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Chinese Characters
and Culbure

BEF DT EALBEROELDIC
R#MKE 21 tid COE R7OTHAD AXIFHRBARAE IR C C
o b

RAFEEI EAHRD=HIC]

e HEFF:FER17E3IA19H(X)14:00 £V
e BT REAKRBAXEEMERILBIEEE

J055.4:

e T Wang Ding RNJLY2-TSoTUTILTRIERE) "HAMEERFEBRE—
HHERAMMNEXEEAXE”

o [EIEZF Chen Huaiyu(FTY>2U AL KE) “A Buddhist Classification of
Animals and Plants in Early Tang China”

RS EIXPEEEE-EE. BEFLL,



R (Tl B R A Ty R T SV I g~
FRIC D =T REa &3 O J2 0 [T S=X's

PRI 2 R i
— ) B AT S JR O+

+ T

il

G
AT LA T R (1902-1914) FEPRAYF  BURIE T (RG-S 7 EOUCHE, ST
WA 5 8, MM BIRL G AP R (Turfansammlung) , ST KHNS) 2 5 el
Bk, FPEEZWORMENTE, N6 OB R LoD, SERERIMG (R P BRAY — T 4E LAACO LA
s MO BEASCAL R, 53900 R MBI, I 23 b5 2 S04 0 R GBI o R B
AT, {ETESE S o 5B RO U UM 552 3, I A R L AOAE RSO 1902
1003 HEAAEZ IR #55) (Qoo) WUIRAY o SEHE, SUREHIAKE 257 428 (Museu fiir Indische

Hiz
N

g

Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, PreuRischer Kulturbesitz) M3 ( (IEIEIERS « Yot 89 0)
SRMEREGD) (LM E =4R, AJT 399 ), * B SCERBLZ A S, SCERBI AR T IRE
REVERBCHIHEN, 1R ZECRe], H P BRSO IR &35 S B AR L fd SR i FEE 254y
eI A AR, B, mhRIRREEE G RAHNE, AL, HERA T B R CER
UTAREFEEELE, JER IR PRRR bR i s MBI A R, 1500 B E SR AR Z W JE(E i, (EURER% Bt
T A ARRE S SO R R I R, DRI, BRI VB i SC R A AR AU B T DU T
U, PUMEACEE DU RS 5 DAL il SCER AR M S SR A 20 MU A R Bk A & B i
. &2 (Yar-Khoto) #th X Bz 1 (Sengim) . AEHHE (Murtuq) . #i%# (Bulayiq, Buluyuk) |
/IBETE (Qurutqa) . -LEEW (Ciqqan-kol) LA AT A 0BRGN AR (Toyuq) « K/INBATBE o
(Chong-Hassar-Shahri, Kichik-Hassar-Shahri) . £ (Cigtim, Ciqtam) %A ¢ & SFPeighk, ¢ i

4%, ’B%& (Karashahr), [HH (Kua), VMt (Shahyar), B4 (Maralbashi) ZEHith A —E#E

* RS v B R B BEE T 2005 4F 3 A FERURBRER A SCRMRRTJERT Eal, TRSEBIEaf N e /R Fa e S, 7 A bR I S ] AR
FOTHB SR P A SRS AR SO fr, TR AR,

! Zieme 2004, 14, 2% Zhang Guangda - Rong Xinjiang 1998 (1999), 24-26; Z&#i1- 1996, 68ff,

? Kimm 1925, 601 CL4REEM 30,

P (BRAEERE T RS 35 mIRLE—hy LT B EARR), B E TR 1991, 8, 12, 13, 14,

o RESRTE R R RV A A TR B R, (AR BRSO B PR N2 T, RIS, RIS REPEBR I i AT BRSO R



T AR LTEMILEROES

FOTESCSCE, o B P A B A T R R B X A, (A At il A 5 T 2 B R R 3030
JCRT AR, fRp SO LS T B B A it e AL B R g i, AR AR BRARE 2 5e DY ok 28 - DU sl — T
AR A R AR ) — (8 22 H AR e 2 RE RO A 4, 18 — B BRI E I AN R, 3T
PR RMERSCET B i RA T 79T 75 MU 2 AT, ST EL R — TAC AR PHo RHERSCEI I b JEAE P 5 116 P it
VRS2 AR, BESCTSUR P EEE A SRR TR, REEA A A, AR P dui ) = A58
SCEIAEE R BRI TR, PO LIRS 2% 32, 45 B P SCER it mh i My (R4 BO AR [RIHE i il
AR BT AT, LS 22 P B B, SPGB S8, ANAMOE B0 B RS R AT

i

o

AT IR S, KRRMIPEE A, FIAZS, HEE R s RS A & ORI e, BARRE
FEHYR Tl IR MECRR A 3E | TTE H AR - R HA A IRA T i A i [ A LTI 8 J2 B RRAD IR, W
KENRE S SCFA Ha FHEAEE RN P RS (Middle Persian), MA#2AHGE (Parthian, GEFFLRE).
SEHERE (Sogdian), UTTHIEITEE (New Persian). KE#E (Bactrian) HLH{UZERKEE (Old Turkish)
MK HERE (Tocharian) %, MEROECE W EEEARERIECE, SBHRE M-I B R 2P A E AT 78
AT (Turfanforschung, Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften) fc#ifdiat, & {HHA
ARG TERE =5 B R BRI AR A 4000 1 (IR R U E BRI SUEAY 3500 11, I BER SCE RS AU SCEAY
500 {1), [AIEBFEES BB A TR H B 594 I8 SCHF5E, ° AFHEAE, A RERRE R HCCEIHORER
4000 1, BEAFTAL, EEAEFAMRRRRA SCEAL FHHOR: 40000, 154%, AR AHET e BOCER)
5 SCERRIA — R, RSCEZL B RNRERE A, R AR TR =,

—EHAL LR, GRS, N ZEREE R R B iR AR BT 2T A R S R T B AR 28 1
AR —, FIEZ T, (R SCEE R B E L E LAFA T2 os i B3, 55— R
S/ MZREHL Thomas Thilo ~ KAVEEHL H Thilo /2 1987 4 5 H 1 il BRI Z R EL G251 T
A AT B AR R (Probleme der Edition und Bearbeitung altorientalischer
Handschriften) BIFSELITEHE L3832 ° RZSCRTamm M 143032 Ch 258 (18 1 Ch 2585 [8] 2 Ch 258v),
Ch174=T1uT1917 ([& 3Ch174r, [E 4Ch174v), WA L5, Ch258 #i/ Bl (EEJRHCTEE) Y
8531 A1) BeAR T, Bt A BAT OISO Je BT S8 R LR SO, AR HE B 1A AN TR RO HE 4D A,
Werner Sundermann X218 #0857 B A1 09 SCFHE] T R0 52 fH A5 B $HIESOR (— R DUBE R 200 53
B, BRSSO ER) LA — SRR R B ESOR, BEA). TR E R — BRI

>

* Wilkens 2000, fifilt%, XA TIEEEGEEEAH Wilkens LiE % BERHCCE:, 50 MIFFAM,
¢ Thilo 1991,



EFEXILDO2FMA LR O L 812 Y3 gNS

SCASELAJHEAREAR ZBEEARN) B (“Chinese remake”), * K% 5| AVEE AU Ch 258 BIA/ T,
TR, TGS A B, HEMEE S AREA W RERAR A, Ch 174 AR RRAAFEE e B ST
Jiko 1997 47 FEEECELIE, 23 g WA AR ARpkisE SCEE JE B2 R Chi 3138y (& 5) 1 Ch 3218v ([
6), WBUFISCFE, Ml (ERBFEE) MIbAR, © JTE, /A TE S BV ok S0
Frhkat—F (BERZTHE) BF MR AR T (0.49824) °, FRAFSCT BLACSUR AN HER 5
TR, (R SCEHR) B =R FREM SR TR, RS VI SCE= B — ki HL Bl
R R FE S0 3 = R BRAT R0 07 AT HET, 0. 4982A 36 F M8 3 [ O AT REME SR AF(ER, 58K, &
Rl EORFRER, A R A B R BURASURNZ 4 % IR 5 1,

f

— Ch1363
ARSI — B CE R R % Ch 1363, B iR B AH RIS & FAE  (Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin,
Preufischer Kulturbesitz), SEFHEIA, K, JEHA S, QEkiEH, BECREE, "ZEVESR, #Rimm 7
TECRL IR, 7% A B B, B85 9.1 2857, T 5.8 857, IEE MIEAEE F, HH AR T
o fmE (B 7) MR, PR, FRAHER, BHRUNERREE (T ) B TIREA,
FERENRA TR IEREPL. NADMEIEEMEE, CERILE, EmCE (B 8) stBFHNE,
JRSCEA SHE, EAARAE, BT, M 1.8 A4y, HEE, AEREISR (Lox082%y) °, WR=
17, B ATEAIR S T IE A R MR, st el gs, 28— L RAMeR, (LI H
N R SCFIEM Al L, ST T ([ 13RS, « Fom— i) -
1 [ o o o o 1
2 [] 3EH AR
3 [«] RAIAAE A
4 [ ]
WEATHY R ARPEEEEEA, bt EE RS Y7 SBRY T i MR
FrEiaf BB IR R, LR EAA wRER R ZCCE, Tl SCr AR BUR H
BESCEE R HUURR (R ), (BERHUEAS). (BERYEMbBuLMER) ' LUK OB Tk AR

7 Sundermann 1991b;1996, 105-111,

® 1997, BEBASCHIRRATR, ARG E AR R UE,

° /NHFEA 2003, 86,

1 bR SRR, KRR S BRI SCR AT AR IR YE, ch1363 R A D 1], RANEIAHH,

W RS EIAYE (KIERD) K& Schmidt-Glintzer 1987 BZIES%SC, MIEZRERSL 1987;1991;1997, FTHdR (RKIERD 51H, DBUERMT,



ATREL EEieDe T & & R D & (2

e H EEECEE R BOCER . Ch 1363 IEHEAFMATIVEST:,  “EHIAR "reefefsUB R — ),
ORBIAIER” ATREE R —AL FrEgt s HBRA AL LR EE R BOCR F R B A E—

e,

o UM EEERBHIELUESZ —, OB G

EREHRERE, W REE AEK,

(BERECTER - HEE0) (H122)
JBE 1 K IN S SRR, i 5K I R B B R

(BERZBTHE - X LHEE) (H234)
i BACIG R R, B R H ST G B,

(BERECTER - RS0 (H.289)
B ERE K N W, R U)GEBE
B R 5 MM 2K, B Sz R R

(BEJRZCTF AT - BRI (H.294)
BB, T K,
AT R A, B,

CEER e BakEms) (C.80a24-25)

®  OLMRT B WIS WylRIFERE, FESCHHBRE, MR AR SO RGO — R, B
B
{n B B BT B ek v, A G AR R KA IR
A BER R TG W O, W R P e bk,
(BERECTER - BIARS0) (H.274)
, By R TR
B A, EARBE B
(EERZ T - BIASRS0) (H319)

JE I B R B B, o R A B RHE,

(0

e B B Rk

W T R e il

e
4

p=(11}

TSI TT MMSEECBAIT : C = Compendium, Ch = Chinesische Turfantexte in Berlin, H = Hymn scroll, O = Otani Collection, T = Traité.



