RICHARD BOWRING

Brief Note
Buddhist Translations in the Northern Sung

n 1964 John Brough published an article in Asia Major entitled “The

Chinese Pseudo-Translation of Arya-§ara’s fdtaka-mala.”' Brough sub-
jected the Buddhist canonical text Pu-sa pen-sheng-man lun 5 W FERR
to a thorough and erudite analysis, proving in the process that it was not at
all what it was supposed to be, namely a translation into Chinese of the
Jataka-mala.* The first part of P'u-sa pen-sheng-man lun turned out to consist
of fourteen stories that were in fact a series of ill-concealed borrowings from
various texts, among which Hsien-yi ching B fR#8 was prominent. The link
to jataka-maia was tenuous in the extreme, and it was apparent that the
“translators” had been desperate, often merely identifying a word in the orig-
inal title and then searching for a refated story that was already available in
translation. A typical example is the first story, where we are in fact treated
1o a replay of the tale of the tigress from I-ching’s FE 5 (635-719) transia-
tion of the penultimnate chapter of Suvarnabhdsottamasitra. The second part
of P'u-sa pen-sheng-man lun presented Brough with rather more problems,
until he realized that it was in fact not, as had been assumed, a garbled
commentary on the text or a completely different work (also garbled), but
rather a “serious” attempt to translate the original. The attempt had not got
very far: it was in fact an early draft by someone who had only a smattering
of Sanskrit at best. The latter part of Brough’s article is an object lesson in
the difficulties thar the Chinese could face in working out even the correct
word divisions in Sanskrit without expert help.

Brough, as a scholar of Sanskrit, was primarily interested (at least in this
article) in the fataka-mala, not in Chinese Buddhist texts and translations per
se. It is presumably for this reason that he simply dated the text as “North-
ern Sung (g60- 112%)” and did not go any further into the vexed question
of why such a bad translation had been allowed to sce the light of day. This
reluctance to proceed with the detective work and the eagerness with which
he demolished the transtators’ reputations is perhaps understandable, but it

| See AM ns 11.1 (1964), pp. 27-53-
? Pu-sa pen-sheng-man lun is printed in Taishd shinsha daizghyd AEFEARE o

Takakusu Junjire 75 # JEL 7% BB and Watanabe Kaikyoku ¥ 3 ¥ J8 (Tokyo: Daizokyska,
1924 — 1935; hereafter cited as Taishd), vol. 3, no. 16o.
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has had some unfortunate repercussions. The article gives the impressigp
that P'u-sa pen-sheng-man lun was not the only such botched job to have syr.
vived. Brough thus tended to bolster the view that Buddhism was in genera]
decline throughout the Northern Sung, and, in particular, his article hag
been read as implying that we need not take the translations carried Oﬁt
during this period too seriously.

Brough’s detective work was introduced to Japanese scholars two yeary
later, in 1966, in a four-page summary by Mizuno Kogen 7K Bf 54 5T with
whom he had worked in Tokyo. References to the fdizka-mala article can be
found here and there, in Japan and elsewhere, whenever someone wishes to
stress the generally low standard of Northern Sung transiations.®* But how
can we square this view with what we know of the insttute in K'ai-feng BN &4
where the work was carried out? The object of this essay is 1o investigate the
matter further and, in the process, to defend art least one of the translators
involved from some of Brough’s more unwarranted assertions.

Information as to how the translation of Buddhist texts was organized
during the Northern Sung is not difficult to find.* Almost all translations
were carried out by government employees at a central location, an institute
set up for the express purpose in Kai-feng. The government paid for the
considerable expenses involved, and ali rranslations were marked “in accor-
dance with imperial edict.” This had not been the case in the T'ang and
before, when translation centers were more widespread and less under the
thumb of the central authoriries.

The order to open an Institute for Satra Translation 7F 8 BE in the
grounds of the T"ai-ping hsing-kuo-ssu A7 F B 7F in K’ai-feng was given
in 980, and the buildings were ready for occupation in g82. In September
083 the name was changed to the Institute for Transmission of the Dharma
% ¥ B%, and a further printng house was added. It was here that the
130,000 woodblocks from Ch'eng-tu arrived, ready for the first printed

3 Mizuno Kégen's review can be found in fndogaku bhukkyogaku kenkyi E BE 2 0 2R I 2
14 (1966), pp. Bo1-5. For three typical uscs of Brough’s article, see Nakamura Kikunoshin

135 2 3, “So Denpsin yakukyo sanzd Yuijo no denki oyobi nenpu” FIEERRE=.

