A Study of Srivijaya
By Rokur6é Kuwata

In the seventh century, a Chinese Buddhist, Iching #/%, made a pil-
grimage to india to study Buddhism. After leaving Canton in November
of A.D. 671 by Persian ship, his journey took him to the country of Shih-
li-fo-shih EFI##EE, where he spent six months studying the shéng-ming B8] or
$abda-vidyd; from there he continued to the country of Mo-loyii FKFERE,
and two months later to the country of Chieh-t'u ¥8%E, and passing by
the country of naked people, he reached the mouth of the Ganges. In the
country of Tan-mo-li-ti BLEESLEE] he studied Sanskrit and shéng-lun B,
before continuing, in May of 673, to Na-lan-t'o B¥#FE (Nalanda), where he
spent ten years studying Buddhism and making pilgrimages to the sacred
places of the Buddha. After collecting many Sanskrit stitras, including
500,000 sung % (odes), he finally started for home in 685. On the return
route, he again stayed in Shih-li-fo-shih, as there were over one thousand
Buddhists living there, including a high priest named Shih-chia-chi-li-ti &
FRIE (S’oékyakirti), He arrived at Canton in 689, and at Lo-yang ¥&[& in
695. His Nan-hai-chi-kuei-nei-fa-ch'uan BEFEFFEE was translated into
English by J. Takakusu ##IERES. Apart from this I-ching wrote the Ta-
t'ang-hsi-yii-ch‘iu-fa-kao-séng-ch‘uan KIEWHFKEZEME and also translated
many Buddhist sttras from the Sanskrit.

Stanislas Julien’s restoration of Shih-li-fo-shih to Cri- bhodja was sup-
ported by many scholars in th’e latter half of the nineteenth’ century, being
variously spelt in English as Sribhodja,®” Sribhoga,® and Sri-Bhoja,® but
the breakthrough came with the publication of G. Coedés’ Le Royaume de
Crivijaya™ in 1918, which first introduced the new spelling. In the following
year, his idea was supported by J. Ph. Vogel® and G. Ferrand,® and
nowadays either Crivijaya or Srivijaya is used.

(1) Livre des merveilles de I'Inde, 1883-1886, p. 251.

(2) J. Takakusu, I-tsing, 1896, p. xl.

(3) G.E. Gerini, Researches on Ptolemy’s Geography of Eastern Asia, 1909.

(4) B.E.F.E.O., XVIIL

(5) Het koninkrijk Crivijaya, B.K.I.;, LXXV.

(6) Comptes Rendus in J.4., juillet-aotit. In 1922, G. Ferrand wrote ‘L’empire sumatra-
nais de Crivijaya’ in J.4., juillet-septembre et octobre-décembre, which was published
in one volume in 1922.
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In 1920, two more inscriptions were found near Palembang.” The
five inscriptions of Srivijaya are as follows:

(1) The Kota Kapur inscription—Dated Gaka 608 (A.D. 686), and
found in 1892, it is a stele of an obelisk shape, 1.77 metres high. It was
found on Bangka Island, between the R. Mé&nduk and Pangkal Mundo.
The well preserved ten-line inscription was engraved as the army of Srivi-
jaya was starting out for the expedition to Java.

(2) The Karang Brahi inscription—Dated Gaka 608 (A.D. 686), it
was found in 1904 in the upper stream of the R. Mérangin, a southern
branch of the Batang Hari, north of Sarolangun in Djambi Province. The
inscription resembles that of Kota Kapur, warning of the disloyalty of the
native people, but does not mention the sending of the expedition to Java.

