THE CHINESE PSEUDO-TRANSLATION OF
ARYA-SURA’S YATAKA-MALA
by JOHN BRCUGH

It is hardly surprising that students of Sanskrit literature have for the
most part continued to believe in the existence of a Chinese translation of
the famous work of Arya-ira. Eight years before the publication of the
Sanskrit text,! Nanjio’s catalogue made mention not only of a Chinese
version, but in addition a tantalizing commentary, unknown in Sanskrit.?
In the introduction to his English translation, Speyer® referred to Nanjio's
entry, and regretted that the Chinese commentary had not been translated
into a European language, and was therefore not accessible to him, He need
have had no regrets: the “commentary’ in question would have given no
assistance whatsoever for the elucidation of the Sanskrit. A. O, Ivanovski
had already writtens in Russian on the Chinese text, but his article seems to
have remained unknown in western Europe until 1go3, when M. Duchesne
published a French translation of it.%

At this point the absurdity ought to have stopped. Anyone acquainted
with the Indian original could now have seen at a glance that there was
something seriously wrong. And in fact Paul Pelliot {then 25 years old) saw
it immediately, and said so, concisely but unambiguously, in a review of the
French translation of Ivanovski's article, Ivanovski, admittedly, could
hardly be criticised for failing te perceive the extent of the eccentricity of
the Chinese text. We may assume that his article was written befere the
printed Sanskrit edition could be expected to have reached him, and a vague
reference to the Sanskrit text may have been derived simply from the
informatien in Nanjio's catalogue.?

1 The Fataka-mald . . . otherwise entitied Bodhisativa danag-mdid, by Arya-piira,
ed. Hendrik Kern, 1801. (Harvard Criental Series, Vol. 1)

2 Bunyiu Nanjic, A catalogue of the Chi transiation of the Buddhist Tripitaka,
1883, No, 1312,

3 The Gétakamdld, or Garland of Birth-stories, by Arya Sdiva, us. J. S. Speyer,
1895, {Sacred books of the Buddhists, Vol. 1) p. xxix.

4 A, O. Ivanovski, “Sur une traduction chincise du recueil bouddhique *Jitaka-
mila’ ', Rewvue de Uhistoive des veligions, xlvii, 1903, 208-335. Footnote 1 on p. 208:
“T'raduit du russe sur le tirage & part de 'original publié dans le t. VII des Mémoires de
la section orientale de la Société impériale russe d’archéologie (Petersbourg, 1893)".

5 BEFEQ, IV, 1904, 752—5.

8 RHR, loc, cit,, p. 300.

? Other possible sources were L., Feer, in ¥As, May 1875, 413, and C. Bendall,
Catalogue of the Buddhist Sanskrit manuscripts in the University Library, Cambridge,

—Contéreied on follouring page

27



28 JOHN BROUGH

Unfortunately, Pelliot’s critique appears to have escaped the attention
of Sanskritists in general (including, until very recently, the present writer);
and only Ivanovski's article, or rather, a reference to it, came to the notice
of the zuthors of the standard books on the history of Sanskrit literature,
Winternitz, for example, remarked in a footnote :5 *“Though the Chinese
translation of the Jatakamala mentions Aryadlira as the author, it contains
only 14 stories, see 4. O. fvanovski in RHR, 1503, t.47, p. 208 f£.”” Keith?
gives only a reference to the same article; while 8. K. Del0 remarks, ““We
have Yi-tsing’s testimony, confirmed by the existence of Chinese and
Tibetan transiations, that the work was at one time popular in India and
outside'; and, ina footnote, “ The Chinese version contains only 14 stories”.

It may be remarked in passing that the Tibetan translationl! is genuine,
and, in the few sample passages which I have checked, shows an excelient
comprehension of the Sanskrit original. The Chinese is another story. But
there was of course no reason to suspect that the historians of Sanskrit
literature had not themselves seen the content of Ivanovski's article.

A

Arya-§iira is unquestionably a writer of distinction, and even though
we may have little patience with the insensate activities of some of his
heroes, we can still admire his sensitive handling of the Sanskrit language
and the brilliance of his poetic imagination. It was therefore with much
interest that I recently turned to the Chinese version,12 to see how the
translators, Shao-té #2 % and Hui-hsiin R i, had dealt with a text which,

Continued from previous page—

1883; but these could not have supplied much additional information which could have
been helpful. It seems probable, however, that Ivanovski had at least seen the Sanskrit
edition before his articie was published, since in his list of chapters (ibid. p. 333) the
title of No. 21 is given as Cuddabodhi. The Sanskrit manuscripts, however, have the
corruption Buddhapodhi, emended by Kern to Cuddabodhi on the evidence of the
corresponding Cullabodhi, Citlabodhi in the Pali Jataka and Cariyd-pitaka respectively.
[Et may be added that Cudda- {(or perhaps Citda-, but certainly not Khudda-, suggested
by Kern, p. 248, as a possible alternative) is supported also by the Tibetan. Here the
translator, misreading the name as Ciigd-bodhi, gave the tendering gtsug-phud byan-
chub.] But even if Ivanovski saw the Sangkrit edition, he was unable to use it in time.
His article would otherwise have been very different.

8 M, Winternitz, Geschichte der indischen Litteratur, 11, i, 1913, 214; quoted here
from the English translation, revised by the author, 4 History of Indian literature, 11,
1933, 276.

* A, Berriedale Keith, 4 History of Sanskrit literature, 1928, 67 a.

0 3, N. Dasgupta and §. K. De, 4 History of Sanskrit lLiterature, Classical period,
I, 1947, 8o.

" Skyes-paki rabs-kyi rgyud, in Tanjur, Peking edition, Mdo-hgrel vol, Ke,
fol. 1-1526=Tibetan Tripitaka, Vol. CXXVIII, pp. 163 b2.

12 Taishs Tripitaka, Vol. IT1, No. 160, Pp- 331 fI. The heading of the work places
the tranglaters in the Sung period, A.D. 9bo—1279; but with few exceptions (e.g.,
Pelliat, loc. cit., p. 754, and H5bogirin, fasc. annexe, Tables du Taisha Issaikys, p. 149
s.v. Shotoku, where the wider limits are accepted), most modern writers have simply
repeated the dates given by Nanjio, between A.D. 960 and 1127 (Northern Sung).
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unlike most of the vast quantity of Buddhist writings translated, is worthy
ure, _

© ra'rll’kl':.ea:e lii:egztpossibility of doubt concerning the _identit_y clalm?d by the
Chinese text, which is ascribed to the Bodhisattva Arya-4iira (Sheng-yung.
HE B) and bears the title P'u-sq pén-s{:éng-man un £ E X ﬁgﬁﬁd
Bodhisattva-jdtaka-mdldl3 This is certainly not a case where title an
author’s name have been attached by accident to the wrong book. But.the
opening invocatory verses proved to be unexpecfedly difficult, and certainly
did not seem to be a translation of the Sanskrit. Moreover, there are too
many verses: more, certainly, than would normally be needed to translate
the four stanzas with which the original text opens.

Leaving the verses aside for the time being, we turn to t.he ﬁr.st stog,
and read with astonishment that the Buddha, while once sojourning with
his monks in the Paficila country, rested in a grove and touched t'he ground
with his hand; whereupon, to the accompaniment of the appropriate earth-
quake, there appeared before them a stdpa enshrining the bones of the
Bodhisattva who sacrificed his life in ancient times. The Buddh_a 1:h'.er@44
narrated how the king Mahiratha had three sons, Mahapra{nida) !
Mahideva, and Mahasattva; and how the last and youngest of thes.e gave
up his life to feed a hungry tigress. This is infieed a familiar story, and lr}deed
Arya-$iira uses the tigress-motif in his opening Jataka. Butitis 1mmed.1ately
obvicus that the version here is not Arya-$iira’s, but that of the Penu}tlmatc
chapter (Vydghri-parivarta) of the Suvarnabhdsottama-sitra,15 Spemﬁcal'ly,
it is an abridgement of I-ching’s translationi® of the Sitra. Thv‘s: follomr;%
brief extracts will suffice to illustrate the relationship of cur text to its model.

I-ching (450c) 8 T B - & ... ... BRER
Jm)  (332) BMEHE w

EMAREBERE RE B—H
ARERERAREF = — 5

13 ‘The term fun is an addition to the Sanskrit title, alnd is u;ed only as an indicaticn
to the reader that the book in question is not “canonical”’—in effect, to pravent lih'e
assumption that this is a ching £8. (See also below, p. 40, n. 4!.4.) The extant Sans t:-:t
manuscripes attest the titles Fdtaka-mdld and Bodhisattedvadina-mdid; and e
Tibetan translation, although it normally uses the former, apparently had -avaddna- in
the colophon of chapter i. ]

‘ 14 ﬁp ¥ #t & is merely a truncated version of this name, and does not represent
“Mahdbala" (mistakenly proposed by the editors, T. XVT, p. 451, note).

Y Suvarnabhdsetiomasitra: das Goldglanz-Sitra, ed. Johannes Nabel, 1937,
chapter xviii.