BB OELRUER, in Bunka XY 41.1-2 (1977), pp. 1-59; N. Iyanaga, “Récits de
la soumission de Mahecévara par Trilokyavijaya,” in M. Strickmann, ed., Taninic and Taoist
Studies, Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques 22 (Bruxelles: Institur Belge des Hautes Etudes
Chinoises, 1985) 3, p. 736; and Robert E. Buswell, Jr., “Introduction,” in Chinese Buddhist
Apocrypha (Honolulu: U. of Hawaii P, 1990}, p. 11

4 The main details for this section have been culled from the following: Nakamura, “38
Denpain,” which contains a detailed chronology of major events from g73-1053; Jan Yin-
hua, “Buddhist Relations Between India and Sung China,” Histery of Religions 6 (1966), pi
24-42, 135-68; and Makita Tairyo, B EH 5 3%, Ajia bukkyoshi Chagoku hen 7 2> 7 1A
[ i (Tokyo: Kosei shuppansha, 1976) 2, pp. 29-46.
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edition of the Buddhist canon. It was home, therefore, to an event of major
importance in the history of the printed word. We do not know exactly how
many copies of this first edition were produced, bue we do know that the
Japanese monk Chonen & #&, who was in China from 983 to 987, managed
to obtain a complete set and sake it back with him to Japan. The Instituze
itself survived as a translation bureau under the Court of Diplomatic Recep-
tions (the Hung-lu-ssu 8 B 35, which also oversaw the administration of
Taoist Registrars), providing interpreters and other such services, until
1082, after which time its useful life came to an end and it became no more
than a ceremonial shell.

The inital funding of the whole enterprise had strong imperial backing,
since the work of translation was seen as a necessary adjunct to an adminis-
tration that intended to found a dynasty. Interpreters would be needed if
the Sung were 1o extend their borders to the west, and information about
these regions was often best obtained from traveling monks. There is a
record that in the early years of the Sung a monk called Tao-yiian 38 [Bl
returned from an eighteen-year trip to India, bringing back with him a large
quantity of relics and palm-leaf manuscripts; he was accompanied by an
Uighur envoy. It may have been reports from these men that caused the
emperor Tai-tsung X 5% to encourage others to venture farther west. In
966 a monk called Hsing-ch’in 7T ¥ declared his desire to go to India via
Khotan and Kashmir in the company of 157 like-minded men in order to
search for more sutras. The emperor not only encouraged them but gave
them 80,000 cash. There is another record of 300 monks who had left in
046, returning with more siitras in g76.

All this suggests that the Institute may weil have been set up to handle a
sudden infiux of new material that needed translation. Fortunately, together
with the material came monks capable of dealing with ir, among whom we
find the three most important translators during the early years of the
Insttute: Fa-tien ¥ 2K, who arrived in g73, T'ien Hsi-tsai x &K, given
the name Fa-hsien ¥ W in ¢8%, and Shih-hu i3 (Dinapala). All of them
could apparently speak Chinese; the last two were cousins from Kashmir,
and arrived in g80. The success of the Insttute depended on three factors: a
sufficient supply of new texts, a sufficient supply of scholar-monks who could
read these texts, and continued imperial support. In the early years all three
preconditions were fulfilled, and a succession of emperors (and possibly
empresses) seems to have had a personal stake in the whole operation.

It is, of course, unwise to characterize Buddhism in the Sung as if it
were monolithic, an entity subject to a fixed state policy. The bureaucracy,
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through the examination system, was closed to Buddhist and Taoist clergy
alike, and yet Buddhist monastic complexes flourished, offering a wide
range of sectarian choices, from Ch'an to Hua Yen and T'ien-t'ai. Monas.
teries wielded considerable economic influence in their own right and were
a major presence in K’ai-feng. Considerable resources were sometimes lay.
ished on them.® '

Why, however, did a succession of emperors show such a proprietary

interest in the Institute and its work? Offtcial visits were paid on a number of ~

occasions and special solicitude was shown to the scholar-monks whenever
they fell ill. When they died, it was expected that the government would
cover all necessary expenses. Emperer Chen-tsung % 5% took a particular
interest in the translation techniques used, and the Insttute itself was

repaired and further enlarged on imperial order in 10e8. [mperial prefaces

were willingly wrirten on many occasions; moreover, the [nstitute custom-
arily presented the reigning emperor with a new translation on his birthday.
As we have remarked, all work was labeled “in accordance with imperial
edict.” Translations were stored away rather than being immediately disser-
inated to other monks and temples, as had been general practice during the
Tang.