EFEXILDO2FMA LR O L 812 Y3 gNS

&l
=
ps
W
%

i, oo o A 1 K OR AL
(BEJeZ T - BUIARS0) (H333)

OEIATSRT SR BIART ORISR ATE Ak

ME R RE B, R,

R AR, BLOHC iR N

ENCIVANY/ S UG R U

(FEJe# M EVE)  (H.408-409)

FESR R  BAK k BRR RE L B B E R R L

oL U R B G B, R b =, DUMG TE I O Bt R B 2
Al B

an

(BEFRZFERE) (T.82a28-b2)
BB R, B E, FFERI,
(BEFR#FERE) (T.85¢13-14)

CEBART
— U B RE M A, S R AR X G,
Bl R DT, TR E B R R

(EEje P - ERES0) (H147)

k=1

H- 8% CE Ch2s8r

SRR 2 CHIRT AEHRTE

iR E, PR ON
HEEE, &K EXE
WA, KRR

(EEJe i FEE) (H.373)



7Ty EAFEXILO TR LEBRAOADIC

XAE WSl B R, & AR AR IR

BlLE X, WL
A RE L, — a0 B,

(R T HE) (H.399-400)

® AT —(ESRHIE Ch 1363 R HEE JE B O SR
A AR B A
(e rare - BB (H143)

OIS HBUREESCE R BT, RS ETALL Ch 1363 2 # L,

o &, thERERZCUR T HBLBRT, Fln
Ry BRI, T T BRI .
(EEJe #%HE) (T.83a19-20)
WA TR E, FEEE,
(FEJR#IEAE) (T.83b6-7)
JE 5 T O A
CEERBTEE - BRBOO) (H.o46)
ROEGEB T, K BB IS HTAA
(FERE TER R - W S0) (H125)

®  BIAALI” —RRMENIEDE R AEE SO, BRI RIS A AR R ] 2

We K vk AR SEVE M, AL B k0

(FEFRBCFHEE - FERMOO) (H.031)
PERHIESET B “BIARIER 50278, FETME, BRAL. “EeEm”  (allegory) #F4,

BB, R, B, BN AR, atEASCHBAMGERER, TG & i

WAL R A M, ME R Y L,

R A T SR, REEAEROOO,

—OlREMRAE R, — O EE A,



18 J& K B2 3 A B,
A ) R A 2
18 % R H i,
ME A 1k SR D B
o B R K R
WRFH— T M,
ERRKEHRY K,
ME A7 i oK Ui A i
2R Y] 45 e ko0

kLB L,
H R

N &AW B

RS IR,
hn A AE 3 T SE A

AR G

H
T

o

FiNBE R MR HE

EERLOSFMALBBO LD 4

(BERRFHTEHE) (H.007-008)

(EERR AT (H.012)
¢ HE 15 T T 1P A0,
i3 1B R,

e JBE Kk i AL 7 Mt
BT £ B8 458 5 T 15
JE DA K 2 bR 2
G — - A
A S R Afe 22 Y
PR I 5 U5 13 4k,
BT I e M o AT

WL RN

| e TR o
B AR A = E.
2 SR

(ERETEHE) (H.068-075)

TN 18 i SRR

CEERECTEE - BRBSO) (Ho78)

9’3 Hé‘f%f[tﬁ J:Xo

B R

W

(BB THE - B0 (H.089)

M-8 FECE Ch2s58v

KAELE 0.4982A

N R



Ty AFEXILOEFTMALBREOLED(IC

iR B, A R

M-8 FECE Ch2s8r

® IRV TAESCETEERR, MEER TS, EEEMAVKEEE R BOUREM RITT R
BN g K ORI, A KR E
FANREE R AE, IR T8 FR K AR FE
(FERETE R - IR0 (H.290)
SRR VG TR B, = OH R OR G
CEEJRHCT ) (H.304)
L Mo R

H-£43% 3C# Ch 258v

BEATHY URT bl BEEE A TRES —RE Y 7 AT, BERFEE PR . AR, TR
Hp BRI Z0E RaRd “SRIE” M50, REFM, RRFEENEE.

EaR 5 1FER BA B R BOUBR A B RS AR (¢ () R . BIAERT , W
BRI R B30T, HA SRR RORR RS, TRk Ch 1363 25 EERHCCE, MRS A
FLFAL, R BEMEE IE 7R R B AR TR IR R RS i (BB D). (EEJe edh kg
W), CEEJRZEAE) Thediw@. B ATHTENH A 2R A AR SRR SR O TR TR SRR A S —
Bozdy, mbEERIRE, REIHABI, ERAIER, BHEICERECURE L ig|r) = MsUafiis
MRS WA RSO 2

= R
UTARA, BLEPREIEE R B E i BV, S ERIRCIA UM R (640-792 £F) HhBBLE, FEE
JEBCEHEHE T4, SNSRI AN B QAL R m B AVHEL, B 792 ARREFRAL HPE M
S B E W M A AR, O B0 2 B e F BUE SR (IE T 52K, 803 AR AL [EIHE T BB
Vet B %, BRI SIAR IR, B ARG, P, R BB AR 2 N AR R A ] L
AL, O (A A BB R B R A R S AR B O IGE  [RIREREE R BOCERI AT T, T

12 BT 2000, 228-229,

B [E L, 221-224,



Pt e LR RN [FIRE S B R BUE I WS — (8 L I RIE — AR & b, o2 bR 35S SUBRL
A AL E SR B 2 R L FIE

H A EE AR AR SCSCE B A g i H—LE R RAOE B, 2EBUR M i B Je B0
Ch313sv ([ 5) F1ch3218v (18 6) ERA LA, i BB “6y” ¥, RmWA L
BERECRIRES, —MfE R AR EPEOCHIRRME, AT, SRR, SRR,
BEr 20.5 Gy, A7 1555, THRMAT, BRILHER, JRRRELSRGIE 26 N0 E 27 Ny, ATk
BT 17 FHIAFCR TP R 2 M e R R AR R TLGEE, ch321sv (Ble) 1715
25 Ch3138v ([E 5)1T 4 %5 5 /2 LRy “R” FHRUABVER RS R B KR AR (627-649
FAEND) P4 GE, EMIFEANIER 2L E, EHECHAT R, © %8 & PR EERE L,
i “VR” (Ch 3138r 173 25 15 [[B 9]), Ch 3218r 17 2 4 10 5= [[@ 10, “V7 HBLE B, BiE

VBT, BEREERRG, PR EEAEIR (650-683 AFETENL) 4, “H”  (Ch 3138r {72 %5 4
) (@ 9) F E¥#mi “H” BTIBRRBZ M —&L, #IEEREs, BEEREH (684 F1E
0r) Ak, 1B —NLEFWATRAANE, /£t PeBotE LB,

bk =pikERE R, B R AR IR A E R BRI 627 4, (HJERESR =(@5a4 HBUR
—REART, AT RS R AR ERE R RN, ERWEACE T B FETRIE A
SR AR R RS 7 684 £RIELE 907 EREE G Bl lt] AR B AR R AR, 5
AMAN{R, Ch3138v Fil Ch 3218v WZER MR/ B R B HE, miMUR, B, BEREFEAEE, £
FIEER R LART, A ATRREREERR T HILEE (731 4F) (BEIRCHhZOAMRENS) BB ST RIS 7E
IDAiOE %

Ch258r/v (TIIT1319), Ch174r/v (T T1917) FR{HEESCEE R BOCGERIBEH A B8h iy, 3
WA R (PR, —E0 2 RNA, JUEMRGRA IMERR, WHJEE 1B T =MEfGGT - R
EA =i, BNEfsE S B ; Jutitfc, ° chi7av (B 4) WRHE “ME” 57, BRI

EEEEFEE, (4T 3b)
VS
B P S  SHE B, (T 5a)
“PH” EEIERBEEBIRAE (821-824 FAENL) BUAHE, WOMRRE GG, AGE RIS rTRE IR

YO SR, E MR LENE JERORRA RS AR, TR, LR R 1975, 86.
'* Wang Ding 2002,

16 Thilo 1991, 170,



ATREL EEieDe T & & R D & (2

SRR - B TR ; R AN BRI AT R ARSI 2%, ESCERITE,
EEHEAE, Chass HFFEEM, TREEIERFENR,

Ch 1363 ALY BEMERLAETAR, Moz A PRAF FARRURIEIES A, AR el & BSOS T AR RE &
RRFRAEE T HEARR, RS, MR, |20, FE TR SATRH SR N 2 DI
A SLHIRR R CLHIET RS AR AEA, AR, PO ER A FIEA AR AR B AR, I RATJe
T SOE TR 2, R IEGE AT, U, RIERHEA R B ARFRO IR R ZOCE M AR
EEEE VTSR LR, T B AR R SAGRKE TR, BT I R HCUR B A SRR
RE, ME— RIAT BOIBAE L7 5 5 SREE J& Z0BE SUSCIRRAY JRE S Rl Bl ELn k48 3% HH R JR BOCE RIS
AEPE, EEEREURE TP, BAARIAS, 7PN B BIBOE b K bR SO e E A SCER HOALE,
LA A5 7 2 DR ARE )\ A T T R 2 2B A A 79 4 28 P el B s B B ) (it
IEE = AR) AR e 2l BB U0 MU 5 4 TR 35 IR, A I B — A B2l s B RO AR AR

