A Comparative Study of the Matanga-jataka and its Jaina Version

Michihiko Yajima

Preface

The following is a recent English version of two articles on the Pali Matanga-jataka and
its Jaina version, the 12th chapter of The Uttarajjhaya, which I published in Japanese
quite a few years ago. The first was published in Bukkyogaku (11), pp.(1-25) in 1981,
and the second in /ndogaku Bukkyogaku Ronshu, a Felicitation Volume for Professor
Jikido Takasakr on his 60¢ birthday, p.(61)-(74), in 1987. In connection with my study
in this area of Buddhist and Jaina literature, I had the chance, a few years ago, to meet
the renowned scholar of Jainism, Dr Peter Fligel. He kindly read my draft English
version of these articles and encouraged me to publish them. He informed me that some
European scholars had also recently submitted doctoral theses on the subject of the Pali
Matanga-jataka. Although I now feel the necessity of reconsidering or amending a few
passages in those articles, for this volume of our Bulletin I thought it best not to tamper
with them now, but rather simply present English versions of the articles as they
originally appeared.

In the first article, I focus attention on the second half of the canonical version of the
tale of the Candila monk; through a comparison with the Jaina version, I attempt to
clarify in particular the possible reasons why such a large difference between the two
versions occurs in the latter half of the story. In the second article, I go back and
consider the first half of the story, which consists of a dialogue between a Brahmin

priest and a monk who has come begging for food.
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A Comparative Study of the Matanga-jataka and its Jaina Version

- A Comparative Study of the Matanga-jaiaka and Uttarajjhaya 127

The Pali Matanga-jataka (Fausbgll, No. 497; hereafter: MJ) is a most interesting
tale about a former life of the Buddha in which he is portrayed as a candala
called Matariga,' and it was long ago pointed out by Charpentier” that a parallel
hereafter: Utt 12). Since both works include many verses that correspond word-
for-word, it would seem beyond doubt that both derive from a single source. But
a comparison of the content of these two versions shows that while there are
similarities bétween the two, there are also manjf aépecté in which they differ
from each other. For instance, in the Pali version the person of the candala
Matanga is strongly tinged with some quite distinctive characteristics,’ énd this
is in strong contrast to the Jaina version, which shows little evidence of this.*
The search for prototypes of this tale through a compariéon of both Versions
was initiated by the above-mentioned Charpentier, and this research was subse-
quently continued by Alsdorf® who, as well as emending the text of some of the
verses, also took up a number of problematic sections and made some trenchant
observations. In the following, while basing myself on this earlier research,’ I
propose to set forth some points that have come to my notice in the hope of

making a further contribution to the study of this unique tale.

§1. Differences in the Forms of Transmission of Akhyanas
Before embarking on our examination, it is first necessary to comment briefly
on the form in which the MJ and Utt 12 have been preserved.

As has been demonstrated by Alsdorf in his article “The Akhyana Theory
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*7 the narrative works on which the narrative chapters of the Utt

Reconsidered,
draw for their subject matter are, as in the case of the Pali Jatakas, old Akhyénas
(literary works in which verse is used for dialogue and prose for narrative
description), but there are slight differences in the way in which they have been
canonized and the form in which they have been transmitted. That is to say,
whereas the Pali Jatakas have generally preserved the Akhyanas in their original
format, in the narrative chapters of the Utt, perhaps because of an aversion to
the fragmentary character of the verses, synopses of the prose narrative have
also been versified as seen fit by the redactor, and these have been added to the
canonical text, thereby creating purely canonical verse narratives (or ballads).

In the case of the MJ and Utt 12 to be considered here, the former, consisting
of dialogue in verse (corresponding to the canonical gathas)® and the narrative
account in prose (corresponding to the Jataka commentary: JA), preserves the
literary style of the Akhyanas, whereas the latter also includes many verses of
narrative content’ which together constitute a self-contained canonical narrative.
Of course, this balladic style is no more than a provisional format adopted by
the Jaina redactors when they set about canonizing the story, and that it was
originally a work of the Akhyana type, like the MJ, can be readily inferred from
the fact that details of the narrative have survived in commentaries on the Utt
and these have, moreover, been carried over into the canonical section as an
incomplete tale.®

In the following, bearing in mind this difference in the form in which the
Akhyana has been preserved, I shall compare the two works and delve especially
into the relationship between this difference and the transmission of the tale m
the two versions. I shall focus in particular on the second half of the canonical

section in both versions. For the convenience of the reader, the principal characters
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appearing in both tales are listed below.
Utt 12 M3

Bala: Canddla and main character ~ Matanga: Candala and main character

Bhadda: Daughter of king of Kosala Ditthamangaliki: Merchant’s daughter'*

Ruddadeva: Brahmin and Bhadda’s Mandavya: Brahmin and Ditthamangali-
husband ka’s son

Yakkha: Mystical being appearing in both works

§2. A Comparison of the Narrative in the Verse Sections

Let us first compare the canonical narratives (in the case of the MJ this includes
the prose of the JA inserted between the verses) and briefly note their differences.
In the first half, a monk (Utt 12: Bala/ MJ: Matanga) approaches the sacrifice-
enclosure (alms-hall) of a brahmin (Ruddadeva/ Mandavya) to beg for food. On
seeing the unsightly monk, the brahmin(s)" laugh/s at him and ask/s him who
he is, and this leads to a series of questions and answers between the monk
begging for food and the brahmin who refuses to give him any (brahmin’s
words: st. 6, 7 > g. 1; st. 11=g. 3; st. 13=g. 5; st. 16; monk’s words: st. 9, 10=g.
2; st. 12=g. 4; st. 14, 15=gg. 6, 7; st. 17). This could be described as an
altercation brought about by differences in their respective notions of giving
(alms), although in Utt 12 the monk’s words are spoken by the yakkha who
takes pity on him (identification of speaker: st. 8).

Thé priest (alis-giver), who takes the view that only brahmins deserve gifts,
loses patience with the monk, who continues to propound a contrary view, and
orders his underlings to beat the monk and drive him away (st. 18=g. 8). Utt 12
then describes hovir the brahmin’s disciples ill-treat the monk (st. 19), while in
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the MIJ the gatekeepers rush to the scene (JA).

There are no great differences between the Utt 12 and MJ in the unfolding of
the story in the first half, centred on the dialogue between the monk and the
brahmin. But in the second half the story unfolds in quite different ways in the
two versions, and these differences are most pronounced in the concluding
section.

In Utt 12 the brahmin Ruddadeva, who had stubbornly refused to give ’the
monk food and ordered him to be driven away, has a Change of heart on
learning that the monk is a great renunciant, takes refuge in him, and finally
offers him food of his own accord. This unfolding of the narrative in the Jaina
version, in which the main character ultimately obtains the food which had been
his initial concern, gives the impression of being completely natural. The Buddhist
version, on the other hand, lacks this natural denouement, and it is not the
braiunin patron Mandavya, but the monk Matanga who offers the food. That is
to say, he offers his own leftovers (uttittha-pinda) to Ditthamangalikd as “the
elixir of immortal life” (amatosadha) for her son Mandavya, who has been
injured by the yakkhas.

How did it come about that these two tales, while sharing many verses,
should have such different endings? Charpentier considered the ending in the
Buddhist version to represent the original form of the story,” but is this in fact
so? Let us begin by examining the $loka which is the first verse in the second

half to show similar wording in both versions (st. 26=g. 9).

§83-5. An Examination of the Sloka Verse (Utt 12, st. 26; MJ, g. 9)
§3. The verse attributed to the priest’s wife Bhadda in the Jaina version (st. 26)

tallies almost word-for-word with g. 9 in the MJ, spoken by Matanga.
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(Priest’s wife Bhadda) (Matanga)

st. 26 a girim nahehim khanaha g. 9 a girin nakhena khanasi
b ayam dantehim khayaha b ayo dantena khadasi
c jdyateyam”j)dehi hanaha ¢ jatavedam padahasi
d je bhikkhum avamannaha d yo isim paribhasasi

In two works written predominantly in the trisfubh metre, this is the only
verse in §loka metre, and the fact that it tallies in both works proves its authenticity.
It is interesting to note that a similar phenomenon is to be observed in the tale of
Citta and Sambhiita (Utt 13, J 498)." Be that as it may, the narrative framework
in which these two verses occur is completely different.
| First, in the Jaina version the dialogue between the monk and the brahmin
ends with the latter’s orders for the monk’s expulsion (st. 18), and the first half
of the tale comes to an end with a description of the ill-treatment of the monk by
the brahmin’s disciples. Next, the priest’s wife Bhadda is introduced in the
following narrative verse (st. 20), and this ushers in a new development in the
tale. Bhadda first relates how she had once been possessed by a yakkha angry at
her having slighted a monk and had consequently been forced to accept marriage
with the monk, whereupon, forsaken by her father, the king, she had gone to the
monk, who had resolutely refused her; pointing out that this monk was none
other than the monk now before their very eyes, she reprimands the reckless
young disciples (st. 21-23). The experiences here related by Bhadda are a summary
of the story told in detail in the commentaries as the introductory story of this
canonical section of the Utt. On hearing Bhadda’s words, the yakkhas and
Asuras assault the young men and beat them (st. 24-25), and she goes on to
point out by means of similes the folly of maligning a monk (st. 26-27). It is in

this context that st. 26, spoken by Bhadda, occurs, and it is addressed to the
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young disciples. It is for this reason that the words indicative of her interlocutors
are in the plural (khanaha, khd}aka, hanaha, je...avamannaha).

In the MJ, on the other hand, the gatekeepers rush towards the monk Matanga
on hearing the brahmin Mandavya’s call (g. 8), and in order to escape being
thrashed by them Matanga uses his supernatural powers to rise up in the air and
utters an admonitory verse (g. 9). The foregoing dialogue has not yet come to an
end, and so the monk addresses these words to his interlocutor, the brahmin.
Hence the grammatical number in g. 9 is singular (khanasi, khdadasi, padahasi,
yo...paribhasasi).

In this fashion the narrative framework of the two tales, including the speakers,
differs, and here special attention needs to be paid to the difference in ‘aumber’
in the two verses (st. 26: plural; g. 9: singular). This difference would naturally

suggest that one of the two versions has been “altered.”

84. It is, moreover, interesting to note that a further comparison of the two
verses reveals, in addition to the differences in the grammatical number of the
personal endings, several other words that similarly evidence a difference in
number, i.e., the plural forms nahehim, dantehim and pdehi in st. 26 and the
singular forms nakhena and dantenain g. 9.

First, as regards dantena in g. 9, Fausbgll notes that manuscripts B* have
-tehi, while the Burmese edition (B®) and Siamese edition (§8°) have -tebhi, and
they match the dantehim of the Jaina version. It may therefore be supposed that
the singular form is secondary."

Next, in the case of padahasi in g. 9¢c, which is somewhat similar in sound to
...paehi hanaha in st. 26¢, the commentary interprets it as deriving from pra-vdha

and gives the meaning of the entire pdda as aggim gilitum vayamasi,"’ but this
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interpretation, which supplements gilitum (‘to swallow”), is clearly untenable.
Judging from the phonetical similarities, it can be readily surmised that padahasi
(pada- | hasi) was originally of similar import to pdehi hanaha in the Jaina
version, and if we here call to mind the instrumental plural in -e found in the
archaic language,” it is not difficult to imagine that it would originally have
read pae~/han. It could be said that the Jaina version eschewed the old instrumental
plural in -e and replaced it with pdehi (with an additional syllable), while the
Pali version preserved the metre but created a new word of unknown meaning."”
At any rate, here too we find an example of the plural form pae.

If we bear in mind the above facts and now consider the parallel passages
from the Buddhist texts cited below, it should be evident to all that it was the
Buddhists who during the transmission of this verse altered the ‘number’ of

some of the words appearing in it.