18 T XVT, No. 565.

1? [n the following extracts, characters are spaced out \ffhere necessary, but only t}(:
facilitate comparison, and except where omissions are specifically marked ( . . . ), eac
text is continucus. ] -

18 References are to the pages of the relevant volume of the Taishd edition.
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o . {4510) B 45 B BT EE FC. %
Fo | (Sl 3 He %
kT AR 6, L EHR
Rk AR, e
Bn B & odm Bk T e o HHE R,
& Ik, EEKRRE

UERKAKEE AT E R

BE HAREEREFE S

ZEH Ko . uBETTa s
FERME L (3221 RSB A

HEH UERPEFEE RS
#* i B

R #E Bo

i #% 4 o
EEHEngs BRMGASER
EEBpE $EEH
FEXBAESR AU & B D B,

BERER k£ &,

Obviously, the Sung version is in no sense a fresh translation from an
Indian original. It is, of course, not unusual for a later Chinese trarslator to
take material from the version of a predecessor, and no stigma of plagiarism
would be incurred thereby. Whole sentences may be reproduced verbatim,
or with minor alterations, sometimes due merely to stylistic preference in

Y The “Ydtaka-mdld" copy can hardly count as additional evidence in favour of
this reading, It is, however, quoted by the editors from two of the sources for [-ching’s
text, but rejected in favour of ¥ (“unremittingly”, parallel with & & in the
previous line). On the other hand, the Sanskrit verse (Nobel, p, 205) ends with the
words sadd dinaniratasya, and K # would eliminate ddna- from the sentence; and if
X is correct, it would suggest that I-ching's Sanskrit manuscript had makd-ddna- in
place of sadd dina-. Unfortunately, the verse as it appears in the Sanskrit edition is, as
Nobel says, *“textlich recht unsicher und nicht urspriingiich’ (although “textlich ganz
unméglich” would have been a truer description); and the textual problem remains
unresolved.
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" Chinese, sometimes to a re-interpretation of the Indian text, or to the use of

a different recension of the latter. The relationship between. the ‘f}a}‘mka-
mdla” story and its Chinese source, however, is only superﬁcm:lly st.mil.ar to
this situation, as may more readily be seen from the following c'ltatlons,
where the earlier version of “Dharmaksema”?? can be brought into the

comparison: '.
Dh. (3544)
I-ch. (4510) B A X B ERH# B
Jm' (332¢) & B KX F #E R

EEXEFRERK EBRB B,
Waheo REEF A B BRIER
WaHe = F & o

KEWEH — KRR .
B R Mo T A A KB R H B
T AR B H B

) BEWMATAFE —RBEE
KEMAITRARA - EL
XBRMHAREFT - EA

tEmMALF. BHEFCNRE B
L FrRE LB, FFHEZNBH A
£ FE & £ R,

ARFHATHEL EF-TFRE
SERBMBREL A B—EF
B—EF

REMHENEE BERELR E% 4L H,
fEiu B & H BRI AR E ¥ L Ho
fE fu & Fo

20 T. XVI, Nos. 663 and 664, the letter being 2 revised ed‘itio'n msde_appmxx-
tately 180 years later. In the passage quoted here, there are no significant differences
between the two.
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LFEELARE EBNE LB
AFEERBRRE. UBRHELE
EFRBER IR ALR KB LH

W Fo
B Fo .. .. (4516 24) B = F FE M
x Fo E_EXFHE

BE fEakd.
BB HBRME BELF A

No more evidence is needed. Apart from the shortening of the text by
omissions, a few differences in wording may indeed have been intended to
act a5 a disguise; but if so, the disguise is transparent. Small inventiveness
was needed to interchange the positions of the near-synonyms 3 and 3§,
to substitute {# duddha for H# B bhagavdn, to use the older but more
familiar Prakritic o T bhikkhy rather than Z5 8% bhiksu. It seems unlikely
that, near the end of the last passage quoted, a feeling for literary style
prompted hsiin #§ “seek’, where I-ching wrote chiu 3 “seek”. It was
enterprising, no doubt, to use lines of five syllables instead of seven in the
verse at the end of the first section quoted above. Yet in all these ways, the
disguise is so thin that we may hesitate to believe that concealment of the
method of working was the intention. If the imitators had been challenged
n their lifetime, they would have been wise to distract attention from this
verse.

Yet again, we cannot argue thus with much confidence. The monks in
qu!:stion seem to have been simple souls without the wit to grasp such a
point, too inexpert in the art of forgery to do it well, of 2 humour too serious
—by circumstance if not by nature—to refashion I-ching’s verse thus only
for their own diversion. Admittedly we must not judge the matter by
modern standards: it must be repeated that plagiaristic indebtedness was
not 23 such considered reprehensible. But doubtless the same indulgence
would not have stretched to cover downright literary forgery. The fabri-
cators of the “Jataka-mdld’" did have good reason for trying to camouflage
their work. Almost 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
negligible. There was no reason why suspicion should be aroused: and if,
improbably, it were, then there would be camouflage enough upon which to
base a defence not only plausible, but practically impregnable. To master
the intricacies of literary Sanskrit must have been fantastically difficult for a
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Chinese scholar, without dictionary®! or grammar-book to help; and a visit
from an Indian with a reasonable knowledge of Chinese was most im-
probable. But even against the unlikely danger from either of these direc-
tions there was a simple prophylactic: to lose the Sanskrit manuscript.
There was little chance that another copy could readily be procured in
China.

There are signs of carelessness in the text which suggest that the writers
were working under pressure, and were not given time to revise and prepare
their copy for publication, The curious small inconsistencies in the colo-
phons of the later chapters®? are indicative of an unrevised first draft. So
too, in the first story, where I-ching gives the name of Ananda its full three
syllables, fI RE PE a-nan-da, it was common sense to replace this at 332524,
28, 29 and elsewhere by the more usual a-nan; but teiltale carelessness to
retain a-nman-da in 332¢7. A memory-trace of this was probably the stimulus
which, in the third story (334416), where the source copied had a-nan,
evoked a-nan-da as an easy method of adding a syllable, and so preserving
the prized four-syllable rhythm: a stop-gap method, nevertheless, which-
could have been bettered on revision with little trouble.

Qur soi-disant translators undoubtedly knew some Sanskrit—a number
of Sanskrit words, one should rather say, since on all the evidence they were
innocent of 2ny grammar;, but they must have been horrified by the incom-
prehensibility of this ¥dteka-mdli which was their task to translate. If in
addition they were hard pressed by their superiors for a speedy completion
of the work, as seema likely from the lack of revision, we may imagine their
relief when they found the colophon to the first story: #ti vydghri-jdtakam
pratkamam. The Tigress-jitaka was a story they already knew. I-ching's
translation of the Suvarnabhdsottama-sitra was there to be to them a ready
help in trouble: which to reject would surely be an act of ingratitude and
disrespect towards the great T’ang translator.

It is sad that Arya-§iira’s story says nothing of the Paficila-land,
nothing of the st@pa for the Bodhisattva’s bones, nor anything of king
Mahiratha and his three sons. It is to be hoped that Shao-té and Hui-hsiin
were spared from learning afterwards that Arya-$iira’s Bodhisattva was not

M It is unlikely that anything better was available than the glossaries which
survive (T. LIV, Nos. 2133-5; Prabodh Chandra Bagchi, Deux lexiques sanshrit-
chinots, 1020—30), and for a translator these are almost useless. Not only is their range
of vocabulary too restricted, but their capacity to mislead is considerable. For example,
chdyd "“shadow”, and abhra “'cloud” are explained quite correctly by the single word
yin B (T. LIV, pp. 11985, 12135); but uniess the Chinese reader already knows the
Sanskrit words, there is nothing to tell him that they are not synonyms in Sanskrit.
Worse, there is no waming to prevent him from taking yé» in its technical Buddhist
sense of skandha; and worse still, no indication that in literary Sanskrit the word chdyd
can sometimes have the sense of “lustre, beauty", for which yin would be impossible as
a translation.

% A few examples are noted below, p. 42—f.
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a young prince, but a learned Brahman who had withdrawn from the world

to the woods and hills, where he taught his pupils as the Brahmanical ides]

expected of such 2 one.
The second colophon was again easy: it7 fibi-jd, it

who did not know of the farnousgking Siﬁ:i? And :“::f;:?; f?rii;y‘;’z;t:nd
p!ayed them the same trick, and this time mischievously persuaded themm=
d{splay the mistake in their chapter-heading: P 8 F $& &% €, “Ki .
Sibi saves the dove’s life”. We are thus informed, before we hav:: rneadrlg
worfi of the story itself, that this is the fable wherein the king had tha
fortitude to offer the gift of his own flesh to the falcon as ransom for the lif:
of the terrified dove which, fleeing from its foe, found refuge in the kinp’s
resolve never to forsake a fugitive—the two birds being the deities Sakgra
and Visvakarman respectively, who had assumed these shapes to test him
But Arya-$iira tells of how the compassionate king donated his own eyes tc:

Sakra disguised as an old, wretched, blind Brahman, whose lost eyesight he .

thus restored at the cost of his own,

W?en the method of genesis of the first story is beyond reasonable
d?ubt, it would be ingenuous to expect that the second might be genericalt
dx.ﬁ'v:f:rent,. No time need be wasted, therefore, in seeking comparisons amony
Sibi-stories in Sanskrit or Tibetan; and we can quickly see that a[thougl%
several others in Chinese are very similar in substance, the vers’ion in the
well-known collection of tales, the Hsten-yii ching® T B &, has the
required type of verbal correlation: for example— o