— B AR A48 5 2% - RS PR B BGERAE SCRIRIAS (S 6551), B AT B ORAY [R]REA A
IEEATRUAREIRE T A R ENS. © (EE(ESCh M TR, TR R TR MNAR A, B0
BURBAUY REDIIERY WO, BEIE M. JiRfh. SSART SR BRI SCSTRR A R A ik R e
IH BN AR —THRCH, R rTLATERy Ch 1363 BRI 5 JEHE,

W SCEAIR - AR A Je St 2

A ICFE T HER SR AN A AR B W RE O R AG R 5% (Fundsigel B¢ Fundsignatur) @ “T I
Yar-Choto” (& 8), HH, “THI” fREEABGL, “Yar-Choto” ZATH; BIHM KERLAIREE 5
fE “TI11058” . “Ch 1363”7 , fajl Pt SCE A R MR T 15— MR R DUIEN AR © T AEREE
F, REMSET I RFEEE =R EFHER (1905-1907), Yar-Choto fRFRFE ¥ B HAE H B
WFnE, Fth—EBTEFRA B R BRI PR, R R BRINE A 2R 68 N B SR O R AR L,
AAHE BEAMAABEOCE I RAATR IR . R, BORBIEIHE,  “Ch 13637 REEZLIES
BRI A SOCE KR, Bk Ch 1363 EFCFEM S, “TII Yar-Choto” ¥, “TIII11058" k3L
AR, A, FaREEAE EE & # R IR : T I Yar-Choto #/R &5 — R4 B HR IR 45 BUR AT A SCE:
T I 1058 Fo o — R RIRIRAE SRS 1058 1130, K2 SCEHMA TR “Yar-Choto”
B IUARTCER,  FTLAMERR LR AR SR A0, SRR R SR B MR AT SR B R R,

7 Sundermann 1992, 74.
8 AR - 45T 1989,

10



Al e M T PR P |~
FRIC D =T REa &3 O J2 0 [T S=X's

T - PRI PR 1 1905 4, 1906 4 H R IRTEASH LAE, B#ER9 LA, B LA KR Bl
WCHEREE AR LI von Le Coq B Griinwedel w7 °, B —KIK%EK; von Le Coq RiffEutifL ks
R FE, T Bartus {UBHERARG . SEE, BobE TARRCSNI, AERIER AU A 385
FIHEAEPAREEAFR T RSB ™, S TEREARATFZ0AE Rt IR, A FP A IV, B A A 2
FLARAEHEAR L, RIS N CMELSPAE IR A R BH AR LR, MRS R RSN S, B L, fRE
NAEAZTAT A B 4 AR HATARE KA BIRE, 3B R PR 78 B k8 3 PR Bl 38 SRR M T 4 T PR
ik, Grilnwedel 7E55 =M Z2HIM T 1906 4F 8 A 17 H AR R EUE A H Ak e
AR S F. W, K. Miiller, #REICHTE A A/ERER I LIE, WM OIS “WifBEd. &R
(b LG K BRI RS Fr, TIBEE TR B R IF IR BRI A TR 7 d e,
IE L BEE A HE B R ST R A AL B P RO S D, PR T SCERORFIER A, A iE bR
B S R SR, SCEWREE, B . RIS, SRS 0T, molfEEch SCR RERE
(Bactrian) SCEEETHOEEEL, © REEBBCURKIN S, FE 1910 45, von Le Coq ANEERMIfFFH 22

{HI AR BEFEEE e B0 SC (TITY 60a, TIIY 60b), » Hefth ) F A BRI B5FEEE e BOCEE A Bk,
R4 T, CHENREEE e BOCEA TR A 223, 2 B RSB RHCCE, B —m AR, M
7860, M 7861, M 7862 (JihfH| 581 % TIY 34, JEA R [Bindel] &) =fFLIEREUTEHS
AR I RE B SC, 7 — A TINY 34 FCARUSCERDRIN A R —8ht, 07, 355, B RGR AT

SARRER, SCFERAAREL, FRFY 2004 AE(ESCERBGBAL T EEBL, fRFRA M 78500,

B B O, RN SERT A L TR e BOCE B R R e B S S R AR L, AT

1905 4 6 A Bartus 4 JI{EAHEIT 4848, 5. von Le Coq 1913, 1, BRI S5 IR BRI ¥ AT HEH) B 42, Griinwedel 1912, 4 B5iE: “ (1906 4)
8 H 9 A= 20 RSN, fEE AL LI TR, BR5, SEHmasi,

» fER PRI K E T Bartus EREARVBGERE, MRV, von Le Coq 75 A 21~ i 18] ) X I Fn B 18] L BT (Y B Bartus 22 T2,

2 EE S A AR TS E, N° 1753/06 (Turfanakten MIK, Band VI Museum fiir Vilkerkunde, Acta betreffend die zweite Expedition nach Turfan. Vol. 3,
vom 15. September 1906 bis 30. Juni 1907. Pars L.B. 38°, JR43MEE ) : , Hier angekommen bin ich zundchst nach Murtuk geritten, dessen Tempel
durchaus nicht so zerstért ist, wie ich fiirchtete - dann nach Urumtsi, um mit den chines. Behérden und den Russen (wieder Krotkov !)
Zusammenhang zu bekommen und endlich nach Yarchoto. Ich bin gestern von Yarchoto zuriickgekehrt und habe zwei Kisten Fresken und einige
merkwiirdige ,,Clay“-K6pfe und Torsos mitgebracht. Unter den Fresken sind besonders einige Volkstypen-Stifterfiguren merkwiirdig. Bevor ich
nach Yar ritt, besuchte ich auch die Héhlen bei Turfan selbst: zwischen den Dérfern Qlrutqa, Baghra und Biilarydq. ... &% kR Cordula
Gumbrecht {42k, FKFI 2T HAERE R Marianne Yaldiz ZURFRIEA SR, (FAEHEKRHE,

2 Sims-Williams 2004.

% yon Le Coq 1910, 15-20, % Wilkens 2000, Nr. 399, Nr. 405, fiil#%, von Le Coq & HIFER WA - REAPhZEEMT &L, T HEERECC
JERAG A R R AT, FLIGEE 1912 [BIAR 40 (HPSGEAHE 120),

* 2 Wilkens 2000, Nr. 420 (Y 59), Nr. 421 (Y 59), Nr. 422(TI1'Y 54).,

2 2 Boyce 1960, 132,
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A Buddhist Classification of Animals and Plants in Early Tang China

Huaiyu Chen [#{% 5

Introduction

Drawing upon some sources in Daoxuan’s Ritual of Measuring and Handling
Light and Heavy Property (Liangchu qingzhong yi & i ¥ ¥ {#%), this paper will
examine how a Chinese Buddhist master classifies animals and plants in early Tang
China. In his text, Daoxuan’s classification is based on Caturvargika-Vinaya (Sifenlii)
and classifies all monastic property into thirteen categories. In the second category, he
talks about the fields, gardens, and plants. For instance, he writes about plants as
follows:

First, the vegetables planted in the gardens (there are four cases): the
first case is called presently planted five types of births: first, the root
type (radish, ginger, and so on); second, the stalk type (pomegranate,
willow, and other vegetables); third, the knot type (polygonum, celery,
and so on); fourth, the miscellaneous type (sugar cane, bamboo, reed,
and so on); fifth, the type of seed (coriander, perilla, and so on). The
second case is called vegetables that are separated from the earth.'

- WRRE R S (RLTEPY) RS T 2 S - AU (HHE= Y
T o D BE (ARG E) —HiE (RIEERZTAE) W AE CREAT 3k
B TR GEFEZRD TR

In the same text, Daoxuan also gives a list of fruits as follows:

Second, the trees of five fruits planted [in the garden] (there are three
cases): first, five fruits presently on the trees, which are called the shell
fruits (such as walnut), the skin fruits (pear, crab-apple, apple, melon,
and so on), the core fruits (peach, apricot, jujube, persimmon, and so
on), the horn fruits (all kinds of beans from the mountains and rivers),
and the cart fruits (the seeds of pine and cedar, and so on). Second, the
fruits that are detached from the earth. Third, those that include the
branches, skin and shells.

! Daoxuan, “Liangchu gingzhong yi,” T. no. 1895, vol. 45: 841a. In this case, I only cite the sentences that
are crucial to my current discussion.
?ibid., T. no. 1895, vol. 45: 841a.
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Besides the list of plants, Daoxuan also gives a list of animals in the same text.
He mentions camels, horses, donkeys, and so on.’

Daoxuan’s lists of plants and animals offer us an opportunity to understand how
a Buddhist master classified plants and animals and how to deal with them in the
context of Chinese Buddhist monasticism. I have discussed the issue about how to deal
with these plants and animals elsewhere, in this paper I will focus on how to understand
the historical context in which the lists of plants and animals were produced in
Daoxuan’s case.

In order to avoid the confusion of defining animals, it is worth noting that in this
study the animals we examine are restricted to non-human animals living in nature and
society. Every definition of subject in human society may possess historical and cultural
implications. In the historical sense, the animals examined in this paper are the ones in
the perception of medieval Chinese people. This study will contextualize the Buddhist
classification of animals and plants in the history of Chinese Buddhism. On the one
hand, animals and plants played a significant role in the Buddhist community in
medieval China — as they constituted the fundamental physical basis of monastic
community. On the other hand, the Buddhist community had to gain the knowledge
about animals and plants to properly incorporate the use of animals and plants into its
cultivation toward enlightenment, particularly in accordance with the regulations in the
Buddhist monastic codes (Vinayas).