The evidence presented by Nakamura Kikunoshin suggests that entry
into the printed canon was not automatic but rather carefully policed. Ini-
tially, of course, translations must have been produced in manuscript form,
Those copies offered to the emperor himself would presumably have found
their way into his own private library, the Trai-ch’'ing lou X 7 8. The
majority were simply deposited in another library. But where? It is unlikely
that they were placed in the Imperial Library. The four institutes that com-
prised this ibrary were destroyed by fire in 1015, an event that the Buddhist
records do not consider as a particular disaster. It is more likely that trans-
lations were first deposited in the library of the Tnstitute itself. The decision
as to whether they should be included in the canon A B was presumably
made at a later stage, although this is difficult to verify in most cases.®

f"l"his goes for both the T'ai-ping hsing-kuo-ssu and the much larger and prestigious
Hsmng-kuo-&su, on which see the detailed study by A C. Soper, “Hslang-kuc-ssu, an’
Iermal Temple of Northern Sung China,” JA0S 68 {1948), pp. 19-45- A useful map of
K'ai-feng with major landmarks can be found in D. Kuhn, Dic Song-Dynastic (Wienheim: Acta,
Humanoria, V. C. H., 1487), p. 218 N
) ¢ For more information on libraries in the Sung, see John H. Winkelman, “The Imperial
Library in Southern Sung China, 1127-1175,” Transactions of the American Philosophical Society
s 64.8 {rg74} The Taich'ing-lou (ereceed in 979 and carried off by the Jurchen in 1127)
was reserved for the emperor's private use. Each government department had its own smail

reference library, but the main resource for scholars and historians was the Imperial Library,
known as the Ch'ung-wen-yitan &% 3B, In the carly days of the dynasty this term referred
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It would seem, therefore, that access to these manuscripts was restricted;
only after the texts were approved for inclusion in the printed canon would
they have reached a larger audience. What lay behind this unusual degree of
care? Pressure from sects already powerful in China, unwilling to counte-
nance new texts and new ideas, has been cited as a possible factor, but the
answer is more likely to lie in the very nature of the texs. In fact, fully forty
per cent of the works that we know to have been translated at this time and
that are now included in the canon were tantric in nature. These texts in-
cluded a number of yoganuttarataniras, such as the Guhyasamdjatarira (trans-
lated by Shih-hu in 1002) and the Hevapratanira (translated by Fa-hu 5 3
in 1054 1055), many of which are fundamental to the Tibetan tradition.” As
Charles Willemen has shown, the more explicit parts seem 10 have been cen-
sored from the printed versions, quite probably by the translators them-
selves, and a correct understanding of what actually went on in the esoteric
rituals could not be obtained if all one had to rely on was the Chinese ver-
sion.? As is well known, the higher yoga tantras are marked by their general
absence from the Chinese canon, and it may well have been that many more
were in fact translated at the Institute but never printed, for obvious
reasons.

It is normally argued that esoteric Buddhism never really survived the
suppression at the end of the Tang and that it fell to the Japanese to take
over this form of Buddhism as Shingon. But this is to ignore the continued
fascination with spells and magic that informed much that went on at court
and elsewhere since the sixth century.” Evidence of imperial concern in Tao-
ist magic is well documented, particularly under Chen-tsung,” and we also

to the complex that housed a number of important libraries and it only came into being as a
proper administrative unit in 1082, the same year in which the Institute for Transmission of
the Dharma became officially moribund.

7 The Taisho numbers are 882 —g1. For details turn to Takeuchi Kozen P92 B, “Sodai
hon'yaku kydten no tokushoku ni tsuite” sER B E SR DL T, Mk bunke
BB AL 113 (Feb. 1975) pp. 2753 This article is an important source of information. It
includes a chronology of works translated in the period g8z - 1037 and has a series of tables
analyzing the results. The Chinese records are careful to distinguish between north, south,
west and central India, Nepal, Kashmir, and Sri Lanka when identifying naticnal origins.
They also draw linguistic distinctions between “central Indian” (67% of texts), “central Indian
in Sri Lankan script,” “ceatral Indian in Kucha script,” “west Indian,” and “north Indian.” It
is of interest that 12 of the 13 texts in “Kucha script” were Hinayina works.

& Charles Willemen, trans., The Chinese Hevafrataniva, Orientalia Gandensia 8 {Rijksuniver-
siteit te Gent, 1983), p. 29

% See Charles D. Orzech, “Seeing Chen-Yen Buddhism: Traditional Scholarship and the
Vajrayana in China,” History of Religions 29.2 (1989}, pp- f7-114.

1 Suzanne E. Cahill, “Taoism at the Sung Cowrt: The Heavenly Text Affair of 1o08,”
Bulletin of Sung-Yuan Studies 16 (1980), pp. 23 ~44- This affair was taken seriously enough t©
cause a change of era-name.
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know that tantric spells were used in prayers for rain and similar ceremoniey,
[t is only reasonable 1o suppose that the court also interested itself in the
more sexual elements of these higher tantric texts. One is on dangerous
ground here, but the nature of the majority of the texts handled at the Inst.
tute at K'ai-feng surely remains as something more than mere historical
accident.