Hs. (3510) T MW F TR, ¥
Tm. (3336) W MW S, EwER

WEB MAEMBEEE R FM&
BextrMpEen mk

WEEAEE, &b X &0 P Ko
%Exﬁ&:ﬁ-o ﬂal‘.b*ﬁ!ﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂo

v BUABREE XF. XEXA
o BW BE.4R TE

A E In ¥ E KR, A HE
ERGX FTEMmE%E U

3T, IV, No. 202; Tibetan version {transleted fi i i
and transiated by L. J. Schmidt, Der Weise und der ?ﬁff?éi?ﬂ' Hidaanis-blun, ediced
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X2 T2 1 o BEX T ORI F B .
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REKEEDL HMREER
REAFBFE AAKKE
UERERE SHBIWL
UERBEE OB RET

It is worth remarking that the Hsien-yii ching also contains a version of
the Tigress-story, closely akin in substance to that in the Suwarnabhdsot-
tama-sitra, but in its wording independent of the Chinese translations of
the latter, In the Hsier-yi ching, however, where it is the second main story,
it is immediately preceded by that of Sibi. This juxtaposition, we may
suspect, was at least one reason for aveiding this version in the first story of
the “¥dtaka-mala’ : for the Hsien-yii ching was in fact a favourite quarry
which supplied 2 fair quantity of the materials used in the fabrication of the
“Yataka-mald" stories.?t

After a start which must have pleased them, the Chinese translators
encountered trouble in the third title, Kulmdsapindi-jdtaka: the word
kubmdsa “gruel” was not in their vocabulary., Making the best of the
remainder, they entitled the chapter fm 2K F i k& & ' Tathdgata-
pindapdta-fdtaka” ?® and under this heading they set forth the barbaric,
stupid story of Sujati. This is Hsien-yii ching No. 7, adapted as before,
although now with rather more enterprise in rephrasing the model. A
connexion with the title is indeed provided by the “story of the present”,
which begins with the Buddha and Ananda setting off on a begging-round.
Such a tenuous justification for the term pindapdta in the title may seem
absurd when we recall the hundreds of times that this stereotyped opening
is used in Buddhist texts. But the choice here was probably not unconnected
with the fact that in the Hsten-vii ching this is the first story, after that of the
tigress, which begins thus.

The remaining stories need not detain us long. Enough has been said
to show that the book as a whole is devoid of intrinsic worth, and it would be
time wasted to attempt to account for all the details. A few points, never-

theless, may be of interest.

4 [vanovski, loe. cit., noted that many of the stories in the Chinese ' Fdtaka-mala™
occur also in the Hsien-yii ching, but apparently did not suspect the nature of the

textual relationship between the two works.

25 The term $k #, frequent elsewhere as a rendering of pratitya-samuipdda, is
used in the titles of all fourteen stories here, and must be intended as a translation of
jdtaka, This can of course be justified without any doctrinal difficulty. A similar double
employment is more familiar in the case of B &.
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; JM v, Sre;thf—j&taka. Few designations of lay persons can be mor
requent in B.uddhz.st tales than fresthin- “rich merchant leading citiz "&
&, Tl.1e title of the corresponding story in the Chinest; text isgdu t e:Ii:ll-l '
wogd hawgg been misread as frestha- “best' = B v ik probablzr t?) b:
understood as frestha-prdtihdrya. As in t i : i
point of subject-matter aharedrywith the Saiikfftc::::fl%&f?:gr;}sgﬁri ::h e
No. 14, on the other hand, and in spite of divergences, the narrativ{“ sh —
verbal agreements of a sort which can hardly be accidt‘:ntal. ™
“Invgrl:;[i t:;;:‘lzj:iya-}a;aka. Here the personal name or epithet Avisahya
o i ngendered an attempt at etymology. The Chinese story
= E(%v the Tathagata suffered no ill effects from eating poison: fm 7
el Ei % Clearly, the word has been analysed as a-visq-, with the
).:ya eing perhaps thought of as some derivative {grammaticall
m}‘rsteru.:»us) of thf: verbal root Aan-. (But the compounds which do in fac{
::15:, vifa-ha-, visa-phna-, m;a-gfha'f&-, “antidote”, might have threatened
° :;;:erze thf sen?e.)f' or the subject-matter, we may compare the ““Candra-
fmced‘f umdra-sgtra’’ %8 but no indisputable textual indebtedness has been
Likegﬂl.\;[ vi, fa.fa-;qtakf. Asin the' first two stories, the title was understood,
: e, t. e Vers:on. in the Chinese text here agrees oaly in the motif
::hﬂle the dlﬂerepces in details of the narrative suffice to prove that Arya:
) ;::a ; :f:: c;:tnPuted .no;:;ing but the title. The source was chapter vi of
e P hp ~yiign cfung TERXHE, abridged and slightly altered
o there, but w:.tl_m many phrases and sentences lifted intact.
over]a vii, Agastya-;.cuaka. The colophon was either missed, or passed
$ Incomprehensible, We are given instead a story which has no
Eonnemon whatever with the Sanskrit text: B ENm
Go:u ;:; t’:;lr:}passwnate king of the ndgas overcame the hostility {of the
o “;hil.st : hls was a_nn.exed from tl:l& same work as the preceding story.?8
ecie o 18 proximity was pr::nv:dentlal, we may presume that a more
F otive pron-.xpted the choice of this story rather than another: the
act dth:;’t tht? Sansknt‘ text,® 3 line or so after the colophon of vii, has the
;:;; t;) aoiﬁiﬂ:twa& kila . . . sarvasattva-maitramang maitrabalo ndma raja
s .kr. though we cannot expect exact information about the script of
skrit manuscript used, it is not altogether beyond conjecture that an
u;pract:sed read!zr rmght‘ well confuse ma % and §a 7 in a manuscript avail-
2ble at the date in question, especially if the writing was faded or rubbed.

::T. XIV, Nos. 534, 533, 536; Ivanovski, loe. oir
T. I, No. 153, p. 64c. ' )
28 Ikd., p. 685.

B P. 41, lines 2—4. No difficulty is raj
] . - Ne ty 15 raised by the fact thar th
beginning of chapter viii in the Sanskrit, if we may suppose (a:?: ;’::}fg:bti‘:;‘n;:: :hh:

title of vii ; ; . .
€ o viit in the Chinese was identified from the chapter-colophon, several pages later,
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We may reasonably suppose that the Chinese chapter-heading (which is
apposite to the story, although not supplied by the modet) reflects parts of
the Sanskrit passage quoted: maiframandh “‘of compassionate mind”, and
ndma rdja misread as “ndgardja”, giving rise to %% > and B F respec-
tively.

JM viti, Maitribala-jdtaka. Here for the first time, and only here, there
are no major disagreements in substance, and we might just possibly be
persuaded that this could be an abridgement made directly from Arya-
éira's version. This story is in fact the only one which might have given
support to those who have been prepared to assert that the Chinese “ Jdtaka-
mdld’" is in some sense and in some parts genuine. Nor would such a theory
be disturbed by the fact that the Chinese shows not the slightest glimmer of
Arya-§ira’s poetical excellence, since the whole book testifies that Shao-t&
and Hui-hsiin were deaf and blind to any qualities of literature. But the
agreement, such as it is, with the Sanskrit ¥dteka-mdld is an accident for
which they were not responsible, their own version being pilfered as before
from an earclier text in Chinese: Hsien-yii ching No., 17,

[In the chapter-colophon, the Sanskrit edition has the form Maitribala,?® but
Maitrabala in the passage quoted above, no manuscript variants being cited for either.
In his translation (p. 56 n.) Speyer assumed that the latter was merely a misprint,
whereas Edgerton omitted Maitribala from his dictionary, and insisted that Maitrabala
was not to be emended—an arbitrary assertion, it seems, since no reason was given,
and therefore worthless to a textual critic. The choice between the readings here is
after all a trivizl matter; but for other reasons we may notice in passing that the text of
the Hsien-yi ching gives a transcription of the name as well as a transiation: 38 4% & #&.
The second syllable cannot possibly be correct: {£ is very frequent indeed, but as a
rendering of an Indian &ha; and, moreover, the corruption must almost certainly have
occurred in the transmission of the Chinese text, and not in an Indian manuscript.
Akanuma™! suggested that the character was doubtless due to a scribal error. He
refrained from proposing an emendation, but sorme lines later quoted the Fan fan-yi?
P 3%, which gives B in place of 4, and does not mention the corrupt form at all.
Altheugh the source is not given, the identity of the name is confirmed by the comment,
whose aim is to provide more correct Sanskrit forms in place of the “incorrect” (i.e., for
the most part Prakritic) transcriptions of the older translators: M = M 4 B B &,
% El 2% }, If we can trust this evidence, we have at least an indirect attestation of a
Prekrit *Metrabala. The Sanskrit form given by the Fan fan-y#, on the other hand,
ineurs the suspicion of having been reconstructed by the compiler from the transcrip-
tion which he considered incorrect: it is not in itself reliable evidence for Maitrabala,
At the best, these transcriptions suggest that Edgerton’s opinion should not be rejected
out of hand, but they do not prove that Marftribala is wrong in the text of the Fdtcka-
mdld.
Two Chinese transcriptions were earlier discussed by H. W, Bailey,® in which
{- corresponds to -tr- in an Indian word (or a Central Asian version of the same):

3 Confirmed by Bendall, Catalogue of the Buddhist Sanskrit manuscripts in the
University Library, Cambridge, p. 92.

A Akanuma Chizen, fado Bukkyd koyi-meishi jiten, p. 107.