Daoxuan, as a leader of the Buddhist community in early Tang China, made a
contribution in classifying animals and plants and therefore dealing into Buddhist
community. Daoxuan touches on the issue of the relationship between animals and
humans in numerous cases in his writings. However, he uses generic terms in his
writings to indicate creatures and nature, without considering their practicality of those
terms in China. For instance, he uses “sisheng” (four forms of births) to refer to all
creatures in the world, yet does not explain how to understand this term.* Nonetheless,
Ritual of Measuring and Handling Light and Heavy Property remains one of the most

significant documents in offering a set of practical regulations in the context of Chinese

> ibid., T. no. 1895, vol. 45: 845b.
* Daoxuan, Zhong Tianzhu sheweiguo zhiyuansi tujing, T. no. 1899, 45: 882c.
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Buddhist monasticism.” Based on this document, we can also find how Daoxuan adjusts
the monastic regulations of dealing with animals and plants in the context of Chinese
Buddhism.

Before we move to discuss the classification of animals and plants in Chinese
Buddhist monasticism, we have to clarify some issues that might be raised. First, since
we will examine the idea of the classifications of animals and plants in Chinese
Buddhism, it might be unnecessary to define what animals and plants are as a
philosophical presumption. Instead, we will understand what animals and plants mean
to Tang Buddhists. Second, this study merely deals with Daoxuan’s idea about the
classification of animals and plants in Chinese Buddhism. In other words, limited to a
historical study of ideas, this study will not touch on the practical behavior of monks
and nuns as well as lay people in dealing with animals and plants.® The historical
sources about the practical behavior of Chinese Buddhists in dealing with animals and

plants are too vast, far beyond the scale of the current study.

Buddhist Zoology

Classifying animals is an important step for dealing with the relationship
between human beings and animals as well as human beings and nature. Only recently
has contemporary scholarship become aware of the subject of classifying animals in
traditional China.” Since medieval Chinese monastic community was not isolated from
the natural world, it was not to be designed as a separate space for human beings only.
Animals always took part in the daily activities of Buddhist monastic members.® Many
social historians have viewed this participation as merely an economic matter. However,

in my opinion, this participation should be examined in a larger context. Scrutiny should

> For an evaluation of this document, see my recently completed PhD. dissertation, “The Revival of
Buddhist Monasticism in Medieval China” (Princeton University, 2005), chapter 4.

% For a general survey of Buddhist attitude towards natural world, see Peter Harvey, 4n Introduction to
Buddhist Ethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), chapter 4: “Attitude to and Treatment
of the Natural World,” pp. 150-186.

7 For a recent example, see Guo Fu, Li Yuese (Joseph Needham), and Cheng Qingtai, Zhongguo gudai
dongwuxue shi B ARE)Y)E: §2 (Beijing: Kexue chubanshe, 1999), chapter 4, pp. 131-141, Guo Fu
summarizes the systems of animal classification in Erya, Guanzi, Liji, Liishi chungiu, Kaogongji, and
Bencao gangmu; Gou Cuihua, “Zhongguo gudai de dongzhiwu fenlei #' B & QBN 3 H Kejishi
wenji BH$3CAE 4 (1980), p. 43;Gou Cuihua et al., “Ye tan zhongguo gudai de shengwu fenleixue
sixiang W7k B A AR A LE W) 3 SR BALD Ziran kexueshi yanjiu HSRFHE 15T 1: 4 (1982), p. 167;
Gou Cuihua et al., Zhongguo gudai shengwuxue shi '[85 7 {8495 4 (Beijing: Kexue chubanshe,
1989); Gao Yaoting, “Woguo gudai dongwu fenleixue chengjiu de chubu tantao,” Dongwu xuebao E)¥)
EL 4R 21: 4 (1975), p. 298.

% Animals, Skt. tiryaiia, Pali. tiracchana, Ch. chusheng &', bangsheng 1%, or hengsheng ¥/t
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be carried out in multiple dimensions, among which are religious ethic, economic, and
even biological considerations. In terms of religious ethics, dealing with animals
remains a very significant subject.’ In early Buddhism, animals were viewed as
intellectually inferior. While Buddhism does not provide a clear hierarchical structure in
the world of animals, according to Vinaya, killing a small animal should be punished
the same as killing a big animal.'® In the theory of reincarnation, although animals were
viewed the same as human beings and could be reborn based on their deeds (karmas),
the path of animals was inferior to the path of human beings. In early Buddhist ethics,
Buddhist ethics still gives priority of human beings to the animals. Paul Waldau
discusses animal rights in Buddhist tradition.'' He says that in Buddhist tradition, the
First Precept of no killing provides a basis to promote universal compassion toward
animals as an ethic absolute.'* By tracing some scriptures in Pali canon, Waldau
suggests that, tiracchana (animals) are different from humans because they do not have
mental dimensions."> Thus, Waldau concludes that, “The Buddhist tradition confirms
the ancient nature of a concern for living beings, a concern which has been dominated in
the other major religious and philosophical traditions by a tendency to ethical

anthropocentricism.” '*

Therefore, it is not surprising when Daoxuan, a medieval
Chinese Buddhist master, talks about animals, still in the context of the economic and

religious applicability of animals in monastic community.

? Padmanabh S. Jaini, “Indian Perspectives on the Spirituality of Animals,” in Buddhist Philosophy and
Culture: Essays in Honour of N. A. Jayawickrema, ed. David J. Kalupahana and W. G. Weeraratne
(Colombo, Sri Lanka: N. A. Jayawickrema Felicitation Volume Committee, 1987), pp. 169-178; Sakya
Trizin, A Buddhist View on Befriending and Defending Animals (Portland: Orgyan Chogye Chonzo Ling,
1989); Christopher Chapple, Karma and Creativity; Nonviolence to Animals, Earth, and Self in Asian
Traditions (Albany, New York: State University of New York Press, 1993); Mary Evelyn Tucker and
Duncan Williams eds., Buddhism and Ecology: The Interconnection of Dharma and Deeds (Harvard
University Center for the Study of World Religions, 1997); Eric Reinders, “Animals, Attitude toward:
Buddhist Perspective,” in William M. Johnston ed. Encyclopedia of Monasticism (Fitzroy Dearborn,
2000), pp. 30-31.

' Lambert Schmithausen, Buddhism and Nature: The Lecture delivered on the Occasion of the EXPO
1990. An Enlarged Version with Notes (Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1991);
idem., “The Early Buddhist Tradition and Ethics: VI. The Status of Animals,” Journal of Buddhist Ethics
(1997). James P. McDermott, “Animals and Humans in Early Buddhism,” Indo-Iranian Journal 32: 2
(1989), pp. 269-280. Bimal Churn Law, “Animals in Early Jain and Buddhist Literature,” Indian Culture
12: 1 (1945), pp. 1-13.

""Paul Waldau, The Specter of Speciesism: Buddhist and Christian Views of Animals (Oxford University
Press, 2001), chapters 6 and 7; and his article, “Buddhism and Animals Rights,” in Damien Keown ed.,
Contemporary Buddhist Ethics (The Curzon Critical Studies in Buddhism Series. Richmond, Surrey,
England: Curzon Press, 2000), pp. 81-112; Paul J. Waldau and Kimberley Patton (eds.), 4 Communion of
Subjects: Animals in Religion, Science and Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004).

"2 1dem., “Buddhism and Animals Rights,” in Damien Keown ed., Contemporary Buddhist Ethics (The
Curzon Critical Studies in Buddhism Series. Richmond, Surrey, England: Curzon Press, 2000), pp. 85-86.

B Ibid., p. 93.

" Ibid., p. 105.
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Categorizing human beings and animals together as beings has a long history in
Indo-Iranian religious tradition. As early as 1920s, George Sarton (1884-1956) has
noted that Manichaeism attempted to classify everything with pentads.'> Hanns-Peter
Schmidt further explains that, “The Manichaean pentad comprises men, quadrupeds,
flying, aquatic and creeping creatures. It occurs in Parthian, Sogdian and Turkish texts,
and it is also mentioned by Augustinus (in inverted order).”'® As Schmidt lists, in this
system, all creatures were classified into five groups (under category in Turkish): two-
legged human beings, four-legged living beings, flying living beings, living beings in
the water, and living beings creeping on the ground on their belly. In Latin, they are:
animalia/bipedia, quadrupedia, volantia, natantia, and serpen‘[ia.]7 In this list, men were
classified with animals together, though human beings were listed as the first category,
just as how Daoxuan listed.

Daoxuan also offered some regulations for dealing with animals in medieval
Chinese Buddhism. Some points from his text should be marked here. First, he lists
slaves, servants, and animals together. Although it is not surprising to list animals and
human beings together, since animals are also sentient beings in Buddhist cosmology, it
seems that in the case of Daoxuan’s list economic status is the principle basis of
classification. Daoxuan seems to view both animals and slaves as the same kind of
monastic income received from devout donors.'® Plants were also income of the
monastic community, but they were “produced” from the lands and fields owned by the
monastic community, rather then offered by donors.

Daoxuan places the animals that could be owned by the monastic community
into three categories: domesticated animals, wild animals, and the animals that are
rejected in the monastic code. In observing the first two categories, it is clear that this
classification is based on the relationship between animals and human society.'” In
particular, Daoxuan classifies animals based on whether they could be used for

monastic economic purposes. The third category reveals that this system of

15 George Sarton, Introduction to the History of Science (Baltimore, Pub. for the Carnegie institution of
Washington by the Williams & Wilkins company, 1927), p. 333.

'® Hanns-Peter Schmidt, “Ancient Iranian Animal Classification,” Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 5/6
(1980), p. 231.

" Tbid., 232.

'8 Bencao gangmu also lists human beings and animals together. See Guo Fu, “Dongwu de fenlei,” Guo
Fu, Li Yuese (Joseph Needham), and Cheng Qingtai, Zhongguo gudai dongwuxue shi *P [ & fCE 422 52
(Beijing: Kexue chubanshe, 1999), chapter 4, p. 137.

' George G. Simpson, Principles of Animal Taxonomy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1962).
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classification was particularly based on regulations governing the Buddhist community
that were shaped by monastic ethics.