(1) bala kumudanalehi pabbatam abhimaithattha/

girim nakhena khanatha ayo dantehi khddatha//

selam va siras-ithacca patale gddham esatha/
khanum va urasasajja nibbijjapetha Gotama ti//
(Samyutta-nikaya I, 127.14-17)
(2) girim nakhehi khanatha avo dantehi khadatha/

parvatam Sirasa hanatha agadhe gadham esatha/
kim u anvetha papiyo api buddhasitya sada//
(Mahdvastu, ed. Senart, 111, 285.12-14)

(3) girim nakhair vilikhetha loham dantais vikhddatha/

Sirasd vibhitsatha givim agadhe gadham esata//

(Lalitavistara XXIV, v. 80 [Buddhist Sanskrit Texts, No. 1, p. 275])*
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Among the above, (1), occurring in the “Sagatha-vagga,” is spoken by the
demon Papiman to the three demonesses Tanha, Arati and Ragi, while (2) and
(3) are spoken by the Buddha to Mara’s daughters (Tanha, etc.). There is,
however, no reason whatsoever o suppose that the plural forms appearing in
these Slokas were originally singular and subsequently altered for contextual
reasons, since the first line in the quotation from the Mahdvastu, for instance, is
identical to padas-ab in the Jaina version. It would seem quite obvious that the
singular forms in g. 9 are the result of changes made by the narrators of the

Jatakas.

§5. Why, then, did the narrator of the Pali tale alter the grammatical number?
And in what circumstances did this change from plural to singular take place?
This can probably be understood in the following manner.

The narrator of the Jataka tale probably had before him two consecutive
verses (gg. 8-9). In g. 9 the personal endings were in the plural, but because the
speaker of the immediately preceding g. 8 was the brahmin Mandavya, the
Jataka narrator would no doubt have assumed that g. 9 was the response of the
brahmin’s interlocutor, the monk Matanga, for he would no longer have had
any knowledge of the content of the prose (in the original Akhyana) which
identified the real speaker of this verse. It is to be surmised, in other words, that
the Jataka narrator was under the impression that the foregoing dialogue was
still being continued and, convinced that this sloka was spoken by the monk and
addressed to the brahmin, he changed the plural endings to their more appropriate
singular forms. The verb paribhasasi(*you tevile’) too is presumably a rephrasing
by the narrator to whom this §loka could be understood only as a continuation of

the foregoing dialogue.
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In the Jaina version Bhadda, the speaker of st. 26, is first introduced in st. 20
and then goes on to describe the circumstances of her earlier encounter with the
monk. These verses were obviously intended to form a ballad, and as a result of
this judicious handling of the material by the redactor of the Utt the reader does -
not lose sight of the development of the plot (that is, the relationship between
the conversational verses). At the very least, it could be said that the earlier
prose tradition was thereby firmly set in verse, and this served to prevent the
loss of any recollection of the context of the original canonical verses.

The most appropriate person to warn against the folly of reviling a renunciant,
comparable to “digging at a mountain with one’s nails, biting iron with one’s
teeth, and extinguishing a fire with one’s feet,” was someone who had realized
this through her own experiences, that is, the brahmin’s wife, and indeed this
warning can have meaning only when spoken by her. In the Buddhist version
the speaker of this verse is the monk Matanga, but originally it would have been
spoken by the figure corresponding to Bhaddi (i.e., Ditthamangalikd), for a
story similar to the episode concerning Bhadda is still preserved in the introductory

story in the Jataka commentary (JA)>

§6. The Interpqlation of the Abhisambuddha-gathd (g. 10)

It was perhaps only natural that the Jataka narrator, whose recollection of the
content of the old prose sections was hazy, should have attributed the admonitory
sloka (g. 9) to Matanga, a former incarnation of the Buddha (bodhisatta). One
could also say that it was quite understandable that the Jataka narrator should
have imagined that after his admonition of the brahmin, Matanga miraculously
rose up in the air. As if to betray this, the new episode devised by the Jataka

narrator is described in the sole narrative verse in the MJ (g. 10) in the form of
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an abhisambuddha-gatha spoken by the Buddha:

g. 10 idam vatvana Matango isi saccaparakkamo
antalikkhasmin pakkami brahmandnam udikkhatam
Matahga, the seer striving after truth, upon having spoken thus,

Went up into the air as the brahmins watched.

It is quite intriguing that a fiction created by the Jataka narrator himself
should have been versified and given canonical sanction in this fashion, and it is
in fact this fanciful conceit on the part of the Jataka narrator (i.e., Matanga’s
levitation), originating in a misunderstanding of the §loka verse (g. 9), that
would seem to have been the basic cause of the major distortions in the subsequent
unfolding of the tale in the MJ. In the following we shall ascertain this fact by

retracing the changes made to the narrative in the MJ.

§§7-11. Vestiges of Changes to the Story
§7. Let us first consider a simple example. After Matanga’s rising up into the
air, the commentary describes how Mandavya and the other brahmins were
punished by the yakkha and other gods. The yakkha, who has not been mentioned
once up until now, here suddenly appears on the scene, and Ditthamangalika too
finally makes her first appearance in a verse section. Shocked at the pitiful sight
of her son Mandavya, she first asks the bystanders (JA: thita-jana) who was
responsible (g. 11), and on hearing the answer (g. 12) she realizes that it must
have been Matanga. She then questions the bystanders about his whereabouts
(gg. 13-14) and sets out in search of him.

That this drawn-out episode about her search for Matanga was created out of

necessity on account of Matanga’s levitation and the resultant shift in scene is
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evident from the relative recentness of the verses constituting the above dialogue
(gg. 11-14). For instance, the verse in which Ditthamangalika questions the
bystanders (g. 11) is identical fo her subsequent verse addressed to Matanga (g.
15), while the verse in which the bystanders describe Matanga’s appearance .(g.
12) is no more than a mere “imitation” of the verse in which the brahmin
initially described and ridiculed Matanga (g. 1=st. 6-7).* In addition, part of the
wording of the bystanders’ verse (g. 14d: saccappatififio isi sadhuriipo) has
similarities with parts of other secondary verses (g. 10b: isi saccaparakkamo; g.

16b: isayo sadhuripa; cf. §9).

§8. An Example of Balladization in Utt 12
The verse in the MJ in which Mandavya’s mother Ditthamangalika describes to
Matanga the pitiful spectacle of her son and asks whose doing it was (g. 15=g.

11) has correspondences with st. 29-30 in Utt 12.

Ditthamangalika

st. 29 avahediya pitthisauttamamge — g. 15 dvethitam pifthito uitamangam

pasariyd bahu akammacetthe baham pasareti akammaneyyam
nibbheriyacche®” rubiram vamante — setani akkhini yatha matassa
uddhammuhe niggayajihanette
st. 30 te pasariya khandiyakaithabhiie
} ko me imam puttam akdsi evam -
vimano visanno aha mahano so
isim pasaei sabhariyao

hilam ca nindam ca khamdha bhante

Although st. 29-30 take the form of narrative description, it is to be surmised

that originally they were conversational verses like g. 15. For example, if we
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consider the final pdda of st. 29, the compound wiggayajihanette (‘eyes and
tongue protruding’) closely resembles in both content and wording nibbherivacche
(‘eyes protruding’?) in pdda-c,* and it is also evident that uddhammuhe (‘face
upturned”) is another expression for the young men’s posture presumably described
by the difficult pdda-a (avahediva pitthisauttamamge).” The character of this
final pdda would suggest that the redactor of the Utt, intent on producing a
ballad consisting solely of canonical verses and with a view to providing the
context (speaker) of st. 29 and st. 31, which were probably spoken by the same
speaker, changed the final pada of the former verse into the third person, composed
st. 30ab, and to offset this added the two exftra extant pddas by the simple
method of referring to the wording of the older verses. Only st. 30d (Aflam ca
nindam ca khamaha bhante) is in conversational style, and this too is nothing
mote than a supplementary pada produced with reference to st. 31b (jam hiliya
tassa khamaha bhante). Thus the process whereby the redactor of the Utt set
about creating a ballad is quite clear.

Originally st. 29 was probably a conversational verse spoken by the brahmin
and eﬁded with a pdda similar to g. 15d. However, although Ditthamarngalikd’s
query about who had harmed her son in g. 15d (ko me imam puttam alkdasi evam)
would seem to form a credible exchange together with Matanga's reply that it
was the yakkhas (g. 16d), originally, as will be shown in §10 below, another
verse (g. 19) would have come before g. 16, and therefore this conversational
format is questionable. It is to be surmised that the original pada corresponding
to st. 29d would perhaps have been an expression of grief on the part of the
brahmin as he described the pitiful sight of the young men. It was presumably
because it was an expression of grief rather than a simple question as in g. 15d

that when it was transformed into a narrative verse by the Jaina redactor for the
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purposes of balladization, it was able to be reworded as follows in st. 30:

st. 30ab  te pasiya khandiyakatthabhiie
vimano visanno aha mahano so
Seeing that they had become like logs of wood,
The brahmin became distressed and dejected.

§9. Three verses in Utt 12 (st.. 31-33) show a complicated correspondence with

four verses in the MJ (gg. 16-19).

(Ruddadeva) st. 31 g. 16 (Matanga)
(Bala) w32 {® g. 17 (Ditthamangalik)
cd g. 18 (Matanga)

(Ruddadeva) st. 33 g. 19 (Ditthamangalika)

The four verses in the MJ are said to have been a “speech and counterspeech”
(JA: vacana-pativacana) between Mitanga and Ditthamangalika, but they have
been augmented, and it is to be surmised that oﬁgina]ly there were only three
verses, as in the Jaina version. This is because the two verses spoken by the
monk Matanga (gg. 16, 18) correspond in the following manner with the single

verse spoken by the monk Bala (st. 32).

st. 32a puwvim ca inhim ca andgayam ca g. 18a fadeva hi etarahi ca mayham

b manappadose na me aithi koi b manopadoso mama n’atthi koci

c putto ca te vedamadena matto

d attham na janati adhicca vede

c jakkhd hu vey&vadiyam karenti  g. 16a yakkhd have sanii mahanu-
bhava

b anvagatd isayo sadhuriipa

o

te dutthacittam kupitam viditva




d tamhd hu ee nihayd kumara d yakkha hi te puttam akamsu

evam

Let us consider the correspondence between st. 32c (jakkha hu veyavadiyam
karenti) and g. 16ab (yakkhd have santi mahanubhdva/ anvagata isayo sadhu-
riipd). The former is succinct and plain in meaning: “The yakkhas do indeed
perform service.” In the case of the latter, on the other hand, the commentary
misinterprets the word anvagatd (°ti anugatd isayo sadhuriipd gunasampannd i
evam janamand ti aitho)™ and tries to read the two pddas as a single sentence,
but this is of course inadmissible. The word anvagata- should be understood in
accordance with its general meaning and usage (CPD: ‘followed [or protected]
by [instr.]’), and these two padas form two convoluted sentences which should
be translated as in the PTS translation: “Goblins there are, whose might and
power is great, who follow sages, beautiful to see.”” Thus the Buddhist version
does not differ measurably in meaning from the Jaina version, and the only
difference between the two is that, in contrast to the succinctness of st. 32¢, g.
16ab consists of two convoluted sentences and contains unnecessary modifiers
(mahanubhava, [isayo] sadhuriipd). When we consider the correspondence be-
tween yakkha have... (g. 16a) and jakkhd hu ve-... (st. 32c), have (‘indeed,
certainly’) calls to mind a single-syllable (7) indeclinable (k25 or A#) which
would originally have been the third syllable, while the -ve of have might even
suggest that the Pali veyyavatikam (Ostsprache: veyyavatiyam)™ had originally
- occupied the rest of the pada.

It is thus evident that g. 16ab would originally have constituted a single pada
as in st. 32c. Likewise, g. 18cd, which has no parallel in the Jaina version, may
be assumed to have originally been in the second person and included in the

earlier exchange between the monk and the brahmin, that is, in g. 7ab, which
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corresponds to st. 15ab (tubbhe ttha bho bharadhard giranam/ attham na janeha
ahijja vee) in the Jaina version. (The current form of g. 7ab is a mechanical
repetition of g. 6ab.) In this manner a single verse comparable to st. 32 can be
recovered from g. 18ab and g. 16abd, and it is clear that the current four-verse

exchange originally consisted of three verses.