Solid proof for such a claim, of course, is almost nonexistent. The sup-
pression of the monograph on Taoism and Buddhism in Sung shih R 8
(The Official History of the Sung) is particularly irksome n this regard.” Sexual
intrigue was half of life in the inner quarters of the palace, and the powerful
presence of women in the court should not be forgotien. Chen-tsung’s
empress was the de facto ruler near the end of his reign. She in turn ruled
the country as regent to Jen-tsung {Z % from 102z until her death in 103§
as dowager empress Liu 8. She was herself ordained as a Taoist adept soon
after Chen-tsung died.® The period from 1063 to 1067 was again dominated
by a woman, this time the mother of the sickly Ying-tsung 5%, Specific
details about their interest in Buddhism are not available, although we do
know that there was a nunnery in K'ai-feng, which served, more often than
not, as a repository for unwanted imperial wives.® In 1032 a monk called
Huai-wen 18 [, received permission to go to the Vikramasila Monastery
and Bodhgaya to set up a stele in honor of the dowager empress, Jen-
tsung’s real mother who had died earlier that year. It stilt stands. This was in
fact Huai-wen’s third visit to India; on his second trip in 1023 he had done
the same for Jen-tsung himseif.

Not that the work of the translators escaped bureaucratic disapproval.
Some were undoubtedly moved by vested sectarian interests. Others were
unhappy at the vast expense and the subsequent drain on government re-
sources. As early as ggg we find the governor of K'ai-feng, Ch'en Shu BEE,
suggesting that government funding be withdrawn because of excessive cost,
and in 1003 he again complained about what he saw to be a general lack of
quality among the Chinese monks who had traveled west and who were now
living on state support, The response to these complaints was always the
same: T"ai-tsung had set the Institute up, and it would be disrespectful to his
memory to close it down.

The main dates and events in the life of the Institute are fairly well

11 Piet van der Loon, Tasist Books in the Libraries of the Sung Period {London: Ithaca Press,

1984), p. 36.

12 Tbid., p. 86.

13 See Priscilla Ching Chung, Palace Women in the Nomthern Sung (Leiden: Brill, 1981}, pp-
40-50.
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known. Most of the early work was carried out by the three monks already
mentioned, Fa-hsien suggested that a number of Chinese should be re-
cruited, to be trained as wanslators: perhaps he was already worried that the
supply of monks from the west and India would soon dry up. Fifty out of
500 applicants were chosen, among them the young boy Wei-ching ¥ 7,
who was eleven at the time. He was to be the most important Chinese na-
tional at the Institute during its active life, but even here some scepticism has
been voiced about his ability to understand the originals without the help of
intermediaries.”* It is known that the Institute had about eighty members at
the close of the tenth century. Wei-ching rose rapidly and became third-
ranking language assistant in 1001, the only Chinese ever to be given this
role. Fa-hsien died on September 4, 1000. Fa-tien died on June i2, I00T.
The Kashmiri Fa-hu (Dharmapala) arrived n 1004, and from that time on
both Fa-hu and Wei-ching held the same positons as they moved up the
Institute’s hierarchy. Fa-hu was to die in 1058 at the age of ninety-six. Over
the years there are records of one or two monks per year returning from
India and the west.

On December 7, 1015, there was an imperial order for a catalog to be
produced. This is the well-known Ta-chung hsiang-fu fa-pao bu APHTE
& ¥, from which much of our information about translators, languages,
and scripts comes. In a sense, however, the demand for a catalog marks a
watershed, suggesting that the Institute was already moving away from
translation and more towards codification. In ror7 Shih-hu died. The re-
cords indicate continued personal interest by the emperor. In 1023, on the
accession of Jen-tsung, Wei-ching petitioned for retirement on grounds of
failing eyesight, but he was persuaded to stay on. There may well have been
other grounds, however, because such requests were to mulaply. In 1027
both he and Fa-hu asked that the Institute be closed for lack of new work.
The same happened in 1030, but on both occasions their request was turned
down: they were to wait unul further material arrived. The occasional new
text did in fact turn up. In rogy7 a second catalog, entitled Ching-yu fa-pao lu
B 5 ¥& B 8%, covering work done since 1011, was presented to the throne.
About 1041, another request by Wei-ching 1o close down the [nstitute was
yet again refused by the court.

It is clear from the above that although texts and scholars were in good
supply at the beginning of the period, there was a rapid falling-off by the
10305, and one suspects that despite the presence of Fa-hu, the Institute

14 See Nakamura, “S¢ Denpéin,” p. 21.
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may never have really recovered true confidence in its ability to handle texey
after the death of Shih-hu in 101%. As we shall see, Indians, or at least non.
Chinese, were crucial to the enterprise and it weuld appear that none of the
Chinese, not even Wei-ching, really managed to master the original language
of the texts. In the first forty years, however, much important work was
done. We know from a stone memorial written by Hsia Sung B (98-
1051) in 1088 that 1,428 satras had been brought in during the carly years
and that at least eighty “Indian” monks had also arrived, some undoubtedly
by land across the desert but some via the southern route. By the time Hsia
Sung was writing, 564 fascicles had been transiated. Since it has been est-
mated that 727 fascicles (amounting to about 260 siras and other works)
were translated during the life of the Institute, the lion’s share had already
been done by this date.