We can tell from this list that this system of classification must have been
justified by the traditional Buddhist view of animals and the contemporary situation at
Daoxuan’s era. Brian. K. Smith examined the animals of ancient India, and suggested
that they were classed as either domesticated (gramya, “of the village”) or wild (aramya,
“of the jungle”).?® Based on Baudhdayana-Srauta-Sitra (24: 5), “The seven village
animals are the cow, horse, goat, sheep, man, ass, and camel as the seventh; some say
that mule [is the seventh]. The seven jungle animals are [wild] cloven-hoofed animals,
animals having feet like dogs, birds, crawling animals, elephants, monkeys, and river
animals as the seventh.””! Roswith Conard examined archaeological evidence and listed
the following domestic animals in ancient Indus civilization: cattle, sheep, goat, pig,
horse, camel, dog, and fowl. He also listed animals such as the bull, buffalo, elephant,
cat, dove, and peacock as possibly domesticated animals. The dove, peacock, tiger, and
rhinoceros played an important role in the religious life of ancient India.”> From the
lists above, we know that all five sorts of domestic animals in Daoxuan’s list were the
same as the domestic animals classed in ancient India: camels, horses, donkeys, sheep
and goats, and cows.

In Daoxuan’s classification, domesticated animals included camels, horses,
donkeys, bulls, and sheep, and so forth.”® All of these animals could legally belong to
the permanent dwelling sangha (changzhu senggie i AE % 4l). Their affiliated saddles,
saddle blankets, ropes, railings, folds, mangers, and stables could belong to the monastic
community too. But if there were any whips and sticks, the monastic community could

not own them. Instead, the monastic community was to burn these whips and sticks and

% Brian K. Smith, “Classifying Animals and Humans in Ancient India,” Man 26: 3 (1991), pp. 527-548;
and his book Classifying the Universe: The Ancient Indian Varna System and the Origins of Caste (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 241. In ancient Iran, there were several classification systems of
animals. In Yast (13.74) the animals were listed into two divisions: pasuka “domestic” and daitika “wild”.
See Hanns-Peter Schmidt, “Ancient Iranian Animal Classification,” Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik
5/6 (1980), pp. 214-215. Schmidt also notices that in Rgveda animals has been classified as wild and
domesticated ones; see Schmidt, 1980, p. 233.

! Brian K. Smith, Classifying the Universe: The Ancient Indian Varna System and the Origins of Caste
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 248.

2 Roswith Conard, “The Domestic Animals in the Cultures of India,” Journal of Indian History 52
(1974), pp. 76-78.

2 Edward H. Schafer lists the following animals as domestic animals: horses, cattle, camels, sheep and
goats, asses, mules, onagers, and dogs. See his The Golden Peach of Samarkand: A Study of T ang
Exotics (Berkeley, Los Angles, and London: University of California Press, 1963), pp. 58-78. Schafer
also lists some wild animals; see ibid., pp. 79-91.
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destroy them, for they were used to torture the domestic animals. Nonetheless,
Buddhist community can enslave these domesticated animals in the daily life, which is
against early Buddhist attitude toward animals. Schmithausen has summarized a
common view in early Buddhism that “existence as an animal is a very unhappy one,
much more painful than human existence. One of the reasons is that animals are

enslaved by man: used as vehicles, beaten and exploited.”**

Although Daoxuan rejects
the whips and sticks for bringing pain to animals, he does not reject the idea of using
animals as vehicles in monastic community.

Some animals were domesticated in Daoxuan’s era, but were not used for
economic purposes. Daoxuan classifies these as wild animals. In Daoxuan’s list, wild
animals includes apes (yuan J&), monkeys, river deer (milu FEJE), deer, bears, ringed
pheasant, rabbits, mountain cocks, and wild geese. Among these, apes, bears, and geese
were also listed as wild animals in ancient India.?” These wild animals and their
affiliated cages and frameworks were not to be accepted by the monastic community
even if donated. If the monastic community received these animals, it was to release
them, because these animals were obstacles to the Buddhist path.?® At this point,
Daoxuan does not claim the value of compassion; rather, he emphasizes the austere life
for monastic members. He prevented them from keeping these animals which required
more than that could be provided by the monastic community. Some animals in

Daoxuan’s list might mostly live in northern China. As Xu Tingyun #&#EZ% recently

illustrates, the river deer (milu) was common in central and northwest China, especially

2* Lambert Schmithausen, Buddhism and Nature, 1991, p. 16.

» Brian K. Smith, Classifying the Universe: The Ancient Indian Varna System and the Origins of Caste
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 248.

*In Japanese Buddhology, there are many articles dealing with the idea of releasing life in Tiantai
tradition. This tradition is centered on the founder of Tiantai School, Zhiyi. See Huang I-mei T& Kk,
“Kaisatu Hojo to Jin no shiso MBS &A= 0 WAL Oryo shigaku IR 524 13 (1987), pp. 29-55;
Kuwatani Yuken 3573 4%, “Hojo shiso ni okeru kyosei JiA A 51 5 JLA2 Nihon bukkyo gakkai
nenho HAALHASAER 64 (1999), pp. 213-227; Chiba Shokan T3 %, “Chiigoku ni okeru hojd
shisd no tenkai: seshoku shiso no kannen o chiishin ni H[H & ¥ 2 A BAR O BB i/l e o
FIE & F.00 &) Tendai gakuho N2Z23R 36 (1993), pp. 89-95; Namura Takatsuna FEAY =40, “Chigi
daishi no hojochi ni tsuite %35 KAl @ A 2 W T, Shiigakuin ronjii 5% Bt 22 (1976), pp.
72-85. On the relationship between Zhiyi and Fanwang jing, see Fujii Kyoko B #12, “Tendai Chigi to
bonmokyo K& & [HAEE) |, Indogaku bukkyogaku kenkyii FIVJE2AAABEWEST 90 (1997), pp.
241-247. For a later development of the idea of releasing life, see Chiin-fang Yu, Renewal of Buddhism in
China: Chu-Hung and the Late Ming Synthesis (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981); Joanna F.
Handlin Smith, “Liberating Animals in Ming-Qing China: Buddhist Inspiration and Elite Imagination,”
Journal of Asian Studies 58: 1 (1999), pp. 51-84; Duncan Williams examines how this practice was
carried out in medieval Japan. See his “Animal Liberation, Death, and the State: Rites to Release Animals
in Medieval Japan,” in Mary Evelyn Tucker and Duncan Williams eds. Buddhism and Ecology: The
Interconnection of Dharma and Deed (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997), pp. 149-164.
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in Shaanxi %P4, Shanxi L1 P4, Ningxia % 5, Henan /7] ¥ and Anhui Z#{.*” In contrast,
the sources Xu examined do not mention the situation in southern China. However, apes
and monkeys mainly lived in southern China in the Tang period. In tracing these two
animals in Tang poems, Xu suggests that they might be active in Guizhou, Sichuan,
Hunan, Hubei, Jiangxi, Zhejiang and Anhui, or the area around the two banks of the
Yangtze River. Occasionally, Tang people also encountered monkeys in Shaanxi and
Henan. According to Xu, tigers and elephants were also active in many areas. In
Guangdong and Anhui, people saw heads of elephants, while tigers were seen in both
urban and rural areas in northern China. Bears were active in the Guangling % area
(modern day Jiangsu). In northwestern China, cattle became the favorite hunting animal
of the emperor Xuanzong.” Therefore, it seems that most of the animals that Daoxuan
mentioned were active in northern China.

Daoxuan also discussed hens, ducks, and pigs.”” He pointed out that these
animals could bring pollution to pure Buddhist monastics so that monks should not keep
them. All cages and frameworks used to confine these wild animals should be destroyed
by fire. The third category included animals that were prohibited by the monastic code.
These animals included cats, dogs, eagles, and mice, which might suggest that this
category mainly referred to pets. Daoxuan also pointed out that the monastic community
should destroy bows and arrows as well as other weaponry, because these weapons
could be used to hunt animals. Interestingly, animals such as hens and pigs are classified
as domesticated ones in non-Buddhist society. So this category seems to be a Chinese
Buddhist invention.

From Daoxuan’s interpretation, the monastic community should not be involved
in killing and trading animals. Otherwise, the bad deeds accumulated from killing and
trading would bring terrible retribution to the monks. Buddhism has a long tradition of
prohibiting injuring animals, and other living beings. As Lambert Schmithuasen
remarks, “In the so-called ‘ascetic’ religions of Ancient India (Jainism and Buddhism),
killing or injuring living beings is regarded as both unwholesome and fundamentally

immoral; for, on the one hand, killing or injuring them is bad karma entailing evil

7 Xu Tingyun, “Sui Tang wudai shiqi de shengtai huanjing F& J# TLACHE YT £ REER ST Guoxue yanjiu
B4 5T vol. 8 (2001), pp. 209-244, especially 215-216.

> Ibid., pp. 216-222.

¥ But Daoxuan does not mention how to deal with birds. Birds were important to medieval Chinese
society, at least in Dunhuang. See Lewis Mayo, “The Order of Birds in Guiyi jun Dunhuang,” East Asian
History 20 (2000), pp. 1-59.
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consequences for the perpetrator after his death, and on the other all living, sentient
beings are afraid of death and recoil from pain just like oneself.”*" Schmithausen
continues to point out that in ancient India, not only humans and animals but also plants
and seeds were regarded as sentient beings. This no-killing tradition has been inherited
by Chinese Buddhists. In early Tang period, Daoxuan states that selling animals was
more evil than simply killing them. For the monastic community, the principle of
compassion was to be strictly obeyed in dealing with animals. As Daoxuan said, the
monastic community should erect its sacred house of compassion (cibei shengzhai %4:1%
ECECR

Unlike Confucianism, in medieval Chinese Buddhism, animals were not to be
used for sacrifice, not even to the three Jewels: the Buddha, Dharma and sangha.3 2 Thus,
the animals donated by lay people were not to be dedicated to the Buddha or the sangha.
Rather, they were donated for the daily use of the monastic community.*® Current
scholarship on animals from the Confucian perspective has suggested that in ancient
China, Confucians may have viewed animals in light of their values of benevolence and
reciprocity.’* Historically, Buddhism protected animals from being sacrificed in ancient
India. This compassion toward animals might also function as a powerful tool against
old Brahmanical ritual in which animals were sacrificed.”