§10. Next I wish to take up for consideration the correspondences between st.
32ab and g. 18ab. St. 32a (puwvim ca inhim® ca andgayam ca) offers no metrical
problems, and with regard to its content too it is quite natural for the monk to
declare at this point that he harbours no anger “in the past, in the present, or in
the future” in response to the brahmin’s statement in the preceding verse that
“saints are not inclined to wrath” (st. 31d: na Au muni kovapard havanti).* As
for g. 18a (tadeva hi etarahi ca mayham), on the other hand, the long 7 in 47 and
etarahi is the result of emendations by Fausbgll for metrical reasons, and in
actual fact all the manuscripts and 5B° have ki etarahi. In other words, this
pada is, metrically speaking, quite irregular. Next, what does it actually mean
when it says, “truly [nor] then [nor] now in me...”? The JA explains it as
follows: “O Ditthamangalika, at that time (fadd) when your son abused me...and
now (efarahi) when you ask for forgiveness, I have no thought of anger towards
him.”* As can be inferred from this interpretation, the above phrase can only be
understood if one assumes that the scene of the conversation has shifted from
the brahmin’s alms-hall and also to a different point in time.

St. 32b (manappadoso na me atthi koi) and g. 18b (manopadoso mama n’
atthi koci) are almost identical, the only differences being in the pronoun (me/
mama) and word order.”” Therefore, the word mama in g. 18b may be deemed

authentic, but how is one to explain its duplication with mayham in g. 18a? It is
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clearly the latter that is redundant, and it is probably no more than an addition
made metri causa when the pdda was modified.

The changes to g. 18ab can be ascertained in the above fashion, and if these
two padas may be restored to a form originally similar to st. 32ab, then the
verse preceding it in content must be g. 19 (=st. 31). It may therefore be
assumed that the four verses gg. 16-19 were originally three verses in the order

g. 19 (=st. 31)—g. 18ab+g. 16abd (=st. 32)—g. 17 (=st. 33).

§11. The brahmin priest Ruddadeva, realizing that the person before him is a
great renunciant, declares his veneration for him (st. 33, 34ab) and offers him
food (st. 34cd, 35ab). The passage in which he offers the monk food (35ab)

matches g. 20ab in the Pali version.

st. 35a imam ca me atthi pabhityam g. 20a idafi ca mayham uttitthapindam

annam
b tam bhumjasii amha anugga- b Mandavyo bhuijatu appapaiivio,
hattha
~_c: badham ti padicchai bhatta- ¢ vakkha ca te nam na vihe;‘ha-—
panam yeyyum
d masassa ii paranae mahappa d putto ca te hohiti so arogo.

As was noted earlier, the conclusion to the tale here presented in the Pali
version is quite different from thét in the Jaina version. In contrast to the natural
ending in the latter, in which the brahmin offers the monk food, the monk
ironically offers the brahmin food (‘leftovers’), entrusting it to the latter’s mother.

Now, initially when he had asked for food at the sacrifice-enclosure (alms-hall)
of the brahmin (Ruddadeva/ Mandavya), the monk (Bala/ Matariga) had pointed
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out that there was plenty of food and that it should be shared among and

consumed by all people.

st. 10a viyarijjai khajiai bhujjal ya* g. 2a annam tava idam pakatam
yasassi
b arnnam pabhiiyam bhavayanam b tam khajjare bhufijare piyyare
eyam ca

In response, the brahmin (Ruddadeva/ Mandavya) maintains that it has been

prepared solely for brahmins and refuses to give any to the monk.

st. 11a wvakkhadam bhoyand g. 3a annam mama idam pakatam
mahananam brahmananam
b attatthiyam siddham b attatthaya saddahato mama
ihegapaliham™ idam

When one considers the flow (and wording) of this conversation, one realizes
just how appropriate the brabmin’s words in the Jaina version cited earlier (st.
35ab) are as a retraction of his above words.

In contrast, g. 20ab in the Pali version has undergone some secondary changes.
For instance, the metre of g. 20a (ida#i ca mayham uttitthapindam) is irregular
and missing one syllable. The cause of this metrical defect is without doubt the
compound uttitthapindam occupying the final five syllables.

Likewise, the metre of g. 20b (Mandavyo bhufijatu appapa#iFio) is also irregular
and is again missing one syllable. This syllabic deficiency is due to the fact that
Fausbgll deemed the word preceding Mandavyo in the various manuscripts (C*
tam; C% ta-; B*: tava [=B°S°]) superfluous and omitted it, but it is evident from
the Jaina version (fam bhumjasi amha apuggahatthd) that tam (CY) is genuine.

This means that the irregular metre is more likely due to the word Mandavyo
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(fam [Mandavyo] bhufja-...).”

The above proves that g. 20 has been changed. If we now consider the
indeclinable ca in ida#i ca... (g. 20a), it cannot conceivably have any structurally
important function in this verse. On the other hand, the ca in the corresponding
imam ca... (st. 35a) does have an important function. In the foregoing st. 33
(—the more recent $loka of st. 34 may be ignored) the brahmin has declared his
faith in the monk and then in this verse he offers hlm food, and thus this ca acts
as an indispensable conjunction linking st. 33 and st. 35, both spoken by the
same person. (In thié sense too the secondary nature of st. 34 is evident.) The
true character of the meaningless ca in the Pali version should now be clear. It is
to be surmised, in other words, that it lost its original function as a conjunction
because, in the course of changes to the story, the preceding verse became g. 19
spoken by Ditthamangaliki (originally g. 17) and this verse was attributed to
Matanga.

The second half of st. 35 is a narrative stanza informing us that the monk
accepted the food, and it is completely unrelated to the second half of g. 20. But
the above facts alone should make it quite clear that, contrary to Charpentier’s
assertion, the motif of the Pali version, according to which the monk Matanga
offers his leftover food in order to drive away the yakkhas, cannot possibly
represent the original story.”

In the Pali version, the brahmin Mandavya does not figure in the exchange of
verses in the second half, and he is treated merely as a third person (i.e.,
Ditthamangalika’s son [puta])” in the conversation between his mother Dittha-
maﬁgaljkﬁ and the monk Matanga. This absence of the brahmin was brought
about by the shift in scene due to Matanga’s levitation, and this may also be

considered to have been a reason that the Pali version had to arrive at such a
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bizarre ending.

Concluding Remarks
Our above comparative examination has shown that differences in a tale’s mode
of transmission can also exert considerable influence on the actual content of
the transmitted story.

A literary work of a distinctive form which we provisionally term ‘Akhyana’
has, as was noted in §1, been canonized and handed down by slightly different
methods in the two versions considered here. In the case of the Pali version,
which has vested only the conversational verses with canonical dignity and has
left the prose supplements, lacking fixed wording, outside the canon, it was
mevitable that any memory of the prose sections would be lost and that conse-
qﬁently misunderstandings concerning the context and speakers of the verses
would arise. We have seen in the above how, as a result of this, the Pali narrator
misunderstood the narrative and to what degree he was compelled to make
numerous changes and alterations. It is in the second half that the unfolding of
the story evidences major differences with the Jaina version, and there are no
great differences in the first half. This is probably because the speakers and
context of the verses making up the conversation between the monk and the
brahmin in the first half could be readily understood without any supplementary
prose passages. The comparison with the Jaina version could be said to apprise
us of this state of affairs.

The simplicity of the Jaina version gives the strong impression of its being in
harmony with more archaic verses, and it is a tale of how a canddla renunciant
succeeded in gaining recognition as an eminent monk.* It is to be imagined that

the Pali tale too was originally the story of a simple and earnest candala renunciant.
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Our above observations have been premised on the assumption that the stuff
matter of the two works was an Akhyana, and I do not believe that there is any
problem in making such an assumption, for the narrative with which we have
dealt here conforms with Oldenberg’s definition of the Akhyana: “a type of
narrative..., wherein, inside a general framework of prose, there appear, in
emphasized passages, especially in the more important speeches and replies,

verses.”™®

Abbreviations

The abbreviations of the editions of the Uttarajjhdya used here (except Charpen-
tier’s edition given in n. 2) are as follows:

D Edited with Devendra’s Vriti (Ahmedabad, 1939)

K Edited with Kamalasamyama’s 77ka (3 vols.; Agra, 1923-27)

Bh Edited with Bhavavijaya’s Vreti (Bhavnagar, 1917)

p Edited with Priyadar§ini’s Tika (4 vols.; Ahmedabad, 1959-61)

UttC Edited with Jinadasaganimahattara’s Cirni (Ratlam, 1933)

Sa Suttagame (new Sthanakvasi edition; Gurgaon, 1954)
All other abbreviations, unless otherwise noted, follow A Critical Pali Dictionary

(CPD; Copenhagen, 1948), “Epilegomena to Vol. 1.”
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NOTES

* This article is an expanded and more detailed version of my eatlier “Matanga-
jataka kenkyl noto™ Matanga-jataka #%% / — b (Research notes on the Matanga-
Jjataka), Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyn EIEZBEESE 26, no. 1 (1977), pp.
136-137, and “A Note on Uttarajjhaya 12 and Pali Matangajataka,” CASS Studies
5 (Pune: University of Poona, 1980), pp. 179-185. I have also taken up some
issues with which I was unable to deal on these earlier occasions.

1. As is widely known, the story of the Buddha’s former incarnation Matanga
appears in the Sardilakarndvadana (Sard.) in the Divyavadana (ed. S. Mukhopa-
dhyaya, Santiniketan, 1954). The corresponding Chinese translations are as fol-
lows: Mo-teng-ch’ieh ching BEFI#E (Taisho XXI, No. 1300, pp. 399¢-410b);
She-t’ou-chien t'ai-izu erh-shih-pa-hsti ching E¥EHEAF =+ \1E% (a.k.a. Hu-erh
ching FEEHE; Taisho XXI, No. 1301, pp. 410b-419¢). There ié. also a Tibetan
translation. The “story of the past” in the §ard. is the tale of TriSanku Matangaraja
(=bodhisattva), who also figures in a story in the Mulasarvastivadavinayavastu
(ed. S. Bagchi, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts, No. 16, pp. 68-69) and the corresponding
Chinese translation (Taishd XXIV, No. 1448, p. 58ab). But these two stories
differ considerably both in length and in content.

With regard to the former, Mukhopadhyaya writes that although the story on
which it is based is very old, it is not found in the Jatakas or anywhere in the
vast Pali literature (op. cit, “Introductory Note,” p. x). But there is a close
relationship between it and the story of the Mdmﬂga-jdtaka dealt with here (see
n. 21). Links with other early Buddhist texts (“Ambatthasutta” [DN iii, Vol. 1,
pp- 87-110], “Vasetthasutta” [Sn II.9]) can also be recognized. I intend to
discuss in detail on another occasion the question of how these early scriptures
negating the caste system are related to the formation of the “story of the past”

in the Sard.
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The Sard. and the story in the Milasarvastivadavinayavastu have both been
strongly influenced by the legend of Tridanku (Satyavrata) in the epics and
Puranas. On their influence on the Sard., for instance, see W. Zinkgraf, Vom
Divyavadana zur Avadana-Kalpalata. Fin Beitrag zur Geschichte eiﬁes Avadana,
Materialien zur Kunde des Buddhismus, Heft 21 (Heidelberg, 1940), pp. 10-11,
74. The story of Me‘ttaﬁga related in MBh 13 could be described as the epic
parallel, on which reference may be made to M. Hara, “Indra and Tapas” (Hara
Minoru JR 2, Koten Indo no kugyo H8t-1 > R OFELT [Tapas in the Mahabharata;
Tokyo: Shunjiisha F#ctt, 1979], pp. 473-495), p. 487, n. 8. '

Issues surrounding the Matangas in Buddhist texts have been discussed in
Miyasaka Yiisho =&, “MATANGA to Bukkys” MATANGA &{A# (The
Matangas and Buddhism), in Okuda Jio sensei kiju kinen Bukkyo shisé ronshi
BAFENEEESTEAHKEHRE (Collected articles on Buddhist thought in
commemoration of the 77th birthday of Professor Okuda Jio; Kyoto: Heirakuji
Shoten F#35EJE, 1976). They are also treated, and various sources cited, in
Sakauchi Tatsuo KNEEHE, “Matanga ni tsuite” <—F A2 DWT (On the
Matangas), 1-3, Ashura FEZE, n.s., 11-13 (Oct.-Dec. 1977), pp. 1-3, pp. 4-8,
pp. 4-7.