(3) The Ligor inscription—Dated Gaka 697 (A.D. 775), it was found
in 1910 at Vat Sema Miiong in Ligor, on the Malay Peninsula.® This
stele has two faces; Face A belongs to Srivijaya and relates that the king
of Srivijaya ordered his chaplain, Jayanta, to build three brick edifices;
after the latter’s death, his disciples built two more near the same site.
~Yet the building of these religious edifices does not denote the occupation
of the area, since at the beginning of the eleventh century the king of
Srivijaya also built a temple at Negapatam on the Coromandel coast of
South India without occupying the land. Face B is undated but belongs
to the Sailendra family, which may be that of Sumatra, i.e. the Sr1v1]aya,
and not that of Java. (We will explain later the Sailendra of Srivijaya).
Written after A.D. 775, this face is of later date than Face A.

(4) The Kedukan Bukit inscription—Dated Gaka 605 (A.D. 683),
and found in 1920 south-west of Palembang at the foot of Bukit Seguntang,
along a branch of the R. Musi called the Sungei Tatang The ten lines,
engraved on a large stone, relate that a king of Srivijaya embarked with
an army of twenty thousand soldiers and thirteen hundred followers to find
a magic potion strong enough to make his country rich and powerful.
This may be referring to a pilgrimage along a certain stream to a temple
near Palembang.

(5) The Talang Tuwo inscription—Dated Gaka 606 (A.D. 684), and
found in 1920 five kilometres west of Palembang. The fourteen lines tell
that a king of Srivijaya named Cri Jayanaga (by G. Coedes), Jayanaga (by
R. C. Majumdar), and Jayawaga (by W.TF. Stutterheim), planned a fruit

(7) G. Coedes, ‘Les inscriptions malaises de Crivijaya’, B.E.F.E.O., XXX, 1930; G. Fer-
rand, ‘Quatre textes épigraphique Malayo-Sanskrit de Sumatra et de Bangka, J.4.,
oct-déc., 1982; H. Kern, ‘Enkel aanteekeningen op G. Coedés’ uitgave van de Mala-
ische inschriften van Crivijaya, B.K.I., LXXXVIII, 1931.

" (8) G. Coedés wrote ‘the inscription of Vieng Sa’ in his ‘Le royaume de Grivijaya’ in
B.E.F.E.O., XVIII, but afterwards he corrected it ‘Ligor inscription’ in his ‘On the
Origin of the Sailendras of Indonesia’ in J.G.I.S., Vol. 1, No. 2, 1934.
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garden for the people, to which anyone might come to eat.
V Kota Kapur, Karang Brahi, Ligor, Kedukan Bukit, and Talang Tuwo
are all place-names, but not all are found in the popular maps.®

S. Beal was the first scholar to identify Sribhodja with Palembang,"”
which is clearly the capital of Srivijaya. But a gnomonical passage in the
Hsin T'ang-shu #HEE, v. 222, conflicts with this idea: ‘“When at the
summer solstice a gnomon is erected to a height of eight feet (AR), the
shadow (at noon) falls on the south side and is two feet five inches (TR
%) long.” G.E. Gerini says that the latitude of Srivijaya must then be
5°50’N., and that of Ho-ling #% (Java), which has a shadow two feet four
inches (ZRPE~}) long, is 6°29’N.“Y  Other figures are given by Japanese
scholars. For example, T. Fujita FEFE/\ has 6°48N. for Java and
6°8745” N. for Srivijaya,"® and these incorrect gnomonical data led some
scholars to mislocate érivijaya. J.L. Moens, for instance, located the capi-
tal in Kelantan on the Malay Peninsula at first, after which it moved to
Palembang.®® He considered the gnomonical data to predate the voyage
of I-ching, at which time Palembang was the capital of Srivijaya. This
idea is impossible; we should ignore the unreliable passages in the Hsin
T ang-shu. '