It seems that in Chinese Buddhist monasticism, Vinaya masters played a role in
classifying animals. Daoxuan is such an example. He classified everything a monastic
community might have owned. The classification of animals seems to be mainly based
on the monastic code (Vinaya) in Indian Buddhist tradition. However, there were many
Chinese translations of a variety of Vinaya traditions available. Therefore, Chinese

Vinaya masters had to justify their classifications to accord with changing situations. In

30 Lambert Schmithausen, Buddhism and Nature (Tokyo, 1990), p. 5.

3! Liangchu qingzhong yi, Daoxuan, T. no. 1895, 45: 845c.

32 In my dissertation “The Revival of Buddhist Monasticism in Medieval China,” chapter two, we have
seen that during the ceremony of venerating the Buddha’s relics, some Buddhists sacrificed their bodies.
But the Buddhist never sacrificed the bodies of the animals to venerate the relics of the Buddha. In some
Jataka stories, we can even find that the Prince of Bodhisattva even donated his body to feed the hungry
tigress. See “Vyaghri Jataka,” Jatakamala No.1. This story does not occur in the Pali Jataka.

33 In South Asian tradition, some animals were also viewed as sacred. See Trilok Chandra Majupuria,
Sacred Animals of Nepal and India (Lashkar, 2000).

** Donald N. Blakeley, “Listening to the Animals: The Confucian View of Animal Welfare,” Journal of
Chinese Philosophy 30: 2 (2003), pp. 137-158. The main source Blakeley uses in his article is the works
of Confucius, Mencius, Zhu Xi and Wang Yangming. He does not touch the sources from Han to Tang
periods.

%> Christopher Key Chapple, “Animals and Environment in the Buddhist Birth Stories,” in Mary Evelyn
Tucker and Duncan Rytken Williams eds., Buddhism and Ecology: The Interconnection of Dharma and
Deeds (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997), pp. 131-148, esp. 140.
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pre-Buddhist Chinese society, rules or sage-kings had authority in classifying the
animals.*® It is still debatable to what extent Chinese taxonomy of animals was
borrowed from the Indian tradition, and it is an issue that deserves a profound
exploration.”” In ancient Indo-Iranian civilization, religious priests played the role in
classifying everything, including beings. The classification of animals in Indo-Iranian
culture has been mainly discussed in their sacred scriptures, such as Avestan and
Pahlavi texts, Rgveda, and Bundahisn. Most systems developed in these religious texts
were based on their religious values, and reflected their religious feature, or even served
their religious needs. For example, in the Zoroastrian system, animals were classified as
good and evil based on whether they were created by the bright god (Ahura
Mazda/Ohrmazd) or the dark god (Angra Mainyu/Ahriman).*®

Buddhist Botanical Taxonomy

The system of classification has a long history in China.” In Xunzi, plants were
classified into grasses and trees (caomu). In the era of Warring States, more
sophisticated systems of classification appeared. For instance, in some early texts, plants
were classified into one hundred types of flower (baihui), one hundred types of grain
(baigu), one hundred types of fruit (baiguo), one hundred types of vegetable (baishu),
and one hundred types of medicine (baiyao). The principle of these primitive systems of

classifications is the forms and uses of the plants.*’ The first systematical classification

36 Roel Stercx, “Animal Classification in Ancient China,” East Asian Science, T echnology and Medicine
(2004), forthcoming; Stercx ananlyzes animal classification in ancient China centered on Erya. In Erya,
animals were classified into four categories: insects, fish, birds, and beasts. Also see his book The Animal
and Daemon in Early China (Albany: State University of New York, 2002), chapter three; and his article,
“Transforming the Beasts: Animals and Music in Early China,” T ’oung Pao 86: 1-3 (2000), pp. 1-46.

37 Very few works have touched issue of the taxonomy of animals in medieval China. An early attempt
has been done by Zhang Mengwen, see his Zhongguo shengwu fenleixue shi shulun (1940). Zou Shuwen,
“Zhongguo gudai de dongwu fenleixue,” in: Li Guohao, Zhang Mengwen, Cao Tianqin ed. Zhongguo
kejishi tantao (Hongkong: Zhonghua shuju xianggang fenju, 1986), pp. 511-524.

38 Hanns-Peter Schmidt, “Ancient Iranian Animal Classification,” Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 5/6
(1980), pp. 209-244. Schmidt notes that, “Manichaeism differs from Zoroastrianism by considering all
animals as demonic creatures. They must however be protected because they contain incarcerated
particles of light.” See Schmidt, 1980, p. 232.

* Nguyen Tran Huan. “Esquisse d’une histoire de la biologie chinoise des origines jusqu’au IV siécle,”
Revue d’histoire des sciences 10 (1957), pp. 31-37; Joseph Needham, “The Development of Botanical
Taxonomy in Chinese Culture,” Actes du douzi’_me congrés international d’histoire des sciences (1968),
pp- 127-133. For medicinal plants, see Hu Shiu-ying, An Enumeration of Chinese Materia Medica (Hong
Kong: Chinese University Press, 1980). For an earlier survey of Chinese botany, see E. Bretschneider,
“Botanicon sinicum. Notes on Chinese Botany from Native and Western Sources,” Journal of the North
China Branch, Royal Asiatic Society, 16, 25,29 (1881-1895), reprinted in Nendeln, Lichtenstein, 1967.

4 Zhongguo zhiwu xuehui ed., Zhongguo zhiwuxue shi (Beijing: Kexue chubanshe, 1994), pp. 11-12. For
study of crop plants, see Francesca Bray, “Essence and Utility. The Classification of Crop Plants in
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of plants in ancient China appeared in Erya, a dictionary. Based on Erya’s classification
of plants, some herbological and agricultural works developed the tradition of Chinese
plants classification centered on medicinal plants.*' In the early Tang Dynasty, Newly
Compiled Herbology (Xinxiu bencao), an official work sponsored by the central
government in the Xianqing period of the Emperor Gaozong classified all plants into
five categories based on their forms and uses: grasses (cao), trees (mu), fruits (guo), rice
and grains (migu), and vegetables (cai).” Buddhists in early Tang Dynasty, such as
Daoxuan, seemed to have been aware of this tradition of plants classification in China.

Although most monks did not engage in farming activities in medieval Chinese
Buddhist monasteries, many plants were donated and cultivated. Buddhist masters faced
the problem of dealing with these plants as monastic property. In order to determine the
ownership of these plants, the masters first had to classify the plants and account for
them. Unlike his economic classifications of laborers and animals, Daoxuan classified
the plants in the Buddhist monastic communities mainly based on empirical principles.
Daoxuan’s system covers five kinds of vegetables, five fruit trees, and five grains.” It is
worth noting that all these plants are considered economic plants nowadays.** Since
they were economically valuable, their significance in the monastic community was no
less than in a non-monastic community. In other words, they served the daily living
needs of monks. According to Daoxuan, the ownership of all plants belonged to the
monastic community.*’ Individual monks should not own any plants.

As I have noted previously, Daoxuan’s classification was based on his learning
of Four-part Vinaya, and his classification was justified by the context in which he was

situated. Indeed, some geographical and historical elements might have had an impact

China,” Chinese Science 9 (1989), pp. 1-13. For earlier scholarship of evaluating ancient Chinese
botanical works, see E. Bretschneider, “The Study and Value of Chinese Botanical Works,” Chinese
Recorder 3 (1870), pp. 157-163.

! Zhongguo zhiwu xuehui ed., Zhongguo zhiwuxue shi (Beijing: Kexue chubanshe, 1994), pp. 12-14.

2 Ibid., pp. 38-43, esp. 41.

# For plants in ancient India, see Trilok Chandra Majupuria, Religious and Useful Plants of Nepal and
India: Medicinal Plants and Flowers as Mentioned in Religious Myths and Legends of Hinduism and
Buddhism (Lashkar, 1988; revised by D.P. Joshi, 1989); Lambert Schmithausen, The Problem of the
Sentience of Plants in Earliest Buddhism (Studia Philologica Buddhica, Monograph Series 6, Tokyo: The
International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1990), and his Plants as Sentient Beings in Earliest Buddhism
(Faculty of Asian Studies, Australian National University, Canberra, 1991).

* For economic plants in China, see Hu Xiansu, #]5G5f Jingji zhiwuxue K755 (Beijing: Zhonghua
shuju, 1953). For a study on the origin of cultivated plants, see N. 1. Vavilov, The Phyto-geography Basis
for Plant-breeding, Origin and Geography of Cultivated Plants (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992).

* Xie Chongguang, “Jin Tang siyuan de yuanpu zhongzhiye,” Zhongguo shehui jingjishi yanjiu 3 (1990),
pp. 1-7.
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on Daoxuan’s assessment of the monastic plants as they did on his assessment of the
monastic animals. More specifically, Daoxuan’s list illustrates that most plants,
including vegetables and grains as well as fruit trees, were plants mostly cultivated in
northern China and served as staple food for the northerners. Hence, Daoxuan’s list
reflected specifically the monastic community in northern China as well as the social-
historical situation of the monastic community in northern China.

Why can we conclude that most plants in Daoxuan’s list were cultivated in
northern China? In taking a closer look at the plants Daoxuan discussed, we find that the
terms Daoxuan used were terms often used in northern China. In Daoxuan’s system of
classification, which adheres to the tradition of the Buddhist monastic codes, the five

kinds of vegetables were ordered by five-birth types (wusheng zhong ./£:7%).* They
included the type of root (genzhong HiFf), the type of stalk or stem (jingzhong *<Fif),
the type of knot (jiezhong Hi1fif), the type of miscellania (zazhong ¥Ff), and the type of
seed (zizhong T-#). The type of root includes radish (luobo % %#j),"" ginger (jiang
#),* Colocasia antiquorum (yu £ ),* and so on. The type of stalk includes
pomegranate (/iu %), willow (/iu #l), and some similar vegetables. The type of knot
includes polygonum (liao 2£), Chinese celery (gin J+).”° The type of miscellania

includes sugar cane (zhe #¥),%' bamboo (zhu 17), Anaphalis yedoensis (di #k), and

Phragmites communis (/u J&). The type of seed includes coriander (sui %)52 and Perilla

% Li Hui-lin, “The Vegetables of Ancient China,” Economic Botany 23 (1969), pp. 253-260.

" Latin: Raphanus sativus. For a short history of its cultivation, see Li Fan, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu
fazhanshi, pp. 107-109.