2. Jarl Charpentier, “Studien iiber die indische Erzdhlungsliteratur 2,” ZDMG
63, pp. 171-188; id., The Uttarddhyayanasiitra, Archives d’Etudes Orientales,
Vol. 18, no. 2 (Uppsala, 1922), pp. 323-327. In the former of these two studies,
Charpentier points out parallels between Utt 12-14 and J 497, 498 & 509.

3. One of these is his characterization as a person possessed of mystical or
magical powers. One of the gems of Buddhist literature is the story describing
how the canddla maiden Prakrti falls in love with the Buddha’s disciple Ananda
(—although related as the “story of the present” in the Sard., it would seem to

have been an independent tale from early times, and there are numerous Chinese
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translations), and it is common knowledge that a Matanga woman who uses
magic figures in this story. This occurs in the passage where Prakrti’s mother
employs magic on her daughter’s behalf in order to seduce Ananda. A somewhat
similar motif in non-Buddhist literature can be found, for example, in the following
story appearing in the Vasudevahindi, a Jaina work of narrative literature. Once
Vaéudeva fell in love with Nilajasa, a canddla maiden of the Mayanga tribe.
Her mother asks Vasudeva to marry Nilajas3, but out of deference to appearances
he refuses, whereupon the mother devises a plan. She dispatches a veyala, who
succeeds in bringing back Vasudeva, and he is then made to marry Nilajasa. It
turns out that the Mayanga maiden and her mother were in fact vijjghara. (Muni
Caturvijaya and Muni Punyavijaya, eds., Vasudevahindi [Bhavnagar: Shri Jain
Atmanand Sabha, 1930-31], pp. 156-181 [*“Nilajasalambha]) Since this story is
also found in the Brhatkathdslokasamgraha (Chap. XX: “Ajinavati 1abha™) (al-
though a preta rather than a veyala is dispatched), its origins are very old, and it
may even gb back to the lost Brhatkatha.

In the Matanga-jataka, Matanga’s possession of magical powers is shown
most strikingly in the episode in which he counters the curse of the brahmin
ascetic Jatimanta by using his magical powers to prevent the sun from rising (J
1V, p. 387,17 26-p. 389, I 12; cf. Cariyapitaka 2.7: “Matanga-cariya”), and his
preventing of the sunrise is especially intriguing since it is suggestive of an
eclipse. In Buddhist Tantric texts, the spells of Matarnigas (or Brahmﬁ) are said to
be capable of causing the sun and moon to fall to the earth (Miyasaka, op. cit.).
In addition, the Mang people in present-day India, commonly recognized as the
descendants of the Matangas of ancient times, preserve the custom of begging at
times of a solar or lunar eclipse, and according to Russell this is based on their
belief that Rahu and Ketu, who figure in Hindu mythology (and are believed to
cause eclipses), are both Mangs (R.V. Russell, Tribes and Castes offhe Central
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Provinces [London, 1916], Vol. IV, p. 184).
4. Tt is important to note that the Jaina version is not presented as the tale of a
Matanga, as is the Pali version, but certain links with Matangas can be found in
the prose introductory story in Devendra’s Prakrit commentary. For instance,
the candala who left home to become an eminent monk is referred to as mayanga-
maharisi, and there is also quoted the following verse (source unknown):

suro vi kukkuro hoi, ramko rdya vijayae.

dio vi hoi mayango, samsare kammadosao.

(D, p. 173a,ll. 3-4)
Even a god becomes a dog, even a king becomes a beggar,
Even a brahmin becomes a candala, because of faults of actions in this
world.

But in these examples appearing in Devendra’s commentary the word mayarga
does not have the associations of a particular tribe, and like candala it would
seem to be a general term for ‘untouchables’. Rephrasing with words of similar
meaning is one of the distinctive features of Devendra’s commentary. The canddla
who is the hero -of the Jaina version of our story is called Hariesa-Bala. On the
tribe known as Hariesa (=Harikesa: ‘fair-haired’), see Charpentier, ZDMG 63, p.
173, n.1; id., Paccekabuddha-geschichten, pp. 161-163.
5. Ludwig Alsdorf, “Uttarajjhaya Studies,” ILJ VI (1962-63), pp. 110-136, esp.
128-133 (Kleine Schrifien, pp. 225-251).
6. There are no noteworthy studies apatt from those by Charpentier and Alsdorf,
but a brief comparison of the two versions together with the author’s impressions
can be found in A.M. Ghatage, “A Few Parallels in Jain and Buddhist Works,”
ABORI XVII (1936), pp. 340-350. Here Ghatage suggests that the simple and
earnest Jaina version is probably closer to the original story.

7. JOI 13 (1963-64), pp. 195-207 (Kleine Schrifien, pp. 36-48). Prior to this,
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Oldenberg’s Akhyana theory had been supported almost exclusively by material
from the Pali Jatakas, but in this article Alsdorf takes up for consideration
several tales from the Utt and, pointing out that these too, while of a different
literary type, were, like the Jatakas, originally based on Akhyanas, he recognizeé
them as further evidence supporting the validity of Oldenberg’s theory. Charpen-
tier, on the other hand, although undertaking research on the narrative chapters
of the Utt, was opposed to the Akhyana theory (cf. M. Winternitz, 4 History of
Indian Literature, Vol. 1, p. 102) and képt silent about the connections between
his research and this theory, but it is interesting to note that Oldenberg himself
realized from an early stage through his reading of Charpentier’s research that
the narrative chapters of the Utt could provide supplementary material for his
theory; cf. JPTS 1912, p. 35, n. 3; pp. 36-37, n. 2.

8. There is one exception to this, namely, g. 10, presented as an abhisambuddha-
gatha, on which see §6 below. The final verse (g. 24) is also a narrative stanza,
but it appears only in editions that include the Atthavannana and was originally
non-canonical.

9. It consists of a total of 47 verses, but the last ten conversational verses (st.
38-47) were probably originally a separate work (or a fragment thereof) (cf. SN
VIL.1.9: “Sundarika™; Vol. I, pp. 167-170), and if we exclude these, we are left
with 37 verses, of which 14%4 are narrative in content. Even among the conversa-
tional verses there are some in which the speaker’s “recollections” are in effect
a summary of the prose narrative; see §5 below.

10. At the end of the introductory story, the commentaries state that “the remaining
story should be understood on the basis of the sitra” (Sesakathanakam sitrad
evdvaseyam). This format is also carried over into literary works other than
commentaries on the Utt, and in Chap. 32 of the dkhyanakamanikosa-Vrtti

(Prakrit Text Series 5, 1962) by Amradeva (12th. cent.), for instance, which

(26)



records the story of Hariesa-Bala, the narrative is discontinued with the words
“the rest too should Likewise be known from the scripture (Sruta)” (v. 30: suygo
sesam pi taha neyam).

The later commentators on the Uit from Devendra onwards generally present

the story in the comﬁentmy in Sanskrit verse of their own fancy. Even in prose
tales in D there is already a certain amount of versification in addition to quoted
verses. At any rate, unlike the Atthavanpand of the Pali Jatakas, the Jaina
commentaries tell the story in the preferred language and style of the commentator
and his times, and as is noted by Alsdorf (JOI 13, p. 204), this suggests the last
reflection of an ancient custom in which the wording of the prbse pottions of the
story was left to the discretion of the individual narrator.
11. As regards the Matanga in the “Vasala-sutta” (Sn L7, vv. 136-137), in the
story outlined in the commentary Paramaithajotika (Pj; I, Part 1, pp. 184-185)
shé is not the daughter of a merchant (sefthi) but of a brahmin (brahmana), and
the same applies to the account given in the Milindapariha (Mil., p. 123, 1. 19);
cf.JIV,p. 390,71 11-p. 391, L 4.

The story of Matanga presented in the Pj maintains the format of a birth-story
and preserves the entire story except for the verse sections. There are, moreover,
several further differences between it and the MJ apart from that noted above.
For example, when Matanga approaches the brahmin’s alms-hall, the MJ intro-
duces the motif of ‘disguise’, but in the Pj the unsightliness of the hero’s
appearance is mentioned already at the outset (rizpena duddasiko), and no delib-
erate disguise is necessary. In this regard at least the Pj version would seem to
be older. The story of the fall of the kingdom of Mejjha, found at the end of the
M]J, does not appear in the Pj, and it seems to me that this too is not so much an
omission in the Pj, but rather an addition in the MJ. The kingdom of Mejjha is

said to have been destroyed by the “gods™ angry at the killing of Matanga, but
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in related accounts found in other works the destruction of Mejjha is attributed
“to the anger of a “sage” (ML, p. 130; M. I, p. 378; Chung a-han ching H R
133 [Taisho I, No. 26, p. 630a]). In addition, as is pointéd out by Adikaram, the
author of the Pj mentions that the Jatakabhanakas differed ﬂom others in regard
to a detail in the story of Matanga, and this is of interest when considering the
relative age of the two versions; see E.-W. Adikaram, Early History of Buddhism
in Ceylon, or “State of Buddhism in Ceylon as Revealed by the Pali Commentaries
of the 5t Century A.D.” (Colombo, 1953 [repr.]), p. 31.
12. There is some confusion regarding the number of the monk’s interlocutors in‘
the dialogic section of the first half of Utt 12, and this is because the extent of
the delimitation of the speaker(s) in st. 4-5 is vague. At least when the redactor
of the Utt wrote the two verses st. 6-7 (on the basis of a verse similar to g. 1), it
was, I believe, only st. 6 that was subject to the delimitation of st. 4-5 as a verse
spoken by the brahmins, and it was probably with this intention that the single
verse was expanded into two verses. Evidence of this can be found in the fact
that there have survived in subsequent verses several readings in the singular,
indicating that it was the brahmin priest who was the monk’s chief interlocutor.
For instance, the word j@neha in st. 10, spoken by the monk, is given as °@hi in
variants B"2J used by Charpentier and in the editions which I have consulted
(DK SaP), while daldha in st. 12d reads °hi in BJKBh and °dahi in B'. Furthermore,

as regards amham in st. 13 (khettani amham viiyani loe), Jacobi’s interpretation

(“All the world knows that we are (as it were) the field...” [SBE XLV, p. 52])
ié, according to Alsdorf (/I VI, p. 131), mistaken, and amham is here used in
the singular (“I (not you!) know the fields in this world...”), as in the Pali
version (g. 5a: khettani mayham viditani loke).

13.ZDMG 63, p. 186.

14. In Charpentier’s edition this word appears in its stem form with no anusvara
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(and no variants are given), but all other editions have °yam, and the absence of
the anusvara is probably a mere misprint.

The word jayateya- is explained in the commentaries as *jatatejas (‘fire’ =
agni). But the intervocalic -#- is perhaps no more than a scribal feature, in which
case it could be read jayaeyam and equated with jatavedam (g. 9¢). On the
intervocalic -#- as a distinctive scribal feature of manuscripts of the Svetambaras,
see Ludwig Alsdorf, Les Etudes Jaina, Etat présent et tdches futures (Paris:
Collége de France, 1965), p. 87.