From Srivijaya, I-ching went on to Malayu or Maldyu, written Mo-lo-
yi RfER in the biography of Hsilan-ta %3 in the Kao-séng-ch‘uan &18(E,
Bk. 2; and as Mo-lo-yii Kl in the Chi-kuei-ch'uan FEHE, v. 1. He
states that Malayu is now annexed by ériVijaya, which is fifteen days’ jour-
ney away by ship. Its native name is Djambi, or rather Muara Djambi
(suggested by F.M. Schnitger). In A.D. 852, Chan-pei 5% sent six emis-
saries to present tribute including an elephant to the T‘ang court.®” Ac-
cording to J. Crawfurd, Jambi is the Javanese for areca palm, and is equi-
valent to pinang in Malay. We also find a Chan-pei country in the Pei-
hu-lu JtF#% and a Pichan #®/.5 in the Ling-piao-lu-i $FEERE, both of
which produce p‘ien-ho-t'ao {FEi%bk. As T. Fujita suggests, Pi-chan may
really be Chan-pi 5%.9” There is no record of the name Palembang in

(9) The archaeology of Palembang was written in N.J. Krom, Antiquities of Palembang,
Annual Bibliography of Indian Archaeology, 1931, p. 29-83; D. Ghosh, Early Art of
Srivijaya, J.G.I.S., Vol. 1, No. 1, 1934, p. 31-38, and F.M. Schnitger, The Archeology
of Hindoo Sumatra, 1937. F.M. Schnitger was the leader of the archaeological ex-
pedition to Sumatra in 1935 and 1986. There were many Hindu relics and monu-
ments found in the south-eastern part of Sumatra.

(10y Livre des merveilles de U'Inde, p. 251.

(11) Researches, p. 480 and 482.

(12) Rogashtikoku-kd JRIFEEI# in the Nankai-hen FHERE, P 17-18.

(18) Grivijaya, Y4ava en Katdha, T.B.G., LXXVII, 1937.

(14) T'ang-hui-yao JEEHE, v. 100; T'ai-p'ing-huan-yii-chi KPEER, v. 177; Yi-ha L,
v. 154.

(15) Shitsuribussei Sanbutsusei Ky(ké wa Doko ka =R il - =25 - BT, Geibun
#r, Vol. IV, No. 4, 1913; Nankai-hen Fi¥EH, p. 62.
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books compiled during the T‘ang dynasty. Although Féng Ch‘éng-chiin
A& says that in A.D. 647 Sui-p‘o-téng [§%%, Ili-pi-lin-sung Z.FIB#ki%,
Tu-po ##, Yang-t'ung [, Shih %, Po-ssii ¥, K'ang-kuo FEE, Twu-
huo-lo Mk, A-hsi-chi fJ%&F% and ten other countries sent ambassadors to
the T‘ang court as mentioned in the Chiu T‘ang-shu EEFEE, vol. 3, adding
that Pi-lin-sung must be Palembang, peng 3 being miswritten sung 3%,
we cannot agree with this theory, since I-li-pi-lin-sung is clearly Ta-ssti-li-fa-
ch'ii-li-shih REFIFEEFS% of the Pa-yeh-ku #¥ 7 tribe, who submitted to
the T'ang in A.D. 647.97

In the T'ang-hui-yao EEE, v. 100, and in the T ai-p‘ing-huan-yii-chi
APEFED, v. 177, there is the following passage: “The country of P‘o-
téng ZEE is situated two months’ voyage by ship to the south of Lin-i
#E (i.e. South Vietnam). It lies west of Ho-ling i and east of Mi-li
%%, To the north there is a great sea.” Ho-ling is Central Java, and
P‘o-téng must be Taruma Nagara, whose the king Plirnavarman’s stone in-
scription was found in the upper reaches of the Tji Aroeteun, a branch of
the Tjiliwoeng, the river which runs through Batavia (Djakarta). P‘o-téng
may be Mah4 Taruma Nagara. Both Sui-p'o-téng FEZE%E in the Chiu
T‘ang-shu, v. 247, and To-p'o-téng FEE%E in the Hsin T'ang-shu, v. 222b,
are misprints, since in the T ‘ung-tien H#t, we find P'o-téng and not To-
p'o-téng. This P‘o-téng is identical with the country of P‘o-ta Z%E, noted
as Shé-p'o-p'o-ta BIEEELE in the Sung-shu HKZFE, v. 97, and which sent en-
voys to the Sung court of the Southern dynasties in the fifth century.