33T, LIV, No. 2130, p. 10105, Hsilan-tsang mentions the story twice, Hsi-yi-chi,
ch. iii and x, T. L1, No. 2087, pp. 8835 and g29a, but gives only the translated form of
the king's name.

¥ BS0AS, X1, 1946, 779-80.
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o B wfigelokd: A Metraka ¥ Sk. Maitreya

tn & tdu-lfi%: Khor, ttdvatrisa, Sk. trdvastrimin
The transcription NE&sg myig-1d-b'udt-if, *Metrabala, may then be added 1o
these; and a fourth example may be seen in W W nyig-tdn, W 1K miig-Han, which 1 cited
in an earlier article’” ag renderings of the name which, in the surviving Sanskrit
VETSions, appears ag Mattrakanyaka and Maitrdyajiia, At the time, it did not seem clear
which Indian form had given rise to these. The article in question, however, atternpted
to show that the surviving forms of the nare in Buddhist Sanalkrit were distortions due
to misinterpretation of Middle Indian, and that the underlying Brahmanical Sanskrit
was the familiar clan-name Maitrdyana/* Maitréyanya. The parallels quoted above
then indicate for these Chinege transcriptions an Indian *Metrana, standing in the
same historical relationship to Maitrdyana as, for example, Pali Kacedna, Moggallang
to Sk, Kdtyayana, Maudgalyayana. The suggestion of contamination by the name
Menander/Milinda is therefore superfliuous, and the use of the same Chinese myig-fan
to transcribe the latter is 4 mere coincidence,

Although the name-equivalences in this smail group can be accepted as certain,
the phonological problem involved appears to need further examination; but this s
not the piace to pursue it.

An important point remains. [n the same article®® I complained that Akanuma had
invented a “Pili Metrakarifiaha™ —a non-existent name. Here aiso, s.v, Maitribala [for
which read Maitribala] he gives a similarly fictitious “Pali Mettibala’; and the same
invention appears even in Mochizuki’s great dictionary.?* No one would wish to
belittle these scholarly works of reference; but ghost-words are always a nuisance, and
these examples show that a “Pali equivalent” in the dictionaries may be nothing more
than a hypothetical construction, which may or may not be attested in actual texts, Such
words cannot safely be used unless there is independent confirmation of their existence, ]

In the eighth story, the Chinese text by mere chance had come slightly
closer than before to the subject-matter of the original Yataka-mald,
although still not very close. From the ninth story onwards, it appears to
drift away from even the semblance of a connexion with the Sanskrit.

With the exception of Pelliot, who refused to admit that these 14
Chinese stories had anything to do with Arya-siira, 0 the few western

3 Reconstructed forms as in Karlgren, Grammata Serica Recensa.

35 On the final -&a (in origin due to & spelling convention in the Kharogthi script),
see Bailey, for, 3t and my edition of the Gdndhdgri Dharmapada, introduction, pp. g1-2.

3% See zlso E, G. Pulleyblank, Asia Major N.S., IX, 1963, 217,

17 “Some notes on Maitrakanyaka: Divyavadina xxxviii”, BSOAS XX, 1957,
117. {The character B printed there should be corrected as above: it was taken from
Chavannes, Cing cents contes et apologues, 1, 132 n, where, however, itisa misptint; and
1 had failed to observe that the correction had been made in the index of the same
work, iv, 303.)

34 Loc. «it., p. 117 n.

3 Mochizuki Shinks, Bukkys daifiten, 111, 2848a. In the same place, the corrupt
transcription with 4% is cited simply as an alternative form, with no indicetion that it js
erronecus,

4 BEFEQ, 1V, 753: “La méme ol [es sujets du texte chinois correspondent 3
ceux de la Faiakamdgli sanscrite, comme dang les Jatakas de la tigresse, du roi des Cibis
ou du lidgvre, il y a divergence absolue, aussi bien dans les circonstances qQue dans les
termes du récit”’; p. 755, “Ces récits . . | bien qu’ils ne puissent & aucun titre dtre
regardés comme une traduction de la Jatakamald, ne sont pas sans quelque rapport
avec elle: les sujets de leurs Ter, 2¢, Ge paragraphes sont bien ceipc des rer, 2e, 6e
jitakas de P'ouvrage sanscrit”. But while this is true as far as it goes, there can be no
doubt that the Chinese authors intended that their work should be accepted by their
contemporaries as & genuine transfation of Arya-dara's Yataka-mald.

- - -l
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scholars who have mentioned them seem to h:.we taken it -fo_r granted .that
they are 14 from the 34 Jitakas of the Sanskrit }a‘mka-{nala. For olfaxtlous;
reasons, Ivanovski’s article can hardly be difectly rfsl,:uonmble. Th?‘orxgm o

the legend is almost certainly the statemeat in Nanjio ia catalogues,_ The ﬁrt?t
4 fasciculi [of the Chinese text] contain fourteen I.atakas of akyamt;nf,
being Aryadiira’s text”: 2 natural enough guess at a time when the Sanskrit

t been published.

had I;zt t{'lce prcserl:t century, one or two writers .have been slightly mora
cautious. Mochizuki, noting that the Tibetan vers‘xon also had a t9tal of 34.
chapters, remarked that the first eight in the. Chinese, and espt‘aclaliy i, i,
vi and viii, showed close affinities.4! Perhaps this may seern not quite cagt}otlls
enough; but thereis atleast no suggestion that ix-xiv a‘re related to the original.

The whole of the Chinese text was rendered into Japaneset? by‘ Oka
Kyosui (] % %, who wrote in his preface t.}‘l.at, by an:ld large 43 the C}ifn'efe
corresponds to the Sanskrit original in i—viii. He did, however, explicitly
add that ix—xiv must have come from some other source or sources.

But in truth, these later stories are hardly in worse case than m!ast of
the earlier ones. Possibly the workers were weary of.the trot.lble of trying to
trace Chinese materials to match Sanskrit chapter-titles W}Tlch they seldom
understood; or else they no longer sought, or sin%ply failed to find, the
colophons in their manuscript. The latter hyPoth?sm has the advrantage l:;f
praviding a simple reason for the excess of titles in the first section of the
Chinese—a discrepancy which has troubled more tha.n one scholar, Th.e
actual number, fourteen, is of course fortuitous: but if the later San.xsknt
colophons had been traced, even if not understood, then surely the mlstal:ie
of including more than ten stories in this section‘ would have been prevented.

Although sections ix-xiv of the Chinese, in contrast to the p.recedlng
part of the text, no longer correlate with the Sanskrit chapters, their nature
is essentially the same. Ivanovski had already noted a resemblance between
ix and Hsien-yii ching v (p. 354). A comparison of the two 3{1‘0\3\:3 once {n?ie
that the latter provided much of the actual wordingl for‘ the }amka-fr.:.afa ;
while the greater part of xiv can be found verlbatlm in chapte}' xxdil (Pp.
376 fI.) of the same work. It is a reasonabie conjecture tf}at the intervening
sections were likewise plagiarized from other pre-existing CiTmese texts,
with or without the addition of some freshly invented .matenal. But the
subject-matter is too trivial to justify further tirfw spent in research on tfhe
origins of these chapters. Nor is there much point in trying to account for

1 i ible that the com-
AL Op. cit,, V, 4662. From the context, hovfrever, it seems possi 3 1
parisonozfas made cnly with the Tibetan vermsion. Mochizuki also mmnomlla If’ecmO;
edition, of the Sanskrit, Speyer's English translation, alnd the French translation
Ivanovski’s article; but he also had missed Pelliot's reply. ~
i Kokuyaku issaikys, Hon'enbu S 38 — 4} 18, A 4 5% 1929, 1932, V, 267-VT, Ehré
% Ibid., V, 259. The assection seems unduly rash, even if the reservaton in
word kobo B 7 is interpreted as liberally as possible.
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the choice of these stories rather than others. But jt is more than likely that
the grain of conscience which compelled the translators to maintain in the

first eight stories some link with the Sanskrit, so far as they were able, _

continued to operate, and that the later titles were probably suggested at

least by words or phrases picked vut from the Sanskrit manuscript. For -

example, the heading of ix, B 7= & M E 8 2 85, may conceivably be
an attempt at extracting some meaning from the words in the Sanskrit text
(P 52, 2-3) . .. prakrtibhik prakasyamana-dandanits-sobhah samyak-pra-
vrita-vdrttd-vidhik. This phrase is suitably located near the begirning of ix
in the Sanskrit; and B 77 is a standard rendering of prakdsayati, as is IE
for samyak, while B might have seemed a fajr approximation either for
pravrtia- (easily confused with pravriti-) or for prakyti-. It is irrelevant thae
neither Sanskrit word could be correctly transtated thus in the passage
quoted, where prakrtibhik denotes the king’s subjects—a meaning not
unduly rare, but less likely to have been known by our translators than, say,
“origin, origination”. There is in any case ample proof that they understood
only some isolated Sanskrit words, and could seldom construe sentences.
We need not speculate further on the manner in which such a Chinese
chapter-title might have been constructed.