15. The sole genuine sloka in J 498/ Utt 13 consists of a half-sloka spoken by
the king Bambhadatta during his search for Citta, a friend from a former life,
and sung by the populace, and a half-§loka spoken by a monk (the former Citta)
so as to complete the king’s half-§loka. But in the extant Jaina version this §loka
has been expanded to two stanzas, which take the form of a recollection on the
part of the king, and it has lost its original form of a half-sloka meant to test the
monk and a half-§loka in reply. For further details, see Ludwig Alsdorf, “The
Story of Citta and Sambhiita,” in Felicitation Volume Presented to Prof. S.K.
Belvalkar (Benares, 1957), pp. 204-205 (Kleine Schriften, pp. 188-189).

16. For the same reasons Morris (JPTS 1891-93, p. 51) considers it to have been
‘originally plural.

17.J IV, p. 383, L 3 Cf. Jataka Stories IV, p. 239: “Revile a sage! to swallow
blazing fire as much avails,...”

18. On the instrumental plural in -, see Geiger §79.

19. The form padahasi could be described as a conflation born during the trans-
mission of the text. Cf. K.R. Norman, Elders’ Verses 1, p. 127 (Note on Thag
27). '

20. These parallels have already been pointed out by Charpentier (ZDMG 63, p.
178, n. 3). This type of aphoristic verse, describing folly and impossibility in
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terms of analogies, is also found in Jaina texts such as Dasaveyaliya 9.1.8-9.

21. After having been insulted by the merchant’s daughter Ditthamangalika, the
candala Matanga goes in retaliation to her home, lies down by the door, and
tenaciously seeks her hand in marriage. Fearful of the defilement that would
result from the death of a candala at his doorstep, her father relents and Matanga
finally gains Ditthamangalika. In the Jaina version, the canddla insulted by the
king’s daughter Bhadda is an ascetic, and it is a yakkha, his fervent follower,
who in retaliation devises the scheme of forcing her to marry the ascetic. The
latter of course refuses her, and so she is released and marries Ruddadeva, while
the yakkha comes to hold the ascetic in even greater esteem. It should be evident
that this Jaina version is more appropriate as the prologue to the story that
unfolds in the canonical verses. But what must be mentioned in this regard is the
tale related in the “story of the past” in the S&rd., in which the Matanga king
TriSanku (the bodhisattva) demands Prakrti, the daughter of the brahmin Puskar-
asarin, as the bride for his son Sardiilakarna and after negotiations acquires her.
Notwithstanding differences in plot, this has points in common with the Pali
version in that a candala named Matanga demands the hand of a high-ranking
woman in marriage. Tri§anku Matangaraja displays his knowledge of the various
branches of learning to the brahmin, and although the subject matter differs, this
too calls to mind the figure of Matanga refuting the brahmin, whom he criticizes,
saying, “He has studied the Vedas but does not know their meaning” (g. 18d:
attham na janati adhicca vede, cf. st. 15b).

22. Padas-be are identical, while pdda-a is similar (g. 12a: idhdgama samano
rummavasi, g. la: kuto nu dgacchasi rummavasi), and it is only pdda-d that
differs (g. 12d: so te imam puttam akasi evam; g. 1d: ko re tuvam hohisi
adakkhineyyo).

23. Charpentier’s edition has nijjhe® and Charpentier is at great pains to explain
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this word (Utt Comm., p. 326), but in light of other editions it would seem to be

a misreading of nibbhe®. Cf. my “MJ kenkyil ndto,” p. 134. The graphs for jjha

and bbha look very similar in the manuscripts.

24. The commentators explain nibbheriya- in terms of prasarita, and in the old
UttC it is replaced with nibbharitam/ nirgatam. It is perhaps a past participle

created from the causative of nir-vbhr (‘to take or draw out’), or else the past
participle (nir-*bhedita) of nir-vbhid (‘to put out’).

25. This pdda has traditionally been read as a single long compound (avahediya-
Ditthisauttamange). Through a comparison with the Pali version, Charpentier
surmises that it may originally have read avedhiya pitthio (1) uttamarnge (=Skt.
avestya prsthata uttamdngani). The posture thus described is probably one of
lying prostrate with the head twisted back. That at least is how the youths lying
on the ground are depicted in Fig. 40 in W. Norman Brown, Manuscript Illustra-

tions of the Uttaradhyayanasiitra, AOS 20 (New Haven, 1941).

26.J IV, p. 385, . 27-28. Cf. gacchami=janami, Pj 1, p. 19, Il. 1-2 & p. 196, II.

2-3 (CPD, p. 258).

21. Jataka Stories IV, p. 241.

28. According to Liiders, the -ika in this Pali word veyyd@vatika-, corresponding
to AMg. veyavadiya-, represents a mistransposition of the -iya in the hypothetical

*veyavativa of Eastern Prakrit (Heinrich Liiders, Beobachtunge::z tiber die Sprache
des buddhistischen Urkanons [Berlin, 19541, p. 84, §99).

29. On this unusual and interesting Prakrit form inhim/énhim, see S.M. Katre,
“Two Middle Indo-Aryan Words,” in S.M. Katre & D.K. Dode, eds., 4 Volume
of Eastern and Indian Studies Presented to Prof. F.W. Thomas on His 72nd
Birthday (Bombay, 1939), pp. 141-143 (esp. p. 141).

30. This corresponds to g. 19d: na panditd kodhabala bhavanti. The meaning of

kovapara-in the Jaina version is clear, but kodhabala- is difficult to comprehend.
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Alsdorf (IIJ VI, p. 132) conjectures that it represents a Pali mistranslation of the
Eastern Prakrit kodhavala (=Skt. krodha-para). This merits attention as important
evidence for the possibility that the prototype of our story may be tfaced back to
an original in protocanonical Eastern Prakrit.

31.J IV, p. 386, I 4-7: Ditthimangalike tadd tava puttassa mam akkosanakile
ca mayham manopadoso n’atthi etarahi ca tayi yadcamandya pi mama tasmim
manopadoso n’atthi yeva.

32. The variant na m’ atthi (C*) given by Fausbgll and na mam’ atthi (8% would
seem to support the word order of the Jaina version.

33. Charpentier reads viyarijjai khajjai bhujjai, but I follow Alsdorf (ILJ VI, p.
130) in adopting this reading of D. This is a reasonable reading both metrically
and grammatically speaking, and the final yq is also supported by other editions
(KSaPBh). Alsdorf has remarked that Charpentier’s text disregards metre (ibid.,
p- 110), and this is one of many such examples.

34. On the presumably corrupt original form of this pada, see Alsdorf, ibid., p.
131.

35. C° ta- is meaningless, while B” tava (=B°S°) allows the resolution of the first
syllable, but these variants too appris¢ us of the need for a syllable before
Mandavyo.

36. Charpentier asserts that the following two concluding narrative verses (st.
36-37) were also added by the Jains, and he bases this claim on the fact that st.
36 is in arya metre (ZDMG 63, p. 186). But as is stated by Alsdorf, there cannot
be the slightest doubt that, though irregular, this Verée is a tristubh. In addition,
the gods’ praising of the candala Bala for having accepted food from the brahmin,
alluded to in this verse, “is the indispensable introduction to the following
stanza (37,...) which cannot be missed as it sums up the gist of the whole

chapter” (Alsdorf, ibid., p. 133).
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37. This putta too is probably the result of a misunderstanding on the part of the
Jataka narrator. Firstly, it appears in the following padas: ko me imam putiam
akasi evam (g. 11d=g. 15d); so te imam puttam akasi evam (g. 124d); app’eva
nam puttam labhemu jivitam (g. 13d); yakkha hi te puttam akamsu evam (g.
16d); yakkha ca me puttam akamsu evam (g. 17a); anvagatd putta-sokena bhikkhu
(g. 17d); putto ca te vedamadena matto (g. 18c); putto ca te hohiti so arogo (g.
20d). These padas are either not found in the Jaina version, or else, if present,
show evidence of secondary changes. Next, among the above padas, puttam in
g. 16d is similar in meaning to kumara in the corresponding st. 32d (tamha ee
nihaya kumara), but here “youths” refers to the brahmin’s “disciples™ (pl. 6f
khandiya-, st. 18). The word corresponding to this khandiehim (Inst. pl.) in the
Pali version is the corrupt bhandakucchi of uncertain meaning. Upajotivo, Upa-
Jihayo and Bhandakucchi in g. 8, which Fausbgll capitalizes, are said to be the
“three gatekeepers” (tayo dovarika, JA), but this is a forced mterpretation by
Buddhists who no longer understood the meaning of these words. Cf. Alsdorf,
ibid., pp. 131-132. Now, in these circumstances, had the Jataka narrator séen the
word kumaram* (Acc. pl. -am; cf. Liiders, op. cit, §§196-219) in g. 15d (=g.
11d) or g. 16d, then it would have been not in the least surprising if, unable to
obtain a correct understanding because of changes to the story and the corruption
of g. 8, he had assumed that it was a singular noun referring to the brahmin and
had replaced it with the synonymous puttam. It was probably in this fashion, or
so it seems to me, that the Jataka narrator made the brahmin’s mother Matanga’s
interlocutor in the second half and so only just managed to establish the dramatis
personae and their interrelationships.

38. Of particular importance in the Jaina version when the candala gains recog-
nition as an eminent monk is the jakkha (Skt. yaksa, Pali yakkha) who appears

as a mystical and spiritual being. Here the jakkha is depicted as having two
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aspects—a “good” aspect as a being who reveres and serves the monk and a
.“frightening” aspect as a being who punishes those who malign or maltreat the
monk. There is evidence of both of these aspects in the Pé]i{ version too, but as a
whole greater emphasis is given to the latter aspect and the 'image_ of an “evil
being” is stronger. On changes in the character of the yakkha, see Nakamura
Hajime HHIT, Genshi Bukkyd no shisé IRia{L\# D B (The thought of primitive
Buddhism), Vol. 2 (Selected Works, Vol. 14; Tokyo: Shunjiisha, 1971), pp.
154-196.

39. JPTS 1912, p. 19.



A Comparative Study of the Pali Mdranga-jitaka and the Jaina Version:
The Debate between the Brahmin and the Monk about “Alms™

The tale of the canddla monk’ (J 497: Matanga-jataka; Utt 12: “Hariesijja”) to
be considered here is one of a group of tales shared by the Pali Jatakas and the
Jaina Uttarajihdya.” When Charpéntier first discovered this group of correspond-
ing stories, he wrote that they could be assumed to be based on an old “collection
of stories,”” and it is true that some unusual correspondences, such as would
permit such a supposition, can be recognized in these tales. Of course, we have
no way of apprising ourselves of the overall makeup of this “collection of
stories,” but it would seem possible to draw at least some inferences about its
character from a number of points which these corresponding works clearly
have in common. For instance, with regard to their content, they are all stories
that exto] renunciants and sing the praises of the ideals of the renunciant. In
addition, an examination of the language of the verses that correspond word-for-
word (Pali and Old Ardha-Magadhi) clearly suggests that these works were
originally recournted or sung in a dialect of Eastern India,’ and there are also
clear points in common regarding their metre.” Furthermore these works, which
all draw on the so-called Akhyana literature of ancient India,® share the same
literary form, although in the Jaina works this has for reasons of convenience
been changed to the balladic form.” Such are the main features that these works
have in common, and it could be said that they are all important points that
should be borne in mind when comparing these works and attempting to discover
the archetypes of either the story or the text of the individual works.

In an earlier article I took up for consideration the second half of the canonical
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version of the tale of the candila monk, and through a comparison with the
Jaina version I clarified in particular the reasons for the unusual tale® that unfolds
in the Buddhist version (hereafter: “Study I”). I believe that at least the main
gist of the arguments that I put forward on that occasion was not mistaken, and
here I wish to go back and consider the first half of the story. This consists
primarily of a dialogue between a brahmin priest and a monk who has come
begging for food, and it could be characterized as a debate between the brahmin
and the monk about “alms.” However, because of restrictions on space, in the
following I shall probe the Akhyana archetype, comparing the two versions and
focussing in particular on the relationship between the padas exchanged between
the two protagonists. For the base text of the Jaina version I have used Charpentier’s
edition, but I have corrected it where possible, and these corrections have been
indicated in the notes. The original verses have not been translated except when
this was felt to be absolutely necessary. The designations “Verse 1,” “Verse 2,”
etc., refer to the verses in the archetype. All abbreviations follow those used in

“Study L.”