Mi-li must be Malayu, although we should note that the Hsin T ‘ang-
shu, the Chiu T‘ang-shu and the T‘ung-tien all state mistakenly: “PEEEZR
e, which should read: “PHELAZLEHBE”, or “on the west it connects
with Mi-li.” This country is clearly Mi-li and not Mi-li-ch‘¢ K=, since
the phrase lien-chieh ## is often used in such circumstances.

In A.D. 644, the embassy of Mo-lo-yu ERE arrived at the T'ang
court;"® this country is clearly identical with Mo-lo-yu RFEl#, ie. the
Malayu of I-ching. Again, from the reign of Hsien-héng % (A.D. 670-
673) to that of K'ai-yilan Bt (A.D. 713-741), the embassies of Shih-li-fo-
shih came often to China. Hence in 695 an imperial edict ordered that
provisions be supplied to the foreign embassies then resident in the court.
Six months’ supply was given to the embassies of Nan T‘ien-chu mRZ
(South India), Pei T‘ien-chu JtXKZ (North India), Po-ssii ##r (Persia),
and Ta-shih Kf& (Arabia); five months’ provisions were given to those of
Shih-li-fo-shih EFIh# (Srivijaya), Chén-la Ef (Cambodia), and Ho-ling
B (Java); and three months’ were awarded to that of Lin-i #& (South

(16) Su-mén-ta-la-ku-kuo-k'ao FFFIEHRILHEE, p. 95.

(17) Hsin T'ang-shu FHHEESE, v. 217. B.

(18) Hsin T'ang-shu #pESE, v. 221. B; T'ang-hui-yao FEEIE, v. 100; Ts'é-fu-ylan-kuei
e, v. 970.
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Vietnam)."® In 701, the embassy of Fo-shih % arrived with presents.®”
We can list the intercourse between Srivijaya and the T‘ang court of

the K‘ai-ylian period as follows:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

Marth of 716,V

722: an embassy sent by a king named Po-shun #IE complained
that he was insulted by the frontier officials.®

July of 724: the ambassador Chiu-mo-lo {AEEfE (Kumadra) present-
ed as tribute two chu-ju 4% (dwarfs), a female chia- {§ (correctly
séng- @) ch‘i ¥ (s6-ki in Japanese; i.e. the Persian zangi, mean-
ing a Negro), a group of native musicians and a five-coloured
parrot. Kuméra was appointed ché-ch'ung ¥ and given one
hundred pieces of silk.® Negroes are also mentioned as being
presented by Ho-ling, but many misprints exist:—e.g. séng-chih-nu
@ik for séng-ch'imnu @ik (so-gi-nu in Japanese); chin-chih-t'ung
4:ikE for shé-chi-t'ung &7kE. In August of the same year Shih-
li-fo-shih-kuo-san FFRUHZE= (i.e. ...kuo-wang BE), shih-li-t‘o-lo-
pa-mo FFIMEEHKEE (Sri Indravarman) was appointed Tso-wei-wei-ta-
chiang-chiin ZB#AME and given a purple robe with a band de-
corated with gold.®®

October of 727.%%

December of 741: at this time a prince of Srivijaya came. A re-
ception party was held for him at Ch‘ii-chiang 7L, south-east of
the capital.®® In the following January the king of Srivijaya,
Liu-t‘éng (?)-wei-kung 2k (#?) R4t was awarded the honourable
title Pin-i-wang #E#T and appointed as Yu-chin-wu-wei-ta-chiang-
chiin F&EfANE. On his departure, the prince was presented
with eighty pieces of silk.®"

Liu-t'éng-wei-kung has been identified with Rudra Vikrama by J.L.
Moens,® but wei-kung may be a miswriting of mo-mang >k, in which
case Rudravarman may be the true name of this king. In the Hsin T‘ang-
shu, we find the following passage: ‘‘The royal title is Ho-mito H#%",
which has not been restored. It may be the Sanskrit amrta, or ‘immortal’,
since the kings of Srivijaya called themselves ‘amrta’.

