 
sixty-three, in 969 (interestingly replacing an earlier appointed Enryakuji monk); Engei ᅵ᥁, 
age sixty-six, in 970; Hōren ๏࿇, age sixty-ive, in 974; Zenbi ષඍ, age sixty-eight, in 978; and 
Chōryū ௕ོ, age sixty-ive, in 981 (sj, 298–301). 
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In this session of 1196, the presence of Hossō and Sanron monks, and the 
absence of Enryakuji monks, shows us the reality of the competition between 
the Northern and Southern Rituals, the persistence of the kenmon (thus down-
playing the value of 1185 and the Kamakura period as an important turn-
ing point), and the opposition between intra- and extra-Ritsuryō temples. At 
the core of these issues lies not only a ritual in which the exoteric-esoteric is 
displayed, but the actual “Kenmitsu” can here be further reined in Sanron-
Shingon vs. Hossō-Shingon, reminding us of the larger East Asian doctrinal 
opposition between Madhyāmika (Sanron) and Yogācāra (Hossō).

How did these conlicts between monastic institutions translate into doctri-
nal issues? To answer this question, we can refer to the notes and commentaries 
written by monks in order to prepare themselves for the Yuima-e lectureship or 
to instruct their disciples to improve their debating skills. Examples of these are 
found in Sōshō’s writings, and that he saw it necessary to write down informa-
tion concerning the Yuima-e passed down through his teacher, Bengyō Ⴕڿ. 
In his notes his interest in Hossō, Sanron, and Esoteric Buddhism as a Kegon 
monk from Tōdaiji’s Sonshōin ଚউӃ (sj, 340) is apparent. Just like Tōnan’in, 
this Sonshōin was located in proximity of Kōfukuji on Tōdaiji’s premises, but 
while the former focused on Sanron and Shingon, the latter was a center for the 
study of Kegon. he fact that every evening dhāraṇī were chanted to Dainichi 
େ೔ and Sonshō ଚউ in addition to reciting the Sutra of Benevolent Kings next 
to the Perfection of Wisdom (tss, 99) clearly shows its Kegon-esoteric char-
acter. For example, notes from the year 1240 show Sōshō’s actions in both the 
Northern and Southern Rituals and his participation in debates and rituals of 
his “adversaries,” Kegon (Tōnan’in at Tōdaiji) and Hossō, centering around the 
mastery of exoteric-esoteric Buddhism. In the irst month of 1240, he authored 
the “Record of Question and Answer of the Misaie and the Saishōe” and was 
present at the Yuima-e (Southern Route) in the tenth month (tss, 18 and 31), 
while he had participated in the “Eight Lectures of Hōsshōji” (Northern Route) 
in the seventh month. In the second month of the same year, he authored 
“Record of Tōnan’in” (the other exoteric-esoteric faction within Tōdaiji center-
ing around Sanron), and in the twelth month notes of both the “Eight Lectures 
of Tōnan’in” and the “hirty Lectures of the Sanron School” (tss, 41). Finally, 
he acted as lecturer at the Shōman-e উᱸ။ at Hōryūji ๏ོࣉ in the eleventh 
month (tss, 38). 

his ritual is mentioned here as it displays the Hossō-Sanron relationship in 
the same manner as Kōfukuji’s choice of the Vimalakīrti Sutra as ritual topic. 
As pointed out above in the context of Kojima Shingyō’s commentaries, the 
Shōmangyō is taken from the Sanron repertoire and became the topic of debate 
at a Hossō temple. Questions and answers raised in this smaller ritual would 
clearly have prepared Sōshō better for the hree Southern Rituals.
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Conclusion

he introduction to this article stated that its objective was to consider a 1196 
Yuima-e session as a stage of history. By looking at the topics of discussion, tem-
ple ailiations, and family background of the participants of this ritual, I have 
shown that we are dealing with “theaters of the state”22 on which the main play-
ers of the socio-historical context are represented. By looking at doctrinal con-
licts apparent in the composition of the participating monks, or as addressed in 
their preparations, it has become clear that the link between Kuroda’s kenmon 
and kenmitsu is to be found within the ritual itself. While acknowledging the 
value of the kenmitsu model, it has been stressed that the kenmitsu taisei theory 
needs to be thoroughly reformulated by making the distinction between Hossō-
Shingon on the one hand and Sanron-Shingon on the other. 
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