B

These fourteen “Jatakas™ contained in chiian I-1V form only about a
fifth of the whole work. At the beginning of V there is an abrupt, discon-
certing change to a completely different style, which then continues without
intermission until the end of the book, Concerning this part, Nanjio wrote,
“the latter 12 fasciculi form a commentary, being divided into 34 sections,
But this translation is not good”. Since he had no Sanskrit commentary to
compare, we may assume that this last statement means that he found the
Chinese text in large measure incomprehensible, or at the least incoherent,
Ivanovski must have looked at these chapters himself, even if (as Pelliot
complained) he scarcely realized the protlems which they raised: but except
that he noticed the curious point which Nanjio had missed—that the
division is not into 34 sections, but into 24, numbered from xi to xxxiv—he
had nothing significant to add: “les 12 autres [chapitres] sont, pour ainsi
patler, un commentaire théologique (loun?) des ‘jitakas’. . . . Le texte en

4 A mistaken guess. Although Pelliot seems to have accepted a modified form of
this conjecture, the designation of this part of the work as a “commentary” (probably
in the case of Nanjio, certainly in the case of more recent Japanese scholars) has
nothing whatever to do with the word #§ in the title of the main work, but was derived
from the chapter-colophons of the latter part. 'But these, as we shajl see, cannot be
taken ar their face value. (It is unfortunate that the mechanical ranslation of 15 by
fdstra has won such general acceptance. The Sanskrit word is certainly correctly so
translated into Chinese in some contexts; but sdstra can hardly ever be correct in the
title of a book, and wouid be especially iraprobable as the designation of a commentary,)
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est extrémement obscur et le sens est difficile & saisir: la raison en est,
vraisernblablement, que la traduction chinoise est mauvaise, astendu que le
commentaire est certainement de provenance hindoue.” The concluding
remack, expressed with such confidence, was foolhardy, to say the least.
But worse was to come. The author knew that the Chinese text had only
14 “Jatakas”, while the Sanskrit had 34; and it would be hard!y fair to
censure him for thinking that this was the most significant difference,
although he seems also to have been aware, from admittedly inadequate
sources, that there were other differences. Even so, his conciusior} was
surprisingly inept: “On pourrait se croire autorisé a3 admettre hal’dll'f‘lel'lt
que le texte sanskrit de la ‘Tatakamaia’, av temps oil fut écrite la traduction,
n’était pas encore définitivement fixé, et qu’il variait suivant les régions: ..
Les deux hypothéses sont également peu admissible; ni le texte sansknf n'a
pu arriver aux traducteurs sous une forme altérée et incompléte, ni les
traducteurs chinois n'ont pu le traduire avec négligence et par fragments,
laissant ainsi leur tiche inachevée.”

Pelliot justifiably rejected this statement. He remarked that he also had
not undertaken a thorough examination of these later chapters.45 Had he
done so, he might have been less ready to accept the view that they really
were a commentary.3 He did however add, “Mais de quoi ces douze
chapitres sont-ils le ‘commentaire’? Leur contenu ne parait m:.ilheurcyse-
ment pas suffirea nous I'apprendre; ce ne sont que verbeuses dissertations
sur la partie philosophique des jatakas, sans que l'obscurité du texte et
I'absence de tout détail concret nous permettent, semble-t-il, de dire le
plus souvent de quel jitaka il s'agit.” (But what, one may ask, %3 tl'.lis
“philosophic™ part of the Jitakas?) He drew attention to the extraordinarily
muddled manner in which these last 24 sections are distributed in chgan
V-XVI, including the case of xxx, the end of which coincides with the end
of chiian XIV, while its colophon appears 2s the opening words of XV.47
Pelliot summarised his views as follows: “La conclusion s’impose 2 mon
sens: nous sommes en présence de deux ouvrages, doat 1'un au moins est

# I cite this with no intention of censure: his brief review of Ivanovski’s artiqle wag
a glance e passant at the problem, at 2 period when he was engaged in tl‘1e COTpl}BnCIn
of more than one work of much greater intrinsic importance than the Chinese ‘¥ataka-

™", .

ma 48 Several times int the article, the word “commentaire” is furnished with quota-
tion-marks; but whatever the reason may have been, the conclusion quotec} below
shows that there was no intention of denying outright that these chapters were in some

€ a4 commentary. )
e a7 'I‘m I1I, p.ta3?;. The chiian-length being far from uniform, such anormalies cop.ld
easily have been avoided. Presumably these divisions were made by an early sub-edicor
who was too busy to observe the numbered colophons at the end of the chapters. In
contrast, the “'Jatakas™ in the prior portion do not have final Ft:l_ll:_lphons, but chap?er-
titles placed at the beginning of each. A more reasonable dma}op was thus ezsier:
chiian [, introductory verses and stories i-ifi; II, w-vi; II1, vii~ix; I.V’ x-xiv. (As
would be expected, there are no corresponding groupings in the Sanskrit text.)
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incomplet, et qui dans le cours des temps ont été soudés maladroitement en
un seul; 'un est un recueil de récits dont la plupart sont des jatakas, ["autre
serait une glose sur la Ydtakamala.” On the following page, however, he was
careful to add, “La théorie que je propose ne va pas sans beaucoup d'hypo-
thése”; and the last sentence of the article is beyond reproach: "“Quoi qu'il
€N 50it, ce n'est, on le voit, ni ‘la version chinoise de la Jatakamald’, ni son
‘commentaire’, qui jetteront jamais une bien vive lumiére sur les passages
difficiles du poéme d’Arya Ciira.”

It is not surprising that the external characteristics of the Chinese text
should have led Oka4® ang Mochizuki,*9 independently of Pelliot's article,
to a similar conclusion: that the latter portion is the translation of a different
work, the beginning of which has been lost, and which has subsequently
been attached to the Jataka-portion of the text. Oka described it as consisting
of “fragmentary disquisitions on Buddhijst doctrine™ (¥ 48 @ M K &4
B alt).50 Mochizuki thought that it might have been translated from
another Sanskrit Jdtaka-mald text, and remarked that, in contrast to chijan
I-IV, the language was very difficult,

Three points, then, have been fairly generally agreed: that a second
Sanskrit text is involved; that this is in some sense a commentary, lacking
the beginning; and that the Chinese version of this is difficult, obscure,
badiy translated, or fragmentary. This view, even when it has been proposed
only as a provisional hypothesis, is at first sight so plausible that it has
apparently inhibited a closer examination of the problem. For this reason,
it is desirable here to anticipate the argument, and to state that the first two
theories are wrong: there is no second Sanskrit text invalved, nor are these
latter chapters a tommentary in any sense. The remarks on the difficulty or
incoherence of the text are not without justification, but understate the case
considerably: for the chapters in question are in large measure little better
than gibbecish,

The idea of a commentary is obviously due to the chapter-colophons,
of which the first to appear is xi P3sr) EBBATER T ik B
F &% B+ —. For the beginning of this we might at first hazard a
mechanical translation into Sanskrit, such as bodhisatwa-ddndlar_nkém-.
This at once reveals the original: ddna is confirmed by 3% B in place of
W 47 in xii (p- 345b) and many other chapters, but the expression BE &,
which frequently translates Sanskrit words for “ornament”, is followed in
xiil (p. 3474) and xv (p. 3494) by % i “garland”. Whether this was an
expansion to define the type of ornament, or an alternative rendering set

48 Imtroduction to the Japanese version, /loc, ¢it., pp, 239 f.

49 Op. it V, 4662,

5¢ It can hardly be suppased that & ] was intended here in any precise technical
sense, if only because of the impossibility of any precise delimitation in philosophical
terms of the subject-matter of these chapters.
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down for further consideration, and inadvertently retained beside the other
when the fair copy was made (presumably by a copyist from the unrevised
draft),5! it suggests that the colophen should contain, not alamkdra, but
mdld-. Thus the translator, reading by mistake ddng insread of avaddna, has
had before him 2 Sanskrit colophon containing the alternative title of
Arya-$iira’s work:52 4t bodhisattvdvaddna-malayam . . . ; and the locati\.re
is perhaps confirmed by the addition of the word “place™ in the version in
xvil (p. 3506) . .. RE & 2.

The second part of the colophon, mechanically translated, gives us
dyusmad- Rastrapdla-jatakdrihal-2-)53 and undoubtedly the word 2§ artha
“meaning” is the chief cause of the theory that this part of the Chinese text
is 2 commentary, Whether the translator, knowing the manner in which his
version was related to his Sanskrit original, intended the sense of “com-
mentary”, as 2 measure of protection for himself, I cannot pretend to guess.
The motive for introducing Rastrapdla, we may assume, is the fact that the
well known Rdstrapala-pariprechd contains a series of verses® which
summarize fifty of the more famous among the former incarnations of the
Buddha Not unexpectedly, a number of the same Jatakas are treated in
Arya-ara’s work: and it is just possible that the translator, whose ideas
on the actual contents of the Yataka-mdld were somewhat vague, might

31 The variations between the colophens provide the main evidence for the lack of
revision. Most are minor enough, and are not worth listing in detail here, but the more
striking inconsistencies at least would hardly have been allowed to stand if the text had
been revised for publication: for example, p. 3625, where a single colophon is given for
xxii and zxiii combined.