How does the so-called pseudo-translation of the Jataka-malz fit into this
picture? The colophon to Pu-sa pen-sheng-man fun reads as follows: FREIR
7 Sk 10 AR /0 DR 0 SRR o ok I A 78 R 3 2R #®. This raises some
difficulties. At first sight this would seem to mean “Translated in the Sung in
accordance with imperial edict by Shao-te, grand dignitary of the closing
court, acting deputy director of the Court for Diplomatic Receptions, also
translator of satras, grand master excelling in Sanskrit; together with Hui-
hsiin.” We know, however, from other sources, some of which will be dis-
cussed in due course, that these official titles in fact belonged to Hui-hstin.
Although both men may have conceivably shared some titles, it is highly
unlikely that they shared all of them. Honorary utles such as & F A B, for
example, were bestowed ad hominem. This leads the author of a recent article
on the subject, Fujiyoshi Masumi, to argue that “Shao-te” does not refer to a
monk at all but should either be read in apposition to Hui-hsin (the name
of a temple perhaps?) or be simply regarded as a scribal error.

Of a putative Shao-te we know next to nothing. The entry in Bukkyo dai-
jiten BB 8K BEBR merely refers back to the colophon in question. The more
recent entry in Sung-jen chuan-chi tzu-liao so-yin F AR ERF], which
reads “His provenance is unknown. He was chosen 1o enter the Burean for
Translation of Satras as a boy together with Wei-ching in 983. Together

they studied Sanskrit and thereby translated new satras that arrived from .
abroad,” is merely a rehash of an entry in Hsin-hsii kao-seng chuan 7R

15 Fujiyoshi Masumi 5 3% J 8 “Socho yakukyo shimatsu ko” R # RBE AR, Kensai
daigaku bungaku ronsha B8 T8 K U 5y % g #L 96,1 (1086). A search through the relevant
records reveals such names as T8 48 (rors), #8 ¥ and 8 3B (1016), B 28 (1028), and the
era-name #8 B for rog4 ~ g8, but no B1E.
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{41, itself a product of the Repubiican Period. The entry is in fact useless and
the date 983, as we se€ below, impossible. Neither does a Shao-te appear in
the fairly exhaustive Sung hui-yao chi-kao jen-ming so-yin A BRI A B R
A]. All we can say at this point is that this seems to be part and parcel of the
same confusion that Brough documents so well in the text of Taishs no. 160
itself. In the light of this, then, Brough's two transiators may only be one,
and Iyanaga Nobumi is 2 little unwise to comment on Shao-te as “le
traducteur bien connu de la version chinoise de la Jataka-mala, qui, avec
Hui-hsiin et d’autres, 'a compl2tement dénaturée: il ne savait pratiquement
pas le sanscrit.”*

There is one extra difficulty here. Shao-te appears once again in the Tai-
sho canon as a tramslator, responsible for Taishé no. 652, Ta-ch'eng sut-chuan
hsilan-shuo chu-fa ching I FE B = 3R 58 55 8. The colophon to each of the
three volumes reads: REHH T EFARFEEHOMIREEEHEE.
The throw-away “and others” ZE is, however, suspiciouns, and BB # was in
fact the postumous ttle given to Fa-hu, who had died in 1058. Mizuno
Kogen, in his summary of Brough's article, took the opportunity to com-
ment on this work in passing. The Sanskrit original is no longer extant, but
we know from the inclusion of passages in Siksasamuccaya that it was called
Samadhamzdpmm_ﬁimfde.{a. The two previous translations, Kumarajiva’s ==
¥E 4% 17 #8 (Taishs no. 650) and a Sul version entitled AR (Tatsho
no. 651), get the translation of the title fairly accurately. Taishd no. 652,
however, contains at least one sertous misreading. Sarvadharma is present as
2% ¥k although not quite in the place one might expect, and mirdesa is pre-
sumably translated as H &8; but apravti (“inertness”) seems to have been
misread as gnupravartin (*according to” F# 3#), which makes little sense.” As
we lack the original, no one can exactly “do a Brough” on the contents, but
questions do remain. Clearly, then, something is suspicious about these
translations and we need to investugate more carefully when they were done
and why they were done badly. The repeated requests from the monks
themselves to close down the Institute give us 2 Strong clue.