After 742, that is, in the latter half of the T‘ang dynasty, there was

(19) ' T‘ang-hui-yao FEEEE, v. 100.
(20) Ts‘é-fu-yiian-kuei ffjFdE, v. 970-971.

@1y Ibid., v. 971.
(22) Ibid., v. 997.
(28) Ibid., v. 971.
(24) Ibid., v. 975.
(25) Ibid., v. 975.

(26) 1Ibid., v. 971; Hsin T'ang-shu HEE, v. 222. B; Chiu T'ang-shu BIEE, v. 9.
(27) Tsgé-fu-yiian-kuei HRFTa8, v. 965. '
(28) Grivijaya, Y4va en Katdha, T.B.G., LXXVII, 1937,
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no-embassy from S’rivijaya to China, although in the itinerary of Chia Tan
HEIL, prime minister during the Chén-yian It period (A.D. 785-804),
Fo-shih ##3f is mentioned as lying south of Chih & (the Malayan sélat,
meaning ‘strait’).®  Thus, while we cannot find any details of Srivijaya
during the late T ang, it is clear that the country was not forgotten.

In contrast to this loss of contact, the ambassadors of Java came fre-
quently to the T‘ang court during this period. We may tabulate the tri-
butary relations of the two countries with the T‘ang as follows:

Malayu (Bfis) — Stivijaya (=R, ) Central Java (GBE, REYL)
644
: 647

648

666

670
683: Palembang inscriptions :
686: Bangka (Java expedition)

ca. 695 ca. 695

701 :
rat (CASE A)

727 :
742 :

: 767

768

769

774-787: Javanese expeditions
775: Ligor inscription (Face A) : to Champa

778: Kalasan inscription
: (Sailendra dynasty)
813
(CASE B) o
831
: 844-848: Ibn Khordadzbeh
: 851: Sulaymin
852 (Djambi |5 5) :
: ca. 860: Balaputra, king of 860-873
: Suvarpadvipa (éailendra
: family)
904
916: Abh Zayd
In the above table, ‘CASE A’ denotes the ascendancy of Srivijaya and
descendancy of Java, while ‘CASE B’ denotes the opposite condition. We
can, moreover, suggest that in each case certain political and diplomatic
conditions changed in the relations between the two countries. While we
cannot assert subjugation or occupation by one country of the other in
CASE A, we can suggest the take-over of Srivijaya by the Sailendra family
of Java. This suggestion has already been made by W.F. Stutterheim,
who refuted the old theory that the Sailendra family of Java was of Suma-
tran origin.  G. Coedés goes further, saying that the family came from Fu-
nan $F (Cambodia).®? R.C. Majumdar, however, places their origin in

(29) Ti-li-chih #4387 of the Hsin T‘ang-shu Zrss:,
(80) A4 Javanese Period in Sumatran History, 1929.
(81) Origin of the Sailendras of Indonesia, J.G.I.S., Vol. 1, No. 2, 1934,
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the Ganga dynasty of Kalinga in India,® while J. Przyluski locates it in
the cosmic mountain.®