ML p.27, 0 15 p. 29, 0. 13. ) o

53 No plausible retranslation can be proposed for # “‘boundary, side”, which in
Buddhist texts translates such words asg anta, paryanta, simd, pdrsva. For the Sanskrit,
although artha can occur as pert of a compound in a commentary_»cit!e, the word
cannot by itself bear the sense of “commentary”’, These considerations mdu:ate_thxt the
Chinese expression, as so frequently in this text, may have resulted from a misunder-
standing of the Sanskrit manuscript. A chapter-colophon is not part of tl_le text, and
manuscripts often vary considerably. If the translators’ Sanskrit manuscript had, for
example, . . . ekddoso 'dhydyah samdptah (a type familiar in manuscripts of numerous
other texts), we may suspect thar the last word was read as samantah, and conceivably
(though this is more specuiative) that “artha’ wag extracted frorg the end of the word
adhydyah. This can hardly be more than a very hesitant suggestion. ‘In supgort.‘hqw-—
ever, it may be noted that such a confusicn would be relatively easy in a script symlar
to the “siddham” writing, which is one of the very few forms of Indian script with an
upward curve in the left-hand stroke of na (in contrast to Nigari 7, anq others).
Conveniently, all four signs involved can be inspected in one place (thm}gh in a form
fixed by printing), T. LIV, p. 1194¢: line 13 pta (in samdpta), 16 nta (in bhadanta);
19 rtha (in pavamdreha) and ya (in yad). In an earlier manuseript hand n a similar
tradition, (edhydyvah ramdptah could easily have been miscead by unpractised readers
a8 (a)rthah samantah. This would explain perfectly the coliocation ¥ 3 ~— except
for one very considerable difficulty : what on earth could the teansletors have imagined
that such an expression might mean? .

™ Ed. L. Finot {Bibliotheca Buddhica, Vol. 11, 1901; reproduced in Indo-franian
reprints, 11, 1957}, p. 21 .
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have thought that the latter could be described as giving in detail the
sense (#E) of the Jatakas to which the Rdstrapdla-pariprechd makes
allusion. Such an explanation would at least make it unnecessary to think
of 2 commentary.

However this may be, we need spend no time in looking for a “ Rdstra-
pdla-jatakdrtha” in Sanskrit. If nothing more, this is simply dust in our
eyes here.

A brief inspection shows that (apart from oversight) the chapters of this
part, except xi,% have an identical phrase very near the beginning :56
Pt 38 5% MEL 38 BAi. In the Sanskrit text, each chapter begins by enunciat-
ing an ethical proposition, and the Jataka which follows is presented as
an outstanding illustration of this opening maxim, in each case being
introduced by the familiar formula tadyathdnusriyate “—just as it is
handed down by tradition”.57 The Chinese phrase quoted above certainly
represents this Sanskrit formula, although it is by no means a correct
translation.

This fact alone is enough to disprove the idea that the text here is a
commentary. In the first chapter of a work, such a phrase might indeed have
been explained by a conscientious commentator: but not even the most
scrupulous commentator would repeat it—and without even a note to say
“explanation as before” —at the beginning of each and every chapter of the
hook.

Similarly, each Jataka is rounded off by the words tad evam “Thus,

then, . .. " followed by a restatement of the opening maxim. The Chinese
version also has a standard phrase near the end of most chapters: ff X
“That god ... ". Perhaps we should not be shocked by this.5 Still, we

have proof of an identical method of bringing a chapter to its close: tad cvam
in the original, grotesquely interpreted as “‘ta devam’.

Undeniably, the Chinese is based on a Sanskrit text which is not a
commentary, but is at least of the same genre as the Sanskrit Yataka-mdld.
To this we add the agreement in the total of 34 chapters, the observation by

% To avoid ambiguity—since there is an overlap in the numbering of the chapters
in the two sections of the Chinese text—-afl chapter numbers henceforth refer to the
laiter portion, unless the earlier is explicitly designated. In most cases, however, page
references to the Taishé text will serve to prevent confusion.

% Some minor variations (far fewer than in the colophons) are probably accidental,
either in the original draft or in later copying, end are not worthy of special listing.

87 In Speyer’s translation, *“This is shown by the following” is rather too free a
paraphrase. On this phrase, which is deliberately set in contrast to the canonical epam
mayd srutam ekasmin samaye, see my comments in BSOAS, XIII, 2, 1950, 426. The
rendering “just as if . . . ” for tad-yathd (Edgerton, BHSD, £.0.) suits many contexts;
but the word “if” is out of place in the application of the phrase considered here,

%8 The same trap, after all, can still operate on occasion. A similzr Pali phrase
(Jde., V1, 26), slightly corrupted, caught not oniy the editor, but at least two translators
as well. Liiders corrected yam yom deva- to yam yad eva, thus eliminating the intrusive
“god” from the verse. See Gdndhdri Dharmapada, p. 222,
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Pelliot that “le paragraphe 32 sur le bon exercice de la royauté parait en
rapport avec le 32¢ jataka de I'ouvrage sanscrit”, and the fact that at the end
of chapter xii (p. 3456) four additional words are inserted in the colophon
after 28 B, namely f£ ¥ X & “former incarnation as the god Brahma".
{In the Sanskrit, admittedly, the title of xii is Brahmana-fataka “The
Jataka of the Brahmin’; but we are by now zccustomed to this type of
approximate mistranslation.} Even without further evidence, we might by
now begin to suspect that the Chinese is by no means a different work, but
is intended in some way as a rendering of Arya-§iira’s Jdtaka-mdld, A com-
parison of passages in corresponding positions in corresponding chapters in
the two languages shows that this is in fact so. The Chinese version is
indeed hardly close enough to its original to admit it to the status of trans-
lation, but is at least as near to a translation as was possible on the basis of a
restricted knowledge of Sanskrit. It is not even a free paraphrase, but
almost throughout a mistranslation, a nonsensical jumble of platitudes
which nevertheless follow the original text as closely as the translator's
limited Sanskrit vocabulary zllowed: a “quasi-translation”, if 1 may be
allowed the term, If several distinguished scholars have failed to see it, this
is doubtiess because their better acquaintance with Chinese must have
brought into prominence the great differences between the Chinese and the
Sanskrit, thus obscuring the agreements. On the other hand, a Sanskritist
with too little reading experience in Chinese had some advantage here (if
only on this one occasion), being forced to dissect the Chinese text slowly,
phrase by phrase. The immediate question was whether Pelliot was justified
in the suggestion of “‘une glose sur la Fdtakamdli”. The attempt to find
points of contact led to a very different result. Although the Chinese
sentences remained hopelessly obscure, there was no sign that they com-
mented on anything whatever in the Sanskrit text; and a Jortiori they
were not a translation of it. This was certain, even while the drift of the
discussion continued to elude me. But soon there began to appear frequent
word-correspandences, at quite shert intervals, and in almost identical
sequences in the two texts. It is impossible that this could have happened
accidentally.

From xii onwards, the opening words of each section in the Chinese
regularly show agreements with the Sanskrit, in the sentence preceding the
phrase tadyathdnusriyate in the chapter bearing the same number, In no
case is the Chinese a genuine translation of the Sanskrit sentence in ques-
tion; but the agreements are too many to be due to chance, and the order of
succession of the chapters is identical. A few chapter-openings will illustrate
this.

xiii (p. 8o) troradubkhdturdndm api satam nica-mérga-nisprapayatd
bhavati svadhairydvastambhat. “Even when afflicted by the ill of grievous
suffering, good men find the path of wickedness altogether repulsive; for their
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steadfast courage is unshakable.”—xiii (p. 3455) 4% 3 #5 f3 4 455 R¥EE
Witk 5 B £ . Here S for dubbha, % for satam, B for

mdrga are ceriain; and [ JE reflects svadhairya (possibly through some.

vague confusion with gifvarya, although B aione means sva-). The whole
phrase H} it 3 should mean lokottara-mdrga; but this may be an after.
thought, since H would reasenably translate niskramana, as a misunder-
standing of mispramaya-. And it seems very probable that fi 3% is ag
attempt to interpret tivre as “'fe fva'.

xiv (p. 88) dharmdsrayam satya-vacanam apy dpadam nudati prdg svq
tatphalam iti dkarmdnuvarting bhavitavyam. “Bearing in mind the fact that
a simple Word of Truth based on righteousness dispels danger—and how
much more the fruit of righteousness itself—a man ought live in conformity
with righteousness.” —xiv (p. 347¢) B Z & H B L& L E T
H R BA4THENE £ 3. The first four characters here could reasonably
be retranslated as famasya dharmak: the relationship to dkarméasrayam of the
original is clear; satya and similar words were usually recognized, and regu-
larly rendered by J§ . The phrase 8 % can translate words such as
utsdha, vydydma, yatna, and also prayoga; and here the last mentioned may
have been twisted out of prdg eva of the original. Against phalem can be set
& M| phala-vipgka, The concluding phrase reflects dharmdnuvarting: th
dharma hardly needs mention: and & M “follow” is an almost automatic
response to anu- in countless places in the book.

xv (p. 95} silavatdm ihaivabhipriyak kalyandh samydhyanti prig eva
paratrets Silavisuddhau prayatitavyam. “Remembering that the fair inten-
tions of moral men are successful in this preseat life—and how much more
in future existences—a man should strive for pureness in morals.”” —xv
(P 3480) RMETHEBRBR SR E K iF 5 &S, Contact is
not se good here; but ¥ M for Glevargm and 15 ¥ for visuddhau are
certain. It is probable that Z& rdtri has been extracted from paratra, and
thence filled out into “day and night” by exercise of imagination.

xvi (p. 98) satya-paribhdvitam vicam agnir api ng prasakate langhayitum
it{ satya-vacane 'bhiyogah karaniyak, “When a man knows that even fire is
powerless to overcome a statement that is absolutely true, it is obvious that
truthful speech should be his constant aim.”—xvi (p- 349¢) Rl R W
HHREEREN AR WA — &M As in the preceding
example, much of the Chinese has no obvious motivation from the
Sanskrit. But the first four characters are undoubtedly intended for satya-

paribhavitam; IR B must reflect vdeam; and any possible hesitation must
be overcome by the appearance of the phrase “like fire” in the Chinese
version.