The existence of Hui-hsiin is quite well documented. Although he does
not appear anywhere else as 2 translator in the canon, his name does occur

16 Iyanaga, “Récits,” p. 736.

17 The entries for Taisho nos. 650 and 851 in Lewis R. Lancaster, comp., The Korean
Buddhist Canan: A Descriptive Catalogue (Berkeley: U. of California P., 1979), p- 72, reconstnict
the Sanskrit ttle as Servadharmapraviiinirdesa, bat this omits the negative and should be
amended accordingly. It is of interest that neither Taishd no. 160 nor Tzishd no. 652 apprars
in the Korean canon at all — further proof of their extremely late date.
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in a number of other reiiable records.” He was known as a good poet and 3
diligent scholar. He arrived in K'ai-feng from Tlien-tai X 5 sometime be.
tween 1023 and 10g1. He was put to work on catalogs, possibly being given
the task of adding T'ien-t'ai texts to the growing canon, because there were
very few monks of that particular persuasion in northern China at the time,
He returned to the south for some time and lived at the Ching-ming-ssu ¥
4 % in Lin-hsien 5 #8&. He was called back to K'ai-feng to work on sotra
translation about 1060 or soon thereafter.

We are in fact fortunate in having independent corroboration of Hui.
hsiin’s presence at X'ai-feng in the form of the diary entitled San Tendg;
Godai san ki 5 R & T & L ZE, written by the Japanese monk Jojin i,
(1o11~1081). Jojin arrived in China with a retinue of seven followers in
10772 at a ripe old age. His intention was to make pilgrimages to Tien-t'aj
shan, where his sect had been founded, and to Wu-t'ai shan, where Mafijusr]
had been known to manifest himself on occasions.” He was 1o die in China,
but five of his retinue returned to Japan in 1073 with his diary and many
Buddhist texts. Having spent some four months in the south, J6jin traveled
up the canal system to K'ai-feng, arriving there in the tenth lunar month of
1072.

He was fortunate in his treatment. The Sung court was interested in
opening up trade with Japan, since they made considerable profit from
taxing the proceeds of foreign trade, so he was given semidipiomatic status,
He was lodged at the Institute for Transmission of the Dharma, and in very
short order was granted imperial audience. The diary gives a rare glimpse
into court ritual and the kinds of question that were considered important.
He was immediately granted permission to travel north 1o Wu-t'ai shan,
which was fortunately still accessible at that stage from the south via Tai-
yiian. It was, however, only just within the northern Jurisdiction of the Sung.
He left for Wu-t'ai on December 13, 1072, There he succeeded in having a
vision of Mafjuéri during his short four-day stay and then rerarned to K'ai-
feng and the Institute, where he remained until his return south in the
spring of 1073.

The latter part of Jojin's diary, covering the early months of 1073, is a
mine of information, not only about the Institute but also the palace, for
Jojin was asked to conduct special prayers for rain in the presence of the
emperor. He records in some detail the esoteric texts he read and the con-

16 For a list of such sources ses Fujiyoshi, “Soché yakukys shimatsu k6,” pp. 495-7.
19 For more details about the diary sse Robert Borgen, “San Tendai Godai san ki a3 a Source

for the Study of Sung History,” Bullstin of Sung-Yuan Studies 19 (rg87), pp. r-16, and
Charlotte von Verschuer, “Le voyage de J6jin au mont Tiantai,” TP 77 (1991), pp- 1-48.
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versations he had with Chinese, both Buddhist and Taoist, and Indians. The
list of books that he sent back with his followers is not extant. This is unfor-
tunate because the shipment may well have contained tantric texts that were
not in the end incorporated into the Chinese canon. it is possible indeed
that it is these works that lie behind the emergence of the “left-handed”
Tachikawa sect, said to have emerged in Japan early in the twelfth century.

On his arrival in K'ai-feng, Jojin took care to list the dignitaries he met
at the Institute. Of a Shao-te there is no mention at all, but the top three
officials are listed as follows:

T P ERE S R EOA 55 B0 R B K A R 5% E B ¢ Jih-
ch’eng, the western Indian, receiver of the purple robe, grand master
proclaiming Sanskrit, transtator of sdtras, tripitaka, grand dignitary of
the closing court, acting director of the Court of Diplomatic
Receptions.”

o, BECAF R R FIE AR E KRS % B R “Huihsien,
receiver of the purple robe, grand master proclaiming secrets, grand
dignitary of the closing court, acting deputy director of the Court for
Diplomatic Receptions, jointly translator of sutras.”