* Latin: Zingiber officinale. Li Fan suggests that this plant was originally cultivated in western plateau of
China, especially in present Yunnan and Guizhou areas. See his Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, pp.
132-133. It was well cultivated in ancient India and China; see Berthold Laufer, Sino-Iranica: Chinese
Contributions to the History of Civilization in Ancient Iran, with Special Reference to the History of
Cultivated Plants and Products (Chicago, 1919); Chinese version, Lin Yunyin trans. Zhongguo Yilang
bian: Zhongguo dui gudai Yilang wenmingshi de gongxian zhuozhong yu zaipei zhiwu ji chanpin zhi lishi
(Beijing: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1964, reprinted in 2001), pp. 376-377.

¥ Latin: Colocasia esculentum. For its cultivation in China, see Su Song Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian
kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 488-489.

%0 According to Li Fan, there are two kinds of celeries: Oenanthe javanica and Apium graveolens. Tt
seems that the celery Daoxuan lists here is the former, which was more popular as vegetable cultivated in
ancient China. For more information about these two celeries in ancient China, see Li Fan, Zhongguo
zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, pp. 138-139.

>! Xinxiu bencao (ch. 17) cites Tao Hongjing’s Bencaojing jizhu that this plant was mostly cultivated in
southeastern China. Su Song also gives a brief description of this plant. See Su Song, Tujing bencao
(Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 487-488.

>2 Latin: Coriandrum sativum.
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ocimoides (ren 1).” In 1061, Su Song finished compiling a herbal work titled
Hllustrated Scripture of Herbs (Tujing bencao @£ A #) and listed sugar cane along
with persimmon and apple as types of fruit.’* It is also worth noting that in Su Song’s
classification, fruits include both Colocasia antiquorum (yu) and sugar cane (zhe), which
appear as vegetables in Daoxuan’s classification.

In terms of fruits, Daoxuan’s list also shows that most fruits he lists were
cultivated at his time in northern. Daoxuan has listed two kinds of classification for
fruits. The first category is called five fruits™ presently on the tress (xianshu wuguo Hi
1 TL3). They are fresh fruits that included the fruit of shell (keguo L), the fruit of
skin (fuguo J& ), the fruit of core (heguo #%A), the fruit of horn (jiaoguo %), and
the fruit of cart (yuguo H1%).°® According to Daoxuan, the first group of fruits includes
walnut (hutao #Bk) and chestnut (i ). Hutao also appears in Fayun 7% 2 ’s
Collection of Names and Meanings in Translations (Fanyi mingyi ji f#i%4 352). In
this Buddhist work, it has been suggested that its Sanskrit form is Juglans regia (ch. 24).

However, Berthold Laufer argues that this fruit originally came from Iran, based on its

»37 Laufer also notes that in the fourth

transliteration parasi which means “Iranian.
century, not many Chinese people knew of this plant. He cites Su Song #£2H in
Hllustrated Scripture of Herbs (Tujing bencao) and says that hutao seems to be

cultivated mostly in northern China.’® The second group of fruits includes pear (/i %Y),>

>3 Daoxuan, Liangchu gingzhong vi, T. no. 1895, vol. 45: 841a.

> Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 487-488.

% Skt. Paiica-phalani. This term “wuguo” did not appear in Chinese official histories until Western Jin
Dynasty (fourth century); see Chen Shou, History of Wei (San guozhi: Wei shu), ch. 16, pp. 511, 841.
While in Wei Shou’s History of Northern Wei (Wei shu), it was used to describe the situation in Western
Regions (xiyu); see Wei shu, pp. 2222, 2243, 2272-2274, 2278. Similar uses can be found in History of
Northern Dynasties (Bei shi), pp. 915, 3131, 3212, 3224-3225. It might be borrowed from Buddhist
sources.

%6 The name of five fruits appears in Foshuo yulanpen jing, trans. By Zhu Fahu (3", century) see 7. no.
685. vol. 16: 779b. While modern monk Cizhou comments on Foshuo yulanpen jing and identifies these
five fruits as keguo, heguo, fuguo, huiguo and jiaoguo. For a discussion on this scripture, see Stephen F.
Teiser, Ghost Festival in Medieval China (Princeton: Princeton Univeristy Press, 1988), pp. 48-56.

*7 See his Sino-Iranica: Chinese Contributions to the History of Civilization in Ancient Iran, with Special
Reference to the History of Cultivated Plants and Products (Chicago, 1919), pp. 254-256

*¥ Ibid., p. 257. Su Song’s book is an excellent to trace where the plants were cultivated. Laufer also notes
that Le Shi’s Taiping huanyu ji (compiled around 976-981) also says that in Shaanxi and Shanxi people
cultivated hutao, see chs. 30 and 47. Also see Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu
chubanshe, 1988), pp. 494-495.

> Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 496-497.
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crab apple (nai 2%), apple (lingin £ &) and melon (mugua A JI\).*' The third group of
fruits includes peach (fao ), apricot (xing #¥),%* jujube (zao %), and persimmon (shi
Fi#7).%* The fourth group of fruits includes all kinds of beans cultivated in valley and
marsh (shanze zhudou 113%5 55.). The final group of fruits includes the seeds of pine
tree and cedar tree (songbaizi ¥A¥1T). The second category indicates the dried fruits,
including dried jujube, pear, plum (/i %%),%® apricot, persimmon, large tangerine (gan #it),
tangerine (ju %), orange (cheng ), chestnut (/i 5%),°° and pomelo (you Hl). Daoxuan
does not mention some typical fruit trees that have been long cultivated in southern
China, such as lychee (lizhi 7%%)," banana (xiangjiao 5 #E), olive (ganlan HiHE),%
and coconut (vezi #F).%. While their names did not appear in Daoxuan's work, these
fruits and their history in southern China were recorded in many works in medieval
China. For example, the Guide of Grasses and Trees in the South (Nanfang caomu
zhuang ¥5 75 A 4R)™ has mentioned that lychee, coco, banana, and olive ere cultivated
in south China.”' In the eight century, lychee was the favorite fruit of the emperor
Xuanzong and his concubine Yang Guifei. Another famous fruit Daoxuan did not
mention in his list is mango, which in Sanskrit is called amra and in Chinese is called

anluo (am-la or am-ra JE4E).”* Although it is a common fruit recorded in Buddhist

% Both nai and lingin are ancient names of apple (Latin: Malus pumila). According to Li Fan, nai is a
little bit larger than lingin, and both these two fruit trees were mostly cultivated in northwest China; see
his Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, pp. 178-179. In modern Japanese, kanji “linqin” refers to apple.

5! Ibid., pp. 486-487.

62 Latin: Prunus armeniaca. Mostly it was cultivated in north China. See Li Fan, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu
fazhanshi, pp. 172-174.

53 It was originally cultivated in northwest and north China. See Li Fan, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi,
pp- 196-198; Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 497-498.

* Su Song says that it was cultivated in both south and north. See Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou:
Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 485-486.

% Latin: Prunus salicina. See Li Fan, pp. 169-170.

% Li Fan, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, pp. 199-201.

57 Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 489-490. Su Song indicates
that litchi from Sichuan area was particularly famous in the Tang Dynasty, based on Bai Juyi’s work.
Now Bai Juyi’s work is not extant. Su Song also says that at his time, the litchi from Fujian was better
than others.

% Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 499-500.

% For coco, see ibid., pp. 223-224.

7 For an English translation, see Li Hui-lin, trans. Nan-fang ts’ao-mu chuang. A Fourth Century Flora of
Southeast Asia (Hong Kong: Chinese University Press, 1979). Ma Tai-loi examines its authenticity; see
his “The Authenticity of the Nan-fang ts’ao-mu chuang,” T oung Pao 64 (1978), pp. 218-252.

" Ibid., pp. 218-219; pp. 223-227. Miscanthus sinensis (mangguo) was also brought by Xuanzang to
China in seventh century; see ibid., p. 228.

72 Berthold Laufer, 1919, p. 552. Its Latin name is mangifera indica. Laufer also notes that mango was a
native Indian fruit, called the king of Indian fruits. It is also considered as one of the most delicious fruits
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scriptures, Daoxuan did not mention it. Thus, it seems that at least in the North, it was
not well known in the Chinese Buddhist community in Daoxuan’s era. Furthermore,
ficus carica (Skt. udambara, Ch. wuhuaguo, Jp. ichijiku, New Persian. anjir) was also
very common,” but was omitted in Daoxuan’s list. Laufer argues that this fruit tree was
imported from either Persia or India to China, not earlier than in the Tang Dynasty. In
the Ming Dynasty, Li Shizhen said that this fruit tree was commonly cultivated in
southern China, in particular, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Hunan, Hubei, Fujian, and Guangdong;
and especially in Guangdong, its transliterated name of Sanskrit, youtanbo 5 21k, was
used, hile another transliteration in Chinese “yingri B H> might be from New Persian.
Laufer also cites Xuanzang’s record that this fruit was planted in India.”* In Daoxuan’s
era, the Chinese Buddhist community was presumably still unfamiliar with this fruit,
hence Daoxuan did not include this fruit in his list.”

In Daoxuan’s classification, the five grains (wugu 1.%%) included the house
grain (fanggu J5#X), the loose grain (sangu H{#Y), the horn grain (jiaogu fH#Y), the
beard grain (manggu 1°%%)'®, and the cart grain (yugu E23%).”” These of the five grains
originally appear in Chinese translations of Buddhist scriptures’®. Yet the name “five
grains” (wugu) also come from indigenous Chinese tradition, as early as in the Zhou
Dynasty (5™ century, B.C.). The specific names of five grains used together do not

appear anywhere except in Daoxuan’s text discussed here. In Huilin %% %k s
Pronunciation and Meaning of All Scriptures (Yigiejing yinyi — V)&% %), citing from

Yang Chengtian [% 74k K’s dictionary Assembly of Characters (Zitong “7-4t), the names

in ancient India, see Lambert Schmithausen, The Problem of the Sentience of Plants in Earliest Buddhism
(Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1991), p. 37.