Nor is this type of contact confined to chapter-openings. But if, instead
of individual words, we compare the running sense of paraliel passages, it is
small wonder that the connexion between the two texts was not obvious:
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Arya-éiira, ch, xxv

Those of great compassion do
in fact feel pity for one who is in
afftiction, even though he be intent
to slay them. As it is told by tradi-
tion, the Bodhisattva was once born
as a farabha-deer, in a certain wild
forest region free from noise—for
men did not forgather there—but
inhabited by divers herds of deer,
dense with trees and undergrowth
whose roots were buried deep in the
tangled grass, where neither travel-
ler’s foot nor wagon-wheel had
carved any line of road or boundary:
a parcel of land where [there were no
adversities, since]8l the only inequal-
ities were water-courses, anthills,
and gullies; and he had strength,
swiftness, beauty and courage, and
his body, compacted with muscular
power, might have been wrought
upon the anvil.

Shao-té, Hui-hsiind®

When one identifies oneself
with, and intensifies, the idea of the
Tathigata-nature, in this way the
[bodhisattva-]Jvow of compassion
(pranidhana) and its supreme culti-
vation become unlimited. This is
what is called listening to the teach-
ing of the Bodhisattva. In what
manner does one search for Nirvina?
The fundamental of birth as a
human being (manusya-gati) is the
transcendental reality (paremdrtha-
sat); and the various kinds of [loka-]
dhdiu are the {places of] origin of the
species [of living beings]. Three
types of mysteries (trind guhydni)t0
control the three [types of] karma;
but all the manifold appearances are
like shades in the forest, One who is
pure in body (vifuddha-gdtra) must
then cultivate mastery of the causal
factor (**kdrana-vasita’?). The Noble
[Eightfold) Path is universal, and, as
it were, empty (fiZnya). The power of
one’s activity will undergo all kinds
of changes: the earth produces
poison, but the power of religious
merit (punya-bala) can get rid of it,
Living beings (satfva) are alike . . .

5% This is to be regarded as an approximation rather than a certain translation, [
am most grateful to Professor W. Simon and Dr. K, Whitaker for their assistance,

without which I shouid have been helpless. I need scarcely add that such bétises as
remain are due to the fact that in a number of places 1 have waywardly chosen to gang
my ain geit. Some degree of haziness is probably in any case inevitable, when the
technical terminology is not always free of ambiguity: for example, is B #F to be taken
as Nirviina, or only as tranquillity of mind? But whatever injustice I may have done to
the sense intended by the translators—Iess, I trust, than a-§ura suffered at their
hands—the nature of their version is such that an impeccable translation from their
Chinese could still not show a noticeable resembiance to the subject-matter of the
Sanskrit original,

0 Cf. Mochizuki, op. cit., 11, 1682¢.

€1 The phrase in brackets is a makeshift to convey the double meaning evoked by
the word wisama.
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The originals, however, show 2 kinship of a different degree:

ed. Kern, p. 162 T. 111, 160, p. 3646

Jighdmsum apy dpadgatam® anukampanta — & W b o A %
eva® mahdkdrunikd® nopeksante Eff.f.' ﬁbﬁcﬁ & & fE Ho
yathdnusriyate® bodhisattvah® kilinya- §R 15° R iR Egﬁ
tamasminn  aranya-vana-pradese nir- T 7] AR 50 & SR W &
manusal-sampdta-nirave *ri_iv_ia'hfi-mrga- A NER AR A N OB OB %
kllddk:'vdsek imal-mm-m'magna- TR S K E ke
ﬁ:ia“-vrkga-kmpa-biiu-dep pathika~-yina- =5 BB k= %
vahana-caranair avinyasta-marga®-  ZPRE A9 W fn H K E
simdnta-lekhe salila-mdrga-valmika- B H BH B EH B &
fﬁabhrar-ﬁmas~§ﬁ_ﬁﬂ"-@“ bala™-  Ee JHAZE X AR B oz
java-vma-m“-ﬂpanm{:‘ sam- N A B ERE
hananavat-kdyopapannab farabho mrgo Mt A B @A &
babhiva, A BT A

The correspondences marked in this passage are only samples;82 and
although almost all are certain, it will be seen that many are due to mistzkes,
It is startling to find that gpadeatam has, apparently, been interpreted as
tathdgata-; the first syllable of trna- “grass’ has been read as tri- “‘three’’;
“'secret” might be a sense forced upon gahana; but more probably the word
was confused with gukya; and svabhra “chasm™ was doubtless thought to be
$anya. Many of the misunderstandings are almost pardenable: evam from a
wrong word-division, nopeksante confounded with nopahsiyante and sam
with sama (2 near-miss which has a precedent in IF 8 & samyak-sambud-
dha}; while bhdga can actually mean fu i, in the sense of ‘good fortune,
prosperity”, but not of course here (where in any case fu must have its
Buddhist connotation of punya). We should like to believe that = {] was
intended to translate kila, since in some contexts (though not here) it
might be a reasonable idiomatic rendering: but in fact it reflects only the

first syllable transmuted to kim. This is made certain a few lines later:

Sk. 163, 12 -abda- ... kim, Ch. 364c22 Z ] B “what sound”; Sk.

.= Although # ¥ “‘teaching” might be linked with pradede (through confusion
with deiand), the same expression occurs 2t the beginning of several other chapters,
and may therefore be only a suppletion. Perhaps an additional example may be seen in
$k B “forest shade”, if we suppose that at this point the word vrksa was recognized,
and that this directed attention back to the earlier phrase, anyat inn aranya-t
pradese, where aranya or vana could have provided “forest”, while “shade” could be
due to the i?lusory presence (and barely adequate translation) of temas in the word
anyatamasmin.
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I3

163, 15 kimedd, Ch, 164¢26 % 7] > “what mind”; Sk. 163, 1¢ kimeit trpa-,
Ch. 365az Z 8] =, with “three” for “‘grass” as before. Not only here,
but everywhere throughout the whole dreary length of the book, specimens
by the hundred can be culled where the nature of the misrelation is obvious,
Without difficulty it would be possible if unprofitable to conjecture the
genesis of many words and phrases in the Chinese when the link is slightly
less than obvious,

Few men, I fear, will ever read all of this book to the bitter end; nor
can I claim to have tried. But to the bitter end, it can be said, our translators
did persevere in the sad labour of fercing what little sense they could from
the difficult Sanskrit. This generalized assertion has at least not been
contradicted by any of the numerous short samples taken haphazard from
many chapters.

Not to exhaust the patience of the reader, but for reassurance that the
passages already quoted are typical, it will suffice to give a small selection of
fllustrations from other parts of the work.

A firm belief that “ten’ in Sanskrit is “daréa’” enabled the translators

. to bring in the ten good courses of action (dasa kusaldni) whenever they

found these two syllables in the Sanskrit text. {The word kufala, indeed, did
not appear at these places: but why strain at a gnat?) Thus we find -+ &
representing dadarsa “‘he saw" (346a4=283,2; 348c19=g6,14} and darfana
“sight’” (345c14=82,1; 340a1,3,9=82, 19 and 21, and 83,5; 147a17=
88,17; 348617=094,20; and many others), Where the sailors long for sight
of the shore, kifla-dariana-, an added confusion between kilz and kula
“family” has resulted in the words ¥ B% 1 2 (347620=90,9). In place
of the description (81,4~35) of the lovely Unmadayanti, parema-darianiyd
striratna-sammald “most beautiful, honoured as a jewel among women",
we are given (345026-27) -+ A EE = ... free of the ten
akusalas, worships the triratna”. Similarly a few lines later, *“the three
jewels” for striratna (345c1=81,9); and T f# = #8 “ ... understands
the three laksanas” in place of the Brahmins who understood the art of
prognostication in respect of women—sirilaksanavidah (345c2==81,10-11)
After this, it is disconcerting to find that the translators knew the meaning
of stri perfectly well: svargastri daityayosid vd na hy etan manusam vapuh:
K B NE (146a8-9=83,4) —granted that svargastri and
mdnusam arc the only points where the Chinese makes contact with the
Sanskrit phrase in question.