3. HBRAIEBETK i B 42 2 (3%) 39 “Hui-hsiin, receiver of the
purple robe, grand master excelling in Sanskrit, jointly transiator of
siitras by imperial edict.”™

In 1072 then, Hui-hstin ranked third after the director and the deputy, of
whom there seemed to be only one in post. Hui-hsiln was attentive to Jojin’s
needs throughout his stay, giving him advice on how to handle the author-
ties and helping him write his letters and requests in the correct form of Chi-
nese. Although, as we have argued, things were definitely in decline by this
time, there is no sign in J6jin’s diary that he realized this. Given that he knew
1o Sanskrit and could not speak Chinese, this is perhaps hardly surprising.
So who did know Sanskrit in 1072? There are signs that the only man
left was the director himself, known 1o us only by his Chinese name Jih-
ch'eng. He had arrived from north-central India in 1047, after a three-year
journey, “black as ink,” as Jojin noted.2* Of his expertise there can be no
doubt, because a number of reputable translations remain in his name. But
what of the others? Jojin came across one [ndian in Wu-r'ai shan, who had
in his possession a number of Sanskrit manuscripts (he wanted desperately

% Shimazu Kusako B ¥ 2 F, od., Jofin ajari no haha sha Sen Tendai Godai san ki no
henkyn 755 BRELRR#E & K & A O R (Tokyo: Daizo shuppan, 1959), p- 393-
sl [bid., p. 388.
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to get back to the capital or go back to India, which is hardly surprising
given that it was midwinter and high in the northern mountains). Jojin also
records meeting at least five other Indians in the Insttute, although it was
clear that they were not being given any special treatment. One of them
called T'ien Chi-hsiang XK & # had arrived some twenty years previously
together with a Chih Chi-hsiang % & #%, who had since died. Jojin records
some interesting conversations with him. The other four were very recent
arrivals: two apparently came from northwest India and had come by sea by
the southern route, two were from central India and had managed to trave)
overland. By the time Jojin left, it was clear that none of them was going to
stay. Either the government had grown suspicious of stragglers coming out
of the desert, or they had already made up their minds to wind things down
at the Institute, or Jih-ch’eng had found that their command of Buddhist
Sanskrit was shaky. :

And what of Hui-hsiin? Near the end of his stay, on May 7, 1073, Jojin
was taken inside the hall where the translation was carried out, and he has
left us a short record of what he saw.

First the Director [Jih-ch'eng] picked up one sheet of the Sanskrit
and read it through {out loud]. Then transiator-scribe Chih-pao took
the Sanskrit phrase by phrase and read it [out loud]. Tripitaka-
excelling-in-Sanskrit [Hui-hsiin] intoned Chinese and another
wranslator-scribe wrote it down. Then the process was repeated as
before, phrase for phrase, and in this way a whole page was translated.
Then the deputy director, jointly translator of sitras by imperal edict
[Hui-hsien], read out the Chinese, e AWM B X — K T RER
FERBREX—HARACR TR ERBERET RAR L4
MRt —RFTEAR MR ESE T

What is actually going on here? First of all it is difficult to tell whether
Jojin was just being treated to a ceremony that may not have reflected actual
practice, or whether he was seeing the real thing in action. If, as we must
now surmise, Hui-hsiin did not really understand Sanskrit, what does the
phrase “intoned Chinese” U5 B % mean, and what was Chih-pao actually
doing? In order to solve this problem we must look for a moment at the
procedures for translation as laid down in the Institute during its heyday. In
982 T'ien Hsi-tsai prescribed the process, or perhaps we should say ritual, as
follows:

22 [bid., pp. boz-3.
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To the west side of the Eastern Hall powder is spread over a ritual dais,
and the four directions are left open, to be occupied by four monks who
read Sanskrit. Esoteric spells are chanted for seven days and nights. In
addition another wooden dais is constructed and covered with the
seed-characters of the enlightened ones set in circles. This is the object
of contemplation and it is known as the mahddharmamandala. The en-
lightened ones are invited to be present, holy water is used for ablutions,
offerings are presented of incense, flowers, light, water, food and fruit.
There is prayer and circumambulaton. Blessings and protection are
prayed for to nullify all evil influences.

The first is the i-chu T2 % (master of translation), who sits in a for-
mal pose facing outwards and reads out the Sanskrit text. The second is
the cheng-i BE  (philological assistant), who sits to his left and reviews
the text with the master. The third is the cheng-wen ZE 3 (text apprais-
er), who sits to his right, listens to the master reading out the Sanskrit
and checks for errors. The fourth is the shu-tzu-fan-hsiieh-seng B F R
& (transliterator), who listens carefuily to the Sanskrit and who writes it
down in Chinese characters. These are still Sanskrit sounds. The fifth is
the pi-shou % {transiator-scribe), who turns the Sansknt sounds into
Chinese. The sixth is the cho-wen #& 3C (text editor), who alters the posi-
tion of the characters so that they make proper meaningful sentences.
The seventh is the &s’an-i 2 5¢ (proof reader), who compares both texts,
Chinese and Sanskrit, so that no faults remain. The eighth is the £'an-
ting I 5E (subeditor), who deletes unnecessarily long expressions and
who balances the phrasing. The ninth is the jun-wen {3 (stylist), who
holds office with the monks, occupies the south-facing rooms, and who
adds the finishing touches.”