81. The Introductory Slokas (Formation of the Ballad in the Jaina Version)

st. 1 sovagakulasambhiio gunuttaradharo muni,
hariesabalo nama asi bhikkhii jiindio.

st. 2 iriesanabhdsae uccarasamiisu va,
jao dyananikkheve samjao susamdahio.

st. 3 managutto vayagutto kayagutto jiindio,
bhikkha_z‘_thd bambhaijjammi Jannavade uvaithio

st. 4 fam pasitinam ejjantam favena parisosiyam,
pantovahiuvagaranam uvahasanti andriya.
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st. 5 jaimayapadithaddha himsaga ajiindiya,

abambhacarino bald imam vayanam abbavi.

In the Pali version, the account of the starting point of the story, according to
which a monk visited the sacrifice-enclosure (alms-hall) of a brahmin in order
to beg for food, is given only in the prose commentary, but in the Jaina version
it is summarized in verse so as to create a narrative (i.e., ballad) within the
canonical text,” and it is placed at the very start (st. 1-5). To be more precise, we
are given a brief description of the main character’s background and are also
introduced to the speakers of the first conversational verse (st. 6), that is, the
brahmins in the sacrifice-enclosure. The delimitation of the speakers here is
ambiguous in that it would also seem to define the speaker(s) of st. 7, and in fact
this ambiguity leads to confusion regarding grammatical ‘number’ in the suc-
ceeding conversational verses, examples of which will be seen below. The
introductory slokas by the Jaina redactor contain Jainist technical terms (five
samii and three gutti), while linguistically speaking the frequent use of the
notninative singular in -o (with no variants) is also distinctive, and the secondary

character of these verses is quite obvious.

§2. Verse 1 (st. 6acd, st. 7a=g. 1)

The first matching verses in the two versions are the two verses spoken by the
brahmins (st. 6 spoken by the brahmins and st. 7 spoken by the priest) and the
single verse spoken by the alms-giver Mandavya (g. 1).
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st. 6 kayare dgacchai dittariive g. 1 kuto nu dgacchasi rummavdsi

kale vigarale phokkanase, otallako pamsupisacako va
omacelae pamsupisayabhiie / samkdracolam patimucca kanthe,
samkiraditsam'® parivariya kam‘he/ ko re tuvam hosi'' adakkhineyyo
st. 7 ko re tuvam iya adamsanijje

kae va asa’ iham dgoao si,

omacelaya pamsupisdyabhityd

gaccha kkhalahi kim iham thio si.

But strictly speaking, as can be seen in the above, four pddas of st. 6-7
correspond to the four padas of g. 1. Alsdorf’s view that the two verses of the

Jaina version have been “secondarily puffed up”"

can be corroborated by dem-
onstrating the secondary nature of the remaining four padas, whiqh have no
parallels in the Pali stanza. Firstly, it is to be surmised that st. 6b (kéle vigarale
phokkarase), which is metrically defective by one syllable, was inspired by the
word pamsu-pisaya (=Skt. pamsu-pisaca) in the next pada (st. 6c¢), for the
meaning of each of the words tallies closely with the appearance of the pisaca
as conceived of by Jains."” Next, the interrogative sentence represented by st. 7b
(kde va dsa’ iham dgao si) could be compared with g. 1a (kuto nu dgacchasi...)
with respect to its grammatical person and the content of the question (reason,
objective). But since the Iatter clearly corresponds to st. 6a (kayare dgacchai...),
which occupies the same position, st. 7b does not in fact have any parallel in the
Pali version. Furthermore, since the entire verse containing the monk’s reply to
the question in this pada (st. 9d: annassa atthd tham dgao mi) may be considered
a secondary verse (see §4), the pdda demanding this answer can also not be

original. Next, the only difference between st. 7c (omacelayd pamsupisdyabhiiyad)

and the foregoing st. 6¢ lies in the case endings (Voc. -d/ Nom. -e), and since g.
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1b (otallake™ pamsupisdcako va) would suggest that Nom. -e is to be preferred,
the secondary charactef of st. 7c is evident.” Lastly, kim... in st. 7d (gaccha
kkhalahi kim iham thio si) is later repeated by the brahmin in st. 11d, and since
st. 11 has a parallel in the Pali version (g. 3), the authenticity of st. 11d, at least
regarding its position, is beyond doubt (see §8).

In this manner, the secondary nature of all the padas without parallels in the
Pali version is revealed, and it may therefore be deemed certain that the other
four padas originally formed a single verse. If that is so, then the original verse,
like the corresponding verse in the Pali version, would have been addressed
directly to the monk as he approached the sacrifice-enclosure, in which case the
use of the third person in st. 6a is naturally suspect. Furthermore, since the
interrogative “who?” (kayare) is reiterated in the question posed in st. 7a (ko re
fuvam [mss. JDBhKSaP: kayare tumam]), which would originally have been the
fourth pada, it too is out of place. Therefore, as is suggested by Alsdorf,' the
interrogative “why?” (kuto nu) found in the Pali version is more appropriate,
and this point will be confirmed below (§4).

| The expansion of the original single verse into two verses in the Jaina version
would seem to be the result of the insertion of an extra pada (st. 6b) by the Jaina
redactor in order to describe the monk’s appearance in greater detail. This can
be inferred from the fact that three padas (st. Tbed) were added solely to counter-
balance the consequences of his attempt to deal as expediently as possible with
the discrepancy that resulted from this interpolation.” Moreover, since the first
verse, now changed to the third person, is not a direct question, it was probably
identified not as the words of the priest, but as the derisive words of the brahmins.
The identification of the speakers in the introductory slokas (st. 4-5) would

seem to have been originally necessitated by a need to identify the speaker of st.
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6 owing to the above circumstances. The identity of the speaker of st. 7, on the
other hand (which is indeed difficult to grasp from the canonical text and may in
fact have been misunderstood), would probably not have required any explanation
for those who had been listening to the narrative which had up until this point

been related in prose.

§3. The Monk’s Spokesman: Does the Mystical Yakkha “Tarnish the Story”?

On seeing an unsightly and ill-clad man approaching, the brahmin priest uttered
Verse 1, asking the man who he was and why he had come in a manner that
made obvious his displeasure. This then led to a dialogue between the priest and
the monk. But before dealing with this, we must touch on the monk’s spokesman
who figures in the Jaina version. That is to say, in the narrative verse st. 8 it is
explained that the monk’s following words (st. 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17) are spoken
by a yakkha who has made himself invisible.

st. 8 jokkhe'® tahim tinduyarukkhavasi
anukampao tassa mahamunissa,
pacchdyaittd niyagam sariram

imdaim vayandim udaharittha.

It goes without saying that this verse of narrative description was added by
the Jaina redactor. But it is nonetheless open to gquestion whether or not if can
simply be excluded because it “tarnishes the story,” as asserted by Charpentier,”
for its assumiptions would not be in the least out of place in this story.

In the second half of the story the brahmin, having grown furious as a result
of his conversation with the monk, orders his underlings to beat the monk and

drive him away (Verse 8: st. 18=g. 8). Disregarding the warning given by the
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priest’s wife (Verse 9: st. 26=g. 9), the young brahmins assault the monk,
whereupon they are suddenly beaten by some unknown entity and immediately
find themselves on the verge of death. The priest, describing their sorry state,
grieves for them (Verse 10: st. 29=g. 11) and begs the monk to contain his anger
and show leniency (Verse 11: st. 31=g. 19). Upon learning from the monk’s
reply (Verse 12: st. 32=g. 18b, 16abd) that it was the doing of a yakkha who
reveres the monk, the priest realizes that he is in fact a sage of uncommon
accomplishments. He then repents of his former wrongdoing, takes refuge in the
monk (Verse 13: st. 33=g. 17), and finally offers the monk food (Verse 14: st.
35=g. 20). Although the Buddhist version of this tale has been conspicuously
altered, the gist of the second half of the story, based on a comparison of the
two versions, is as outlined above (see “Study I”). That the presence of the
yakkha goes back to the original Akhyana is shown by the monk’s words common
to both versions (st. 32cd: jakkhd hu veyavadiyam karenti, tamhd hu ee nihayd
kumara, g. 16abd: yakkha have...yakkha hi te puttam akamsu evam [cf. “Study
1,” §9)). In the Jaina version, the monk here opens his mouth for the first time,
and in order to dispel the priest’s misapprehension that the young brahmins
have found themselves on the verge of death on account of his own anger, he
explains that it was in actual fact the yakkha's doing. The mystical and spiritual

yakkha is in fact an “invisible”®

character of such importance that the narrative
would not make sense without him. Therefore, how could it be asserted that this
unfolding of the plot, in which the yakkha assumes the role of the monk in the
dialogue with the brahmin in the first half and the taciturn monk reluctantly
speaks for the first time in the second half, “tarnishes the story”? I would

instead suggest that there is perhaps a strong possibility that st. 8 preserves the

content of the prose in the Akhyana archetype.
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§84-7. Verse 2 (st. 10=g. 2)
§4
st. 9 samano aham samjao bambhayari
virao dhanapayanapariggahdo,
parappavittassa u bhikkhakdle
annassa afthd iham dgao mi.
st. 10 viyarijjai khajjai bhujjai ya*

g. 2 annam tava idam™ pakatam yasassi,
annam pabhityam bhavaydna%\ tam khajjare bhuvijare piyyare ca,
eyam,
Ja@neha me jayanajivinu tti Janasi tvam paradattipajivim,

sesavasesam labhail tavassi. uttitthapindam labhatam sapiako.

St. 9, which appears only in the Jaina version, is clearly a secondary verse.
For instance, st. 9a (samano aham...) would at first sight seem to be a clear

reply to st. 7a (ko re tuvam...), but the real answer to the question “Who are

you?” should be sought in the next verse (st. 10).

st. 7a ko re tuvam...

/]

st. 10c jineha me jayanafivinu tti™

g. 1d ko re tuvam...

'

g. 2¢ jandsi tvam paradattipajivim

In addition, as was noted earlier, st. 9d (annassa attha...) represents a quite
adequate reply to st. 7b (kde va dsa’ iham...), but the answer to the question

“Why have you come?” would originally have been provided by st. 10d.

st. 6a Tdggacchan... g. la kuto nu agacchasi. ..

st. 10d sesdvasesam labhaii tavassi  g. 2d uttitthapindam labhatam sapdko
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(This is the reason that there must originally have been an interrogative of
rgason or objective in st. 6a.)
In the final analysis, it could be said that the superfluous “self-introduction”

in st. 9 was necessitated by the augmentation and modification of st. 6-7.

§5. A comparison of the monk’s above words explaining his reason for visiting
the sacrifice-enclosure (st. 10d=g. 2d) would suggest that the expression “Let
the poor fellow (tavassi) get what is left of the rest” in the Jaina version is the
more natural. In contrast, the corresponding sentence in the Pali version—“Let
the svapaka get the leftovers™—even calls to mind the prescriptions relating to
$iidras in the Brahmanical legal codes.” It is true that the mendicant monk is a
canddla. But it would be rather odd if he were to assert his rights as a candala
when begging for food, and it seems to me highly unlikely that such a blunt
expression would have formed part of the original story. The word sdpako,*
which exhibits for reasons of metre an irregular form (in terms of the rules of
phonetic change), is sufficient to suggest that this pdda has been altered in the

Buddhist version.

§6. Next, if we compare st. 10b (eanram pabhiiyam bhavayanam eyam) in the
Jaina version and g. 2a {(anram tava idam pakatam yasassi) in the Pali version,
we find that it is only the first word anram that is identical in both versions, but
the correspondence between bhavayanam and tava and between eyam and idam™
is obvious, and there is also a phonetic similarity between pabhityam and pakatam.
Here I wish to pay particular attention to the ‘plural’ number of bhavayanam
and the ‘singular’ number of fava.