We have already seen two instances where the translators thought that
they saw the word wisa “poison’, the syllables having been mistakenky
excised from etymoloegically unconnected words: AvisaAya in the title of the
fifth story in the first part, and visama in the longer passage quoted above
{364b25=162,14). Let it be said at once that Indian commentators readily
empioyed #fa to interpret visaye (in the meaning “objects of the senses™):
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the things of this world are called visaya because they are“poison’' to the
religious life. If this is banal and ineffectual even for a sermon, more than
one Buddhist writer thought otherwise. But in the present work, no such
explanation is possible. The instances are too numerous, too diverse, and the
CONtexts cannot encourage a reversion to the idea of a commentary, in which
the word “poison’ is an attempt to see some esoteric meaning in the Sanskrit.

A few more instances may be noted where the Chinese version has *
by misinterpretation: visama (353a5=116,5); visdda “despair”, and related
words (347429, b9, b16==89, 20-21, and 9o,6); dvisak “enemies’” {348c17=
96,10); bhavisyanti (348516=g4,19); visaya (370a19=181,21; 133 1a9=
108,7). Not many lines after this last example, the genuine word visa does
occur in the Sanskrit (108,17}, but by a sorry trick of fate it has been passed
over, unobserved, in the Chinese version.

Because of the technical Buddhist sense acquired by its participle, the
verb arhati inevitably went awry in the Chinese: yate naindm rdjd drastum
apy arhati (81,2122, and similarly 82,5) “and hence the king should not
even see her'’; Rsantum arhati tad bhavin (rr5,16) "“pray forgive me for
this”; yathdrham (106,4 and g) “ as is right and proper”—we cannot be
surprised that in all cthese places the Chinese version has #1 B & 3 “like
an Arhant” (345¢11 and 1g; 352¢23; 350627, c2). The use of “Arhant” as a
rendering of gdrhasthyam “the fact of being a householder” (351a19=
108,20) may seem rather more audacious; but it is no more so than hundreds
of other examples in the text which are based on similarities no closer, and
where the Sanskrit word in the original can be identified with equal certainty,

It may well be imagined that the division of words and the analysis of
compounds in Sanskrit must have been a constant problem for the trans-
lators. If it was, they made no attempt to solve it, nor indeed was there any
gssistance available; and I suspect that they were quite unaware that any
such problem existed. But whether they knew it or not, wrong divisions
were exceedingly productive of imagined senses which were not in the
original text. One example will suffice: madhurdhsara- {121,16) was not
correctly understood as madhura+-aksara-, but as madhu+“rahksara-"", whence
the word 3 “protect” in the corresponding Chinese passage (354018).

It seems beyond dispute that in this latter part of the work the trans-
lators never grasped the subject-matter of the Sanskrit text at all, On rare
occasions they probably understood an isolated phrase, but never a con-
nected passage of any length;% and aithough many single Sanskrit words
are represented in the Chinese by possible equivalents (i.e., such as would

8 This seems a fair deduction from the numerous and widely scarcered passages
which I have sampled. Their uniformity in character by itself indicates a very high
probability that these passages are representative of the whole; but the nature of the
limitations, both lexical end grammaticai, permits us to go further. It is altogether

impossible that the same authors could have done significantly better in those parts of
the work which have not been tested,
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correctly be included in an entry in a dictionary), many of these are wrong
in the contexts in question. It is for this reason—and not in order to ridicule
the Sung translators—that ¢xamples have been deliberately chosen to
iltustrate some of the ways in which misunderstandings have arisen from
the Sanskrit text. When mistakes of demonstrable origin are included in the
reckoning, the points of contact between the Sanskrit and the Chinese are
seen to be not only very numerous, but also to be spaced at very short
intervals. The corresponding intervals in the two texts are usually not
markedly disproportionate in length, and an occasional sharp discrepancy
may be due to accidental oversight.

If we segregate the words and phrases engendered by the Sanskrit text,
the remainder of the Chinese—which almost certainly is quantitatively the
greater part—is remarkably homogeneous. If further evidence had been
needed to show that there is no commentary here, that evidence is in this
residue. It is constructed almost entirely by selection from z restricted stock
of religious platitudes znd pious phrases, and is too repetitive to be 1
commentary on anything.

The method of operation, then, was simple: from their manuscript of
the Fdiaka-mald the translators took note of any Sanskrit words (as often as
not, wrongly identified} for which they could give a Chinese equivalent;
and around these as nuclei they proceeded to build phrases, drawing on
their stock of religious clichés in order to put something at least in place of the
completely unintelligible parts. Perhaps they were consoled by the thought
that they were producing something almost as unintelligible in Chinese,
which if need be they couid account for as “philosophical'’ and thus neces-
sarily obscure. Perhaps they did their best to think of a really ficting context
for a given nucleus; but it is hard to believe that they even half-convinced
themselves that their version reflected anything of Arya-$iira’s masterpiece.

After the chapter-colophon of xxxiv in Kern’s edition, the final
colophon of the book is Artir iyam dryafirapdddndm. A similar but not
identical Sanskrit colophon must lie behind the words in the corresponding
position at the end of the Chinese version: & §8 % & & 47 i 47 *“This
is called the outstanding deeds of the Bodhisattva’s career”. It is possible
that the “outstanding deeds” are due to a misinterpretation of krtir fyvam . . .
“This (beok) is the compasition of , , , '*; but if this is less than certain,®

84 The activities in question could have been suggested merely by the mention of a
“bodhisattva-carees”, or by an awareness that they were appropriate to the theme of
Jatakas. As a technical term, B 4T is explained by Hsiian-tsang as equivalent to the ten
pdramitds associated with the ddmis: T. XXXI, No. 1385, p. 515; L, de La Vallée
Poussin, Vifiaptimdtratdsiddhi, la Siddri de Hinan-tsang, 11, p. 620, “Les dix excellents
exercices {paramacaryd)”. See also Mochizuki, op. cit.,, III, 2278. The sketches of
Jataka themes in the Pali Cariyd-pitaka are grouped to illustrate pdramitds; and
Taranitha records the tradition that Arya-§iira had a similar intention in his Fdraka-
mdid (Max Muller, in preface to Speyer’s transiation, pp. xiv and xvi).
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we can restore with confidence the form in which the author’s name
was given in the colophon: bodhisattvdedryasira-. As the heading of
the Chinesz version shows, the translators knew that Sira had the rare
distinction of the title Bodhisattva, but they were probabiy unaware that the
henorific prefix drya- was sometimes replaced by dedrya. The colophon has
obviously been misread as bodhisattva-caryd.

This directs our attention back to the beginning of the boeck, and clears
away the mystery of the opening line of verse in the Chinese, 3§ W —
£]) . The Sanskrit edition begins with the heading om namah srisarva-
buddhabodhisattvebhyah; but this is a scribe’s invocation, and would not
necessarily be identical in all copies of the work, The manuscript used by
the Chinese translators must have had the invocation namah sarvajfidya,
which they have mistakenly incorporated into the verse. When this obstacle
is removed, it is not difficult to see that the remainder of the Chinese verses
are of the sarme nature as the latter portion of the book: they are a “‘pseudo-
translation” of the beginning of Arya-§iira’s text.

We can therefore reject completely the suggestion that the *‘Jataka-
section’’ in chian I-1V represents a different work or a different translation
which has been attached to the rest by a later accident. The only explanation
which fits the facts is that the Sanskrit manuscript was divided into two
parts, one for each of the two translators (and their assistants, if any). The
discrepancy in size berween the two portions is considerable; but whatever
may have been the reason for such an unequal division, the second and
larger part was taken in hand by the collaborator better equipped in Sans-
krit, who did his best to translate it by the method described. Perhaps he did
not notice that the first leaf of his portion began abruptly about three-
quarters of the way through chapter xi (probably at a point roughly corre-
sponding to p. 76, line g or 11 of the Sanskrit edition). This, however,
explains both the absence here of the stereotyped phrase which appears just
after the beginning of the subsequent chapters, and the very small quantity
of material which precedes the colophon to chapter xi.

Meanwhile the other collaborator, less confident of his Sanskrit,
sought in existing Chinese translations for stories which could be used as
understudies for those in the first part of the original. Finally, when it was
realized that the Sanskrit text began with a number of verses, these were
likewise dealt with by the method of approximate translation. I remarked at
the outset that these verses in the Chinese appeared to be much more
numerous than any reasonable transiation of the four Sanskrir introductory
verses could be. The trouble was that the translator did not realize the peint
at which the Sanskrit stanzas ended, and he therefore continued to manu-
facture pious verses on the basis of Arya-§ira’s text. He had in fact worked
through almeost a third of the Tigress-jataka (approximately the middle of
page 3 of the edition) before he brought his verses to a close.
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The names of the translators are prefixed by the designation 3 2F ;
and if the degree of “Doctor of Sanskrit Letters” (as we may perhaps
paraphrase it) was self-bestowed, they doubtless regretted it when they
were ordered to produce a translation of the Ydtaka-mdld. If they pretended
to more learning than they possessed, this relatively small piece of self-
conceit was surely more than expiated by the dreadful labour which they
dared not evade.

. It is easy now to make fun of them, and I would by no means deny that
their book has provided much ectertainment. Yet I confess to some sym-
pathy for them, for I suspect that the Sanskrit of the Jdtaka-mdia was as
hopelessly obscure to them as the Chinese of their pseudo-translation was to
myself; and I think I know something of how they felt.