Such an elaborate procedure was the culmination of a long process of in-
creasing specialization. Before the Sung, rules varied depending on circum-
stance. Some of the earliest translations had been carried out by men who
had memorized the texr; others, such as Kumarajiva, ran a large translation
class that generated discussion as it went along. By the T'ang the number of
ranks involved had increased substantially. One description of transiation
techniques prior to the Sung provides evidence of a division of labor similar
to that prescribed by Tien Hsi-tsai, but it is not clear whether this also

2 Fo-tsu tung-chi BB REHE KT 43; in Taishe, vol. 49, no. 2035, p. 398b. This passage is based
om a very similar description to be found in Sung Aui-yao SEEr 58, ch. 200, section on the %
®EE.
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included the intermediate stage of transliteration.™ Is it possible that thiy
stage was simply added to increase the number of posts available, rather
than being technically necessary? Certainly we know that in the early days of
the Institute it was common for more than one monk to hold the same title,
and the temptation to feather one’s own nest must have been irresistable ®
Clearly, for this kind of complex system to work properly as envisaged
in 982 one would have needed at least six scholars capable of reading the
original. As we have seen, by Jojin’s time there was only one good Sanskrit
scholar left and the number of people involved had obviously been greatly
curtailed. 1t is therefore possible that all Jojin actually experienced was the
initial stages of a mere transliteration. It is also clear from his description
that the title pi-shou {translator-scribe) no longer meant quite the same thing
as it had done previously. It would seem from the g8z rules that the scholar
in this position did the actual work of translating into Chinese, but there is
no sign that Jojin recognized them as anything more than simple scribes.
Given the pressures at this late stage, it must be counted a miracle that
Jik-ch’eng managed to preside over the production of so many translations
that do in fact pass muster. For the last thirty years there had been a num-
ber of occasions when Chinese scholars in the Institute had petitioned for its
closure, especially after the death of Fa-hu in 1058. And it is here that we
must come to the rescue of Hui-hsiin himself and save him from Brough's
negative judgment. “The monks in question seem to have been simple
souls . . . too inexpert in the art of forgery to do it well,” writes Brough at
one point. They had “good reason for trying to camouflage their work. Al-
most certainly, discovery would have been a double disaster: official censure
(at least), and the laughter of their colleagues. It must have been obvious, of
course, that the risk of exposure was neglible . .. To master the intricacies of
literary Sanskrit must have been fantastically difficult for a Chinese scholar,
without dictionary or grammar-book to help; and a visit from an Indian
with a reasonable knowledge of Chinese was most improbable.” Brough is
here a little out of his depth, as he is when he comes up with the snggestion
that the designation =¥ was «self-bestowed” and a piece of “self-conceit.™
What Brough did not know when he made these remarks was that when the
venerable Jih-ch’eng died five years after Jojin departed, in 1078, it was
Hui-hsiin himself who petitioned yet again for his own Institute 1o be cosed

4 See Sung Kao-seng chuan R & {4 3; in Taishs, vol. 5o, no. 2061, p. 724b-c.

% For further details see Walter Fuchs, “Zur technischen Organisation der Ubersctzungen.
buddhistischer Schriften ins Chinesische,” AM 6 (1930}, pp- 84-103.

¢ Brough, “Chinesc Pscudo-Translation,” pp- 32-33. 27 Ibid., p. 53.
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down. The initial response was unfavorable, but eventually the inevitable
was accepted in 1082.

The sad entry in Sung hui-yao chi-kao that records Hui-hstin’s petition of
10778 reads as follows:

The transfator of satras Jih-ch’eng died, and so the translator Hui-hsun
and others were all unable to continue their work. They petitioned that
the Institute be closed down. The response was an edict that they were
to stay in the Institute, study, and continue to edit the catalog of
post-1032 translations. The intention was to wait untl an erudite Indian
monk arrived.*

It will be remembered that in 1072, when Jojin met him, Hui-bsin was
one rank below Hui-hsien, who was acting deputy director of the Court for
Diplomatic Receptions 3 ¥ & 4 8. Unless Hui-hsien had died in the
meantime (and this is not recorded), Hui-hsin would have only succeeded
to that post on the death of Jih-ch’eng in ro78. This is, however, his title on
the colophon of Taishd n0. 160, our Jaiaka-mala text. It is probable, there-
fore, that he was forced to try his hand at the Jataka-mala sometime between
1078 and 1082, in the very last days of the Institute. It defeated him com-
pletely. Whether Shao-te was a real person or just the result of a garbled
text, we shall never know. How the half-hearted atempt at a translation
ever became printed and so found its way into the canon, we shall never
know either. What is certain, however, is that Hui-hsiin had no self-conceit
and knew exactly the desperate position in which he found himself.

28 Sung hui-yae 200.
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