Whatever their real origin was, the Sailendra family of Central Java
was a strong kingdom able to build the Buddhist temple of Borobudur in
the centre of the island, and to send fleets to Champa and to Khmér.
Thus we read, in the 784 inscription of Satyavarman in Po-nagar, that the
ferocious, pitiless dark-coloured people of other cities, took away the Muk-
ha-linga of the God and set fire to the temple. The 799 inscription of
Indravarman I. in Yang Tikuh also relates that the Bhadradhipatisvara
temple was burned by the Javanese army in 787. These two attacks are
mentioned in R.C. Majumdar’s The Sailendra Empire.® As for the ex-
pedition to Khmer, Jayavarman II. after returning from Java established
his authority over Cambodia at the beginning of the ninth century. He
set up his capital upon Mt. Mahendra (Phnom Kulén), instituting at the
same time the cult of devardja. Thus we see from the following inscrip-
tion of Sdok kik thom: “Kambujade$a was no more dependent on Javi,
and there was no more than one single sovereign who was cakravartin.”®®

In Abt Zayd’s Accounts of India and China, we find the curious story
of the subjugation of Komar (Khmeér) by the Mahdraja of Zibej. Zabej
comes to be Java and the Mahirdja to be a king of the Sailendra family
of Java. In the Book of Routes and Kingdoms, Ibn Khordidbeh (Khur-
dadbih, Khordadhbeh, Khordédzbeh) mentions Djabah al Hind (Djabah of
India) and the Maharidja of Zibedj in the middle of the ninth century
(844-848), saying: ‘“The island Kalah or Kilah belongs to the Kingdom
of Djabah of India.” Sulayméin also notes (in 851) that Kalah-bar is a
dependency of Zabej. Kalah, Kilah, and Kalih-bir are all Kedah, on the
west coast of the Malay Peninsula, as we shall show later. Since the
Djabah subjugated Kalah in the middle of the ninth century, Java is ob-
viously the Java of the Sailendra family, and since Java is not in India,
we suggest that ‘Djabah of India’ is in fact ‘Java Hindouis¢,, and the lat-
ter term was indicated by the Hindu as ‘Zabej’ (Zabag), especially by the
Ceylonese Buddhists, to show endearment. The word ‘Zabej’ is z-a-b-j in
Arabic, although the fourth letter of the Arabic alphabet, ‘jeen’, is pro-
nounced hard, as ‘g’ in garden. Again, the spelling of zanj or zanji (a
Negro) is z-n-j-y in Arabic, but zn-k-y in Persian, while in the Chinese we
find séng-ch’i @ik (s6-gi in Japanese), séng-ch'i &% (s6-ki in Japanese),
and K'un-lun-ts'éng-ch’i E#/E4 (Kon-ron-s6-ki in Japanese).® Obviously,

(32) Les rois Sailendra de Suvarpadvipa, B.E.F.E.O., XXXIII, 1983, p. 140. K.A. Nilakanta
Sastri’s opposition, ‘Origin of the Cailendras’, T.B.G., LXXV, 1935.

(33) The §ailendravaméa, J.G.I.§., Vol. II, No. 1, 1935, p. 25-36.

(34) J.G.LS., Vol. 1, No. 1, 1984, p. 19; Suvarpadvipa, p. 158.

(85) Origin of the Sailendras of Indonesia, J.G.I.S., Vol. I, No. 2, 1934, p. 69-70.

(36) Chou Ch'u-fei F£JE, Lingwai-tai-ta 5oR%, v. 3, 1178.
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then, the letter ‘jeen’ was read as ‘g’ in garden during the T‘ang and Sung
periods. Thus G. Ferrand claims that ‘Zibag’ is the old pronounciation,
‘Zabaj’ the new, and thus restored Zibag to Djawaga or Jawaga < Skt.
Javaka. o

Now, Javaka or fivaka was the name of a country whose king Can-
drabhanu twice invaded Ceylon, in 1236 and 1256, and who was driven
back by the Ceylonese king Pardkramabihu IL.©®® 1In the inscription of
Jatdvarman, Vira-Pandya (1264), we read that the Pindya king took the
country of Choéla, Ceylon, and the crown and the crowned head of the
" Cavaka.® G. Ferrand’s writings on the subject are ambiguous. We find
in various places “Cavaka (i.e. Javaka)”; “Conquéte du Jivaka=Crivijaya,
qui fit prisonnier le souverain sumatranais”’“”; and “le roi du Zibag
< Javaka qui est un autre nom de 'empire de Crivijaya.”®> Yet elsewhere,
he says that Zibag < Jawaka is the ‘ile de Java’® and Jawaga (Java).®®
We do not get a clear idea from his work. :