In response to the monk’s assertion that the priest’s food should be for all
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people to partake of (st. 10ab=g. Zab), the priest counters that it is only for
brahmins.

st. 11a wvakkhadam bhoyana g. 3a annam mamant™ pakatam

mahananam brahmandanam

But later the priest takes back these words and offers the monk food. In the Pali
version the story has been altered, with the monk Matanga offering the brahmin

leftovers, but his words clearly match those of the priest in the Jaina version.

st. 35a imam ca me atthi pabhiiyam— g. 20a idai ca mayham uttitthapindam

annam

When we consider these exchanges between the brahmin and the monk, the
plural form bhavayanam in st. 10b would seem unnatural. The personal pronouns
in the other pddas are all singular, and they clearly show that the monk’s
interlocutor is the priest and not thé brahmins. There would, of course, be
nothing strange 'in the use of plural forms in exchanges between the priest and
the monk when referring to each other, but as cart be seen in this example, a
certain unnaturalness attaches to the frequent use of plural forms in the Jaina
version. What could perhaps be said in this regard is that the ambiguity of the
delimitation of the speaker in st. 4-5, alluded to earlier, led to an interpretation
according to which the monk was conversing with several brahmins, and at
some point in time this resulted in the pluralization of the grammatical number

of the monk’s interlocutor in the first half of the story.

§7. Charpentier adopts the reading jareha in st. 10c, but his manuscripis B"J
and manuscripts DKS3P consulted by me all have the singular form janahi. It
should be clear from the Pali janasi (g. 2c) that this singular form is to be
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preferred.” This is a simple example of the above-mentioned confusion relating
to grammatical number in the Jaina version. The fact that texts which have
undergone pluralization preserve a singular form such as this, which clearly
indicates that the monk’s interlocutor was a single person, helps to bolster my
argument in this regard.

The word fvam in jandsi tvam... (g. 2¢) destroys the metre, and in the other
manuscripts (B°B°S°C?) janasi is followed by mam, which tallies with me in the
Jaina version. Therefore, tvam should be rejected,” in which case the present
indicative form jandsi is also naturally suspect, and it 5eccmes evident that an

imperative form, as in the Jaina version, best suits the context,

§8. Verse 3 (st. 11=g. 3)

The priest rejects the monk’s request for food, saying that the food has been
prepared for the brahmins for their own benefit and that he will not give any to
the monk.

st. 11 uvakkhadam bhoyand —————g. 3 annam maman’ pakatam
mahangnam brahmananam
attatthivam siddhamihega- —————— attatthdya saddahato mamedam,™
pakkham

na i vayam erisam annapanam >< apehi etto,” kim idhatthito si,

dahamu tujiham kim tham thio si. na madisa tuyhaw dadanti jamma.

If we compare st. 11a and g. 3a, we find that wvakkhadam and bhoyana in
the former both have one syllable more than the corresponding words pakatam
and gnnam in the latter. Furthermore, owing to metrical restrictions bhoyana is

given in its stem form. When this pdda is further compared with the associated
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padas considered in §6, one notices that this pada alone has no personal pronoun
(or word indicative of person). Since it would almost seem that the replacement
of shorter words with polysyllabic words is linked to the elimination of singular
pronouns, could this absence of a personal pronoun also perhaps be related to
the ‘pluralization’ found in the Jaina version? The words mahananam and brah-
mandnam are a perfect match, and therefore Fausbgll’s suggestion in his edition
of the text with regard to the latter that it is perhaps meant for br@hmanam
(which is trisyllabic) becomes meaningless when considered in light of the Jaina
version. If, moreover, we follow Alsdorf in reading mamam for Fausbgll's
mama idam, as given above, we also obtain an old tristubh pada.™

The metre of g. 3b is confused. In the Paparicasiidani™ the word atthatthaya
is given as att’ atthiya, which is closer to artatthiyam in the Jaina version®® and
is also metrically correct. There is a certain phonetic similarity between sid-
dhamihegapakkham and saddahato, and if we take into account the monk’s
response (st. 12¢: eyde saddhae; g. 4c: etdya saddhaya),”’ it is evident that the
Pali saddahato (srad-vdhad) is to be preferred. Therefore, wé may assume with
Alsdorf that the Jaina version conceals a corruption of saddha or saddahai.*®

According to Charpentier, g. 3¢ and g. 3d should be inverted because this
would make better sense,” and a comparison with the corresponding padas in
the Jaina version would suggest that he is probably right. However, g. 3¢ (apehi
etto, kim idhatthito si) is closer to st. 7d (gaccha kkhalahi kim iham thio si) than
to the corresponding st. 11d (dahamu tujjham kim tham gfhionsz). What does this
signify? When st. 11cd (na # vavam erisam annagpanam/ dahamu tujiham...) is
compared with g, 3d (na madisa tuyham dadanti jamma), there is no denying
the ‘prolixity’ of the former, and the words i, vayam and annapanam, which

have no parallels in the Pali, are probably all redundant. It may be assumed that
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because of the insertion of these words in the Jaina version, what had originally
been a single pdda was expanded and intruded into the next pdda. Why would
this augmentation have taken place? If st. 7d had originally stoed as it was in
the position of this pdda, then it might have been augmented in order to avoid
repetition. Alternatively, it could have been simply an attempt to identify the
plural number of person through the insertion of vayam.® But even so what does
the odd similarity between the Pali madisd (‘one like me”) and the Jaina -m-erisam

tell us?

§9. Verse 4 (st. 12=g. 4)
The monk then cites the analogy of a farmer sowing seeds and explains to the

narrowminded priest the ideals of giving (alms).

st. 12 thalesu biyai vavanti kdsagd —— g. 4 thale ca ninne ca vapanti bijam

taheva ninnesu ya dsasde, ——— aniipakhelte phalam dsasana,

eyae saddhde daliha majiham etdya saddhdya dadahi danam,

arahae punnam inam khu khittam —— app-eva arddhaye dakkhineyye.

On comparing these two verses, one notices first of all that the metre of only
st. 12a (thalesu bivai vavanti kdsagd) is jagati. Verses in jagari metre alluding
to the analogy of the sower are also found elsewhere in the Pali Jaigkas,* and it
is therefore possible that it was customary to use the jagati for such expressions.
But in the present case, since it is clear that bijam in g. 4a (thale ca ninne ca
vapanti bijamy is an example of the accusative plural in -am,* it may also be
possible to regard the jagati pdda in the Jaina version as the result of an ‘accurate’
translation of this as biyai (with an extra syllable). Even in the Pali version, the

brahmin’s response has bijani (g. 5b).
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As for the word dalaha in daldha majjham (st. 12¢), manuscripts B’ JKBh
have dalahi and B has dadahi. In addition, if one takes into account dadahi in
the Pali version, the singular reading must be preferred here too.” The phrase
dadahi ddnam (g. 4c) is a commonplace expression using a cognate object,* but
since this pdda is a response to the brahmin’s earlier words (g. 3d: ma...tuyham
dadanti, st. 1lcd: na...dahamu tujjham), this expression would not seem ap-
propriate in the present context.

Of particular interest when comparing st. 12d (grghae punnam inam khu
khittam) and g. 4d (app-eva grddhaye dakkhineyye)® is that the same optative
form grahae/ aradhaye has traditionally been interpreted as third person in the
former and second person in the latter. But there would not seem to be any real
need to accept the explanation given by the Jaina commentators who take ardhae
in the third person (K: ‘Gradhayed eva’ sadhayed eva; D & Bh: ndtra anya-
thabhdvah). Jacobi translates this line “7 may be the field which may produce
merit (as the return for our benevolence),” and his interpretation of arghae is
not clear, but probably it should rather be translated in a way that makes it clear
that it is in the second person, as Charpentier has done (“denn du wirst hier ein

gesegnetes Feld finden™).”

§10. Verse 5 (st. 13=g. 5)
In response to the monk, who has described how the farmer, hoping for fruit,
sows seed on any ground, both high and low, the priest replies that it is brahmins

who represent the field on which seeds should be sown.

st. 13 khettani amham viivani loe g. 5 khettani mayham viditani loke

Jjahim pakinnd viruhanti punnd, yes’ @ham bijani patifthapemi
Je mahand jaivijjovaveyd@ ——————ye brahmand jatimantiipapannd
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taim tu khettdi supesaldim———— tanidha khettdni supesalini.

The sole difference between st. 13a (khettdni amham viiyani loe) and g. Sa
(khettani mayham viditani loke) lies in the grammatical number of the personal
pronouns amham (plural) and mayham (singular). Alsdorf has written that amham
is not plural, but genitive singular, like mayham.” Insofar that this suggestion is
based on the understanding that the monk’s interlocutor is not the brahmins, but
the single priest, it has ample value for my own interpretation. But ultimately I
am forced to take a negative stance towards this suggestion by Alsdorf since,
rather than adopting a forced interpretation of amham as singular, it would seem
far more natural to regard it as yet another example of “pluralization’.

There is also little difference between st, 13d and g. 5d. The final anusvara
in tdim and supesalaim in the former is not likely to derive from the original.®
But the removal of the gnusvara from :dim tu results in a metrical defect.
Meanwhile, when one considers that the word idha in tdnidha in g. 5d refers to
loke in the subordinate clause (loe in st. 13a), it suits the context and would

seem in fact to be a necessary element.

§11. Verses 6-7 (st. 14, 15=gg. 6, 7)
Up until now the conversation has consisted of exchanges of single verses
between the priest and the monk, but at this juncture the monk abandons this

format and replies with two verses, which present a scathing criticism of brahmins.
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st. 14 koho ya mano ya vaho ya jesim— 1 g. 6 jatimado ca atimanitd ca
mosam adattam ca pariggaham lobho ca doso ca mado ca moho
ca, —
te mahana jaivijjavihiing efe agund yesu va santi sabbe
taim tu khettdi supavaydim. tanidha khettani apesalani.

st. 15 wubbhettha bho bharadhard g. 7 jatimado ca atimanita ca
giranam
attham na janeha ahifjja vee, lobho ca doso ca mado ca moho
uccavaydim munino caranti ete agund yesu na santi sabbe
td@im tu khettdi supesalaim. tanidha khettani supesalani.

st, 16 gjjhavayanam padikialabhast
pabhdsase kim ™ sagdsi amham,
avi eyam vinassau annapanam
na ya nam dahamu tumam niyantha.
st. 17 samiihi majiham susamahiyassa
guittihi guttassa jiindiyassa
Jai me na dahittha ahesanijjam

kim ajja janndana lahittha laham

There is little that can be said about the first half of the first verse in both
versions apart from the fact that st. 14b (mosam adattam ca pariggaham ca) is
clearly Jainist in content’ and the metre of g. 6a and g. 7a is defective.™

In the Pali version, g. 6 is repeated in g. 7, with only va being changed to na

? st. 15 in the Jaina version would

and g- to su~. According to Charpentier,’
originally have been similar to g. 7, but it is rather the authenticity of g. 7 in the
Pali version, which is little more than an unnecessary repetition, that should be

called into question. In fact, this meaningless repetition would seem to have
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been meant to fill the gap left when the original lines were moved elsewhere.
The lines in question are found in g. 18cd (putto ca te vedamadena matto/

attham na janati adhicca vede). As 1 have shown in “Study I” (§9), these two

padas are completely superfluous and out of place in their present position.

In the Jaina version, st. 15b (attham na janeha ahijja vee) is a response to the
brahmin’s words “to us the fields of this world are known (viiyani)” (st. 13b),
and the monk cleverly counters that “although you may have studied the Vedas
(<wWid), you do not know their [real] meaning.” It could be said that the Pali
pada in the third person has meaning only when changed to the second person
and placed within this exchange in the first half of the story.