7 Maku Takamaro iy A 52/, Butten no shokubutsu 1531t ® #i#) (Tokyo: Yasaka Shobo, 1977), pp. 30-
32.

™ Berthold Laufer, Sino-Iranica, pp. 411-414. Based on a note in Duan Chengshi B X’s Youyang zazu
Py R5 kAL, Li Fan also suggests that it was imported to China in the Tang Dynasty. See, Li Fan,
Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, p. 221.

7 Heritaka (helile 5722 #)) is another plant that Daoxuan does not mention in his list of plants. It is a very
important plant in Buddhist tradition, also frequently appears in Chinese botanical documents, such like
Tang bencao, Tujing bencao. For a study about this plant in Tang China, see Li Hongbin, “Dagu wenshu
suojian bintie toushi zhuwu bianxi,” Wenshi 34 (1992), pp. 148-151.

76 miscanthus sinensis.

" In Tantric Buddhism, five grains included barley (Hordeum vulgare, Ch. damai, Skt. yava), wheat
(Triticum aestivum, Ch. xiaomai, Skt. godhiima, paddy (Oryza, Ch. daogu, Skt. sali), small bean (Ch.
xiaodou, Skt. masiira), and oriental sesame (Sesamum indicum, Ch. huma, Skt. atasi).

7 Modern scholars have a different system to classify all grains. See Yamaguchi Hirofumi 1L 14432 and
Kawase Makoto JA[#i 5L 55 ed., Zakkoku no shizenshi: sono kigen to bunka o motomete Hi# @ HARK i —
Z DR & Ak # 3k & T (Sapporoshi: Hokkaido Daigaku Tosho Kankokai -JbiffiE k2% X & 474,
2003), pp. 3-29.
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of five grains appear as suigu, sangu, jiaogu, gigu, and shugu.” Furthermore, in
Daoxuan’s ritual text, these five grains included many present grains: foxtail millet (su
5%), sorghum (shu %%, or gaoliang =%), broomcorn millet (shu i, or ji #2),** paddy
(dao 7%)," wheat (mai 25),* perilla (ren 1£),* all kinds of beans (dou),** even linseed
(ma).® Interestingly, in Daoxuan’s classification, both perilla and linseed are listed as
grains. This idea certainly comes from indigenous Chinese tradition. Specifically,
perilla was recorded in a botanical work titled lllustrated Scripture of Herbs (Tujing
bencao) by Su Song in the Song Dynasty, in which it is said that Perilla was called “su
fif ” in Southern China and “ren £ ” in northern China.*® It seems that Daoxuan used
its northern name. Sesame was a popular food in early medieval China.*” The horn grain
indicates all kinds of beans (zhudou #%3) and linseed (]'usheng).88 Linseed was called
“jusheng” in Daoxuan’s list. This Chinese name also appeared in an ancient Chinese
herbological work titled Herbological Scripture (bencaojing); while in this work,
linseed or “jusheng” was viewed as the same plant with oriental sesame or huma which
was believed to be imported by Han general Zhang Qian, which has been recorded in
the “Section about Western regions” (“Xiyu zhuan™) of History of Han (Han shu).
However, later on many scholars made distinctions between “jusheng” and “huma.” For
instance, Tao Hongjing (456-536) says that the square-stalk one is “jusheng”; while the
round-stalk one is “huma.” See his commentary on Shennong bencaojing. Ge Hong
suggests that “jusheng” is one kind of “huma,” because it has two pods on one horn. In

Su Song’s [llustrated Scripture of Herbs, a separate category (ch. 18) called the “section

” Yigiejing yinyi (ch. 16), Huilin, T. no. 2128, 54: 403b. Modern scholarship rarely touches this issue. For
example, Liang Jiamian traces the tradition of Chinese botanical taxonomy back to am ancient dictionary
Erya. Liang Jiamian, “Zhongguo gudai zhiwu xintaixue fenleixue de fazhan,” in Ni Gengjin ed. Liang
Jiamian nongshi wenji (Beijing: Zhongguo nongye chubanshe, 2002), pp. 413-423.

% Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 538-539. Su Song says this
grain is the head of five grains. In north China, people called it dark cereal.

¥ Ibid., 537-538. Also see Li Fang, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu fazhanshi, pp. 22-36.

%2 Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 532-533.

 Nowadays it is well known as an oil plant.

% Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 534-532, 536.

% In Yuan Dynasty, planting beans and sesame together was recorded in a work titled Zhongyi biyong by
Wu Yi, supplemented by Zhang Fu, edited and annotated by Hu Daojing (Beijing: Nongye chubanshe,
1962), p. 15. For a general survey of cultivated plants for food, see Li Fan, Zhongguo zaipei zhiwu
fazhanshi (Beijing: Kexue chubanshe, 1984), pp. 22-66.

% Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou: Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 514-516.

% Jia Yingxie, Qimin yaoshu, “huma,” 13 ch. 2

% Linseed’s modern botanical name is Linum usitatissimum. For a detailed study on huma, also see
Berthold Laufer, Sino-Iranica, pp. 288-296. According to Laufer, this plant was aslo mostly cultivated in
north China. It has been discussed in Su Song’s Tujing bencao, see Su Song, Tujing bencao (Fuzhou:
Fujian kexue jishu chubanshe, 1988), pp. 526-527.
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of rice” (mibu) is listed, including huma, two kinds of beans, millet, sorghum, grain, and
so on.” This category not only includes five grains Daoxuan listed, but also goes
beyond Daoxuan’s five grains.

Though Daoxuan does not mention what sources he used for classifying these
plants, it seems that his classifications benefited from various Vinaya traditions. Given
that he was ordained in the Four-part Vinaya (Skt. Carturvagika-Vinaya, Ch. Sifenlii)
tradition, it is natural to conclude that his classification of economic plants was based on
the Four-part Vinaya tradition. Yet in Daoxuan’s text, some of names for plants are
different from Four-part Vinaya, which he might have modified them for the sake of his
Chinese readers. For example, in Four-part Vinaya, the stalk type (jingzhong) appears
as the branch type (zhizhong),” while in Great Assembly Vinaya (Mahasanghika-vinaya)
it is exactly as Daoxuan termed it.”'

Daoxuan’s classification is different from traditional botanical taxonomy in
China. In the Tang Dynasty, some Chinese medicinal works also offer classifications.
Tao Hongjing’s work Variorum of Herbological Scripture (Bencao jing jizhu) classifies
plants into five categories: grasses, trees, fruits, grains, and vegetables, based on the
principles of the forms and uses of the plants. Each category includes three classes
(sanpin): high, medium, and low classes. In early Tang period, the Tang government
sponsored a project to compile a work titled Newly Compiled Herbology (Xinxiu bencao
FrEAED), which also followed this system.”” So does Su Song’s Illustrated Scripture
of Herbs (Tujing bencao). Daoxuan’s classification focuses on the main economic
plants used in monastic communities, which includes vegetables, grains and fruits. He
does classify some trees, but his classification seems to limit trees to the category of the
“trees bearing fruit”. Still being confined as a Buddhist master, Daoxuan does not
follow traditional taxonomy and list grasses and trees in separate categories. He does

not even mention the medicinal herbs that played a significant role in traditional

¥ Ibid., pp. 526-539.

% Sifen lii, T. no. 1428, 22: 641c.

' Mahdasanghika-vinaya mentions five types of plants, with slight differences. For example, there is no
zazhong; instead, it uses a name of “type of heart” (“xinzhong”). See Mahdasanghika-vinaya (Mohe senzhi
i), T. no. 1425, 22: 339a-b.

%2 Zhongguo zhiwu xuehui ed., Zhongguo zhiwu xue shi (Beijing: Kexue chubanshen, 1994), p. 41.
Modern phytotaxonomy was only introduced to China in mid-nineteenth century (p. 145). Here we can
only discuss traditional Chinese botanical taxonomy because in premodern China, scholars did attempt to
classify the plants and animals. Mori Shikazd #kJ& = studies a manuscript of Xinxiu bencao HH{EA &
preserved in a Japanese private library. See his Honzogaku kenkyii ¥ 2%t 57 (Osaka: Takeda Kagaku
Shinkd Zaidan i [ FF23< ELA [, Kyou Shorin 75 i 5 /2, 1999), pp. 2-34.
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botanical learning in medieval China. Daoxuan does not intend to work on plant
taxonomy; his classification only serves to deal with plants of economic value to the

Buddhist monastic communities.”

Concluding Remarks

In sum, it might be safe to make some short conclusions here. First of all,
Daoxuan’s knowledge of animals and plants combines both Buddhist tradition and
Chinese indigenous tradition. He not only justifies his knowledge of animals and plants
based on his reading of monastic code, but also considers contemporary Chinese extant
knowledge about animals and plants. Second, while classifying animals, Daoxuan views
animals inferior to human beings, even though he lists animals and monastic laborers
together. In his classification, the principle is if the animals benefit the cultivation of
individual monastic members for their enlightenment. In other words, the animals by
any means must serve the monastic needs. He does not view animals same as human
being in terms of their transgression as it was argued in early Buddhism, especially in
Palt Jataka stories. In his viewpoint, classifying animals matters for the reason that the
monastic community has to decide if they can keep these animals within monastic
community. Thus, the compassion Daoxuan supports in his text has nothing to do with
liberation in modern discourse, rather, it has to do with the purification of monastic
individuals, the cultivation of these individuals. Daoxuan does not speak against the use
of animals as labor force. Third, Daoxuan’s classification of plants is influenced by
Chinese botanical tradition more than Buddhist tradition, for he classifies plants into
mainly three groups: grains, fruits, and trees. Fourth, in Daoxuan’s list, it seems to be
apparent that most animals and plants were living or cultivated in north China. It
indicates that Daoxuan’s knowledge of these animals and plants seems to be based on
his observation of monastic community in north China. Ironically, his ideal model of
Chinese Buddhism monasticism is Southern Buddhism—the Buddhist monasticism in
south China. Through an examination of Daoxuan’s ideas about dealing with animals
and plants, we can also conclude that the ownership of animals and plants was restricted
to Buddhist community, and prohibited to individuals. It suggests that so-called
asceticism in Chinese Buddhist monasticism is strictly practiced in the sense of

individual behavior, rather than a communal behavior.

% They can also viewed as food plants; see Lambert Schmithausen, The Problem of the Sentience of
Plants in Earliest Buddhism (Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1991), pp. 36-46.
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