In fact, there were two Javakas in the thirteenth century. One was
the country which invaded Ceylon, as we have seen, and the other was
Tambralinga, of which the inscription of Candrabhinu has been found at
Caiya (Chaiya, or Jaiya), near Ligor on the Malay Peninsula. The in-
scription is dated 1230,“Y and by comparing the dates G. Coedés has
shown that the king ‘Candrabhinu of Timbralinga (Ligor) must be the
same as that referred to in the Ceylonese chronicle.*® Yet, G. Coedés
does not identify Zabaj with Javaka, despite their phonetic similarity,
which he acknowledges. His identification of two Jivaka has been disputed
by Nilakanta Sastri,“® while R.C. Majumdar claims that Davika (in Samu-
dragupta’s inscription), Sivaka, Sivaka (in South Indian literature), Javaka
(in the Mahdvamsa), Gavaka (in the inscription of Caiya), and Zibaj (Dja-
waga or Jiwaga) of the Mohammedans are all the same country, that is,
Tambralinga (Ligor) on the Malay- Peninsula.“” This we cannot agree
with, and Zabag of the Mohammedans cannot be Javaka of Té4mbralinga.

(87) L’empire sumatranais de Grivijaya, J.4., XX, 1922, p. 162, 165; Voyage du marchand
arabe Sulaymdn en Inde et en Chine, 1922, p. 41.

(38) Mahdvaméa, LXXXIII, LXXXVIIT; G. Ferrand, L’empire sumatranais de Grvivijaya,
J.A., XX, 1922, p. 172-173.

(39) Ibid., p. 48.

(40) Ibid., p. 170.

(41) Ibid., p. 162.

(42) Ibid., p. 54.

(48) G. Ferrand, Voyage du marchand arabe Sulaymdn en Inde et en Chine, p. 95, and
Relations, p. 111. “Zibag<Djawaga=Java”.

(44) - R.C. Majumdar, Suvarpadvipa, p. 216.

(45) Ibid.; G. Coedés, A propos de la chute du royaume de Crivijaya, B.K.I., LXXXIII,
1927.

(46) Srivijaya, Candrabhinu and Vira Pandya, T.B.G., LXXVII, 1987.

47) Suvarpadvipa, p. 215.
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G. Ferrand identified Java with Chu-po 37, mentioned in K'ang
Trai's B Fu-nan-t'u-su HELHB.99  Now, Tu-po " was a misprint
of Shé-po ##“, and both Chu-po and Shé-po equal Shé-p‘o Ei%E, or Java.
From the ancient pronounciation of po # i.e. b'dk® (haku in Japanese),
we can identify Chu-po and Shé-po with Javaka, but there are some in-
stances in which the “k’ ending is omitted, as in Ni-fu-chii-lo JEE4EZH
(Devakula), A-shih-fu FIIE#§ (a$va), Sa-fu-hsi-ti BEERE (svasti) in the Fan-
yi-tsa-ming RiEE% (Chinese vocabulary of Sanskrit) compiled in the T‘ang
period; it is also omitted in Ta-shih K& (T4j), which was popularly used
in the same period. The ancient pronounciations b‘i%ak # and diiak &
end in “k’. Ta-shih was written To-shih %K by I-ching. Hsi-mo & in
the description of Ho-ling in the Hsin T‘ang-shu can be read as Siva, by
omitting the “k’ ending of the ancient pronounciation. We can find no
trace of Javaka in the first half of the third century, although ‘Jabadiu’ of
Ptolemy’s Geography (second century) was certainly Java. Zibag (i.e.
Javaka) was first mentioned by Ibn Khordidbeh in the mid-ninth century.