The ‘pluralization’ of the monk’s interlocutor, which pervades the Jaina
version, can also be seen here (st. 15ab: tubbhettha bho.../ ...na jdneha...), and
it is especially pronounced in the exchange that has been added by the Jains (st.
16 by the brahmin and st. 17 by the monk). There can be no question that the
word amham appearing here (st. 16b: pabhasase kim tu sagasi amham) is plural.

The brabmin priest, unable to tolerate the monk’s harsh criticism, explodes

in anger, and the tale moves on to its dramatic second half.

§12. Concluding Remarks

In the above, we have considered the dialogue between the brahmin and the
monk in the two versions of this story. The conversation that is exchanged
between them could be described as soritical, and the skill with which it is
developed should be quite evident from the padas that have been compared so
far. An example of the verbal ingenuity of the author of the Akhyana can be
seen in the response to the brahmin’s question “Who are you?” to which the

monk is made to reply that he is “one who lives by begging” (st. 10¢c: j@yanajivino,
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cf. g. 2¢: paradattiipajivim). The dual character of the heto of this story, who is
both a renunciant and a candala, could be said to find skillful expression in this
reply. The analogy of the sower, which provides an important context for
sradvdha™ is also skillfully utilized in the course of the dialogue, and we can
discern here what might be described as a prototype of the later notion of ‘field
of merit’. In addition, seiting aside the question of whether the yakkha actually
spoke on the monk’s behalf in the Akhyana archetype, the yakkha’s mystical
and spiritual presence was, as noted above, without doubt an original element of
the narrative, and his ‘invisibility’ in particular is indispensable to the unfolding
of the tale. For instance, because the hero, although a candala, was a renunciant
“accompanied by” a yakkha, he was able to prove that he was a great sage, as a
result of which he received the veneration of the brahmin and eventually obtained
the food which had been his initial objective. Therefore, the work with which
we have been concerned here could in one respect perhaps be described as an
example of an ancient Indian Akhyana representative of what might be termed
*“Yaksa literature.”

(52)



NOTES

* This article is a sequel to “A Comparative Study of the Matanga-jataka and
Untarajjhdya 127 (hereafter: “Study I”).

1. For research on this tale, see, in addition to the research quoted in “Study I"
(nn. 2, 5 and 6), Yamazaki Moriichi (Lil&sF—, “Uttarajjhaya kenkyd Il—Hari-
keéa—" Uttarajjhaya #9% l—HarikeSa— (Uttargjihaya studies HOI: Harikeda),
Chiid gakujutsu kenkyi kiya FOLZMFERE 11 (1982), pp. (3)-(29) {includes
a Japanese translation of the Jaina version and philological annotations, with
references to Alsdorf’s research, etc.]. |

2.7 497/Utt 12; J 498/Utt 13; J 509/Utt 14.

3. Although he uses the term “Itihdsa-Sammlung” (ZDMG 63, p. 171).

4. What the sections that correspond word-for-word tell us is that the differences
arising from the “translation” of a text from one dialect to another are very
siight. Cf. Warder, Pali Metre, §13. On the “Eastern language” (die dstliche
Sprache), see Liiders, Beobachtungen tiber die Sprache des buddhistischen Ur-
kanons (1954).

5. The metre is primarily tristubh (upajati). As regards other metres, the secondary
nature of the aryd (314), which appears only in Utt 13, is obvious—cf. Leumann,
WZKM 5 (1891), p. 131; Charpentier, The Uttarddhyayanasiitra (1922), pp.
327-329; and Alsdorf, Kieine Schriften, p. 186. The sole genuine sloka is a
single verse appearing in J 497/Utt 12; see “Study I,” §3 and n. 15.

6.In the past, objections have been raised about the designation Akhyana as
used to refer to works of prosimetric literature consisting of dialogue in verse
and narrative description in prose (Winternitz, 4 History of Indian Literature,
Vol. II, pp. 58-60), but the designation itself is of little importance. [ am simply
following Oldenberg in provisionally using this term to refer to ancient Indian

works of literature characterized by this format.
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7.0n this point, see Alsdorf, “Namipavvajji: Contributions to the Study of a
Jain Canonical Legend,” in Indological Studies in Honor of W. Norman Brown
(1962), pp. 8-9 (Kleine Schriften, pp. 215-216); id., “The Akhyana Theory
Reconsidered,” JOI 13 (1963-64), pp. 195-207 (Kleine Schriften, pp. 36-48);
“Study 1,” §1 and n. 7. |

8. The food (leftovers) is entrusted by the monk (Matanga) to the mother (Dittha-
mangalika) for her son, the patron (Mandavya), who has, moreover, been injured
by the yakkha. In the Pali narrative the original theme has been completely lost.
9. On the commentaries on the Utt, which give details of the story and correspond
to the Jataka-Aithavannand, see the articles mentioned inn.7 and “Study
I,” n. 10.

10.I have emended Charpentier’s samkara- (no variants) to the metrically correct
Pali samkara- (Alsdorf, I1J 6, p. 129).

11. Fausbgll: hohisi (fut.). I have emended it because of metrical requirements
(Alsdorf, ibid., p. 130). S°'B° and Pj, pt. I, p. 189, 1 14 actuaily have hosi.

12. Alsdorf, ibid., p. 130.

13.0n pisdca and ‘black’ (kala), cf. Morris, JPTS 1891-93, pp. 11-12. The
word vigarala (B"*KBhSa: vika®; =Skt. vikarala) should here be interpreted in
its original sense of ‘having bared teeth’ (cf. Liiders, A0 14 [1938], pp. 131-132:
“die Zi#hne bleckend™), on which see Alsdorf, ibid., p. 130. The Uvdsagadasdo
(Uvas.) says with regard to pisdcas that “their teeth are like a ploughshare”
(phalasarisa se danta, Hoernle, Uvas., Vol. I: Text, p. 47, Il. 10-11). The UttC
glosses phokkanase with agge pilandso onaya[=Skt. avanatal-ndso. Alsdorf
also equates phokka with Hindi phok (‘hollow, concave’). The Uvas. further
states on the subject of pisdcas that “their nose is like the nose of a ram and
their nostrils are like an oven with a pair of holes” (urabbhapudasannibha se

dantd, jhusirajamalacullisamthanasamihiyd do vi tassa nasapudayd, Hoernle,
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ibid., p. 47, ll. 7-9). A nose with large and prominent nostrils is presumably a
“concave” nose.

14. “Pili otallako is indeed unexplained but metrically correct, Pkt. omacelae is
intelligible but metrically wrong” (Alsdorf, ibid, p. 130). Were one to seek a
Skt. form corresponding to o 13 Il ko/ & [ma] cé ld &, the only possibility would
be *avataryakah (cf. PED, s.~. otallaka, Morris, JPTS 1887, p. 151), but its
meaning must be deemed unclear.

15. Cf. Alsdorf, 117 6, p. 130.

16. Ibid.

17. In the augmentation (from one verse to two verses) and modification (from
contversational verse to narrative verse) in st. 29-30, use has also been made of
surrounding ]ines to fill out the verses; see “Study I,” §8.

18. B¥IPDKBh: jakkho. There are no variants for anukampao in the next line.
19. ZDMG 63, p. 188.

20. On the invisibility of yaksas, cf. A.K. Coomaraswamy, Yaksas (1971 [repr.)),
pt. IL p. 1.

21.1 have adopted the metrically correct reading of D (Alsdorf, op. cit., p. 130).
See “Study L,” n. 33.

22. tava idam: so C* for tavedam (Fausbgll); B*S® tava yidam, but B® tavedam.
23. See my “Matanga-jataka kenkyii ndto” Matanga-jataka B%% ./ — b (Research
notes on the Matanga-jataka), Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii BN 2B BIFZE
26, no. 1 (1977), p. 136.

24.0On sesdvasesam, cf. W. Stede, “Reduplikationskomposita im Pali,” ZB 6
(1925), pp. 89-94,

25.Cf. Manusmyti 1.125: ucchistam annam datavyam jirnani vasanani ca//
pulakas caiva dhanydndm jirnas caiva paricchadah// (Bibl. Ind., p. 365).

26. sdpako. The equivalent of Skt. $vapdka would normally, following the rule
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according to which §va changes to so (cf. Geiger, §25; Mayrhofer, Handbuch
des Pali, 1, §92), become Pal sopdka and AMg sovdga. But there are also
exceptions: Pali chapaka, chavaka < $vapdka, svapaca (Alsdorf, “The Impious
Brahman and the Pious Candala,” in Buddhist Studies in Honour of LB. Horner
[1974], p. 13, n. 2). These forms could easily be formed from, for example,
sapaka.

27. Or tavedam.

28. See n. 31.

29. See my “MJ kenkyii n6to.”

30. See my “MJ kenkyti néto.”

31. Fausbgll: mama idam. 1 have followed Alsdorf (JIJ 6, p. 130).

32. Fausbell: mama idam. 1 have followed Alsdorf (ibid.).

33. Fausbgll: ettho. 1 have followed Alsdorf (ibid.). Cf. CPD, p. 296, s.v. idha.
34, -}, 1--"1--ll. Cf. Warder, Pali Metre, §271.

35.Ps I, 76.17. Cf. CPD, s.v. atthiya.

36. Cf. Pali atthiyvam (e.g., yad atthiyam, Sn 354: ‘on account of what’ [PED]).
37. The Jaina version is read for metrical reasons eydé saddhaé (KBh: °Gi °ai).
This actual example of the correspondence between fem. Inst. sg. -G¢€ and fem.
Inst. sg. -@ya is of considerable interest. Cf. Alsdorf, “The Vasudevahindi, a
Specimen of Archaic Jaina-Maharastri,” BSOAS 8 (1935-37), p. 329 (Kleine
Schrifien, p. 66).

38. Alsdorf, IIJ 6, p. 130. Cf. Sn 286: yam tesam pakatam dsi dvdrabhatiam
upatthitam/ saddha-pakatam esanam datave tad amarifiisum//.

39.ZDMG 63, p. 175.

40. It is possible that dahamu alone could be taken in the singular. Cf. Alsdorf,
“The Vasudevahindi,” p. 322 (Kleine Schriften, p. 59).

41.E.g., J 'V, 401, vs. 54ab: dsdya khettdni kasanti kassakd, vapanti bijani,
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karenti’ payaso. Cf. Charpentier, ZDMG 63, p. 174, n. 4; id., “Similes in the
Nikayas,” JPTS 1906-07, p. 80 under khetta, pp. 116-117 under bija. For an
example of a tristubh, see SN 1.21=] 1M, 472, vs. 73cd: bijani vuttani yathd
stikhette.

42, Cf. Liders, op. cit., §§196-219.

43. See my “MJ kenkyd noto,” p. 136.

44Tt also appears in a later secondary pada: mahakkasavesu dadasi danam (g.
21c).

45. Cf. Sn 488(=509)d: Gradhaye dakkhineyyehi* tadi (*although it is read “neyye-
hi and translated accordingly by Hare, eti:., it should of course be read °neyye
hi; cf. C¥ °neyyam hi for °neyyehi in v. 509).

46.SBE 45, p. 52.

47, ZDMG 63, p. 175.

48. See Alsdorf, ILJ 6, p. 131 and “Stady I,” n. 12.

49. On the double formation in -@im, cf. J.J. Meyer, Hindu Tales, p. 7, n. 4.

50. Charpentier: kim fu. For contextual reasons I follow Alsdorf (op. cit., p. 131)
in adopting this reading. D kin ru, KBhP kim nu, A kinnu.

51. Mosam, etc., represent three of the five great vows of Jainism. Vaha (=vadha)
in the first line could also be regarded as one of the vows.

52. For metrical reasons Fausbgll reads jatimado, but all his mannscripts and
B°S® have jari®.

53.ZDMG 63, p. 171.

54.0n srad-vdha, cf. HW. K&hler, Srad-vdha in der vedischen und altbud-
dhistischen Literatur (Wiesbaden, 1973). However, our passage is not mentioned

by Ko&hler (cf. Alsdorf, op. cit., p. 131).