We can now turn to the Néilandi copper-plate. This has an inscrip-
tion bearing the date of the thirty-ninth year of King Devapila of the
Pala dynasty of Bengal (A.D. 860). This king granted five villages to the
Buddhist monastery built by Maharaja Bélaputradeva, king of Suvarnadvipa.
The inscription relates the genealogy of Balaputradeva, and contains the
following important passage: ‘“There was a great king of Yavabhtimi
(Yavabhtmi-pala), whose name signified ‘tormentor of brave foes' (Vira-
vairimatthan-dnugat-dbhidh4na) and who was an ornament of the Sailendra
dynasty (Sailendra-var$a-tilaka). He had a valiant son (called) Samarigravira
(or, ‘he who is the foremost warrior in battle’). His wife, Tara, daughter
of King Sri-Varmasetu of the Iunar race, resembled the goddess Tara. By
this wife he had a son Sri-Balaputra, who built a monastery at Nalanda.”®
From this inscription we know that MahArdja Balaputradeva of Suvarnad-
vipa (i.e. Srivijaya) was a prince of the Sailendra family of Java. The
names Suvarnadvipa (gold-island) and Suvarnabhtimi (gold-land) as applied
to overseas countries were familiar to Indians from a very early period.
They can be found in old popular stories such as have been preserved in
Jatakas, Kathiko$a and Brhatkathi, as well as in more serious literary
works, mainly Buddhist.® ‘Chryse’ of Periplus and ‘Chryse Chersonesus’

(48) T'ai-p'ing-yii-lan F Ffq%s, v. 787.

(49) T'ung-tien gk, v. 188; T'ai-p'ing-yi-lan, v. 788; Wén-hsian-t‘ung-k‘ao ECEE, v.
332.

(80) T'ai-p'ing-huan-yii-chi K ggs2zg, v. 177.

(61) B. Karlgren, Analytic Dictionary of Chinese and Sino-Japanese, 1923, p. 231.

(52) Ibid., p. 50, 262.

(53) B.E.F.E.O., XXXIII, p. 123; J.G.LS., Vol. 1, No. 1, p. 14; Suvarpadvipa, p. 152-153.

(54) Suvarpadvipa, p. 37.
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or ‘Golden Peninsula’ refer to the same.®® Chin-chou £ (gold-island) was
mentioned twice by I-ching in his Kao-séng-ch‘uan, v. B, as a synonym for
Srivijaya.® A. Foucher later produced an illustrated Nepalese manuscript
of the tenth to eleventh centuries which contained a picture entitled
‘Suvarnnapure Sri-Vijaya-pure Lokanitha’ or ‘(the image of) Lokanitha
(Avalokiteévara) in Sri-Vijaya-pura in Suvarnnapura’. G. Ferrand opposes
G. Coedés’ opinion that Suvarnnapura was a part of Burma, locating Sri-
Vijayapura in Suvarnapura in Palembang.®” He is supported by R.C.
Majumdar. An Arab writer, Al Bir(ni (Alberuni) (A.D. 975-1048), wrote:
“The Zéabag islands are called by the Hindus ‘suwarn dib’ (Suvarpadvipa
or the gold islands.”® Masao Shizutani FE#&EHE introduced a Tibetan
text of Atisa’s biography, who lived in Suvarnadvipa for twelve years, say-
ing: It was written in the tenth year of the reign of Chdimanivarmadeva
in Srivijayapura in Suvarnadvipa.”® Cadimanivarmadeva was the king
of Srivijaya, which sent an embassy to the Sung court in 1003.®> These
passages and text show that Suvarnadvipa was Sumatra, so that the Zibag
of Al Birtni was Srivijaya, and not Java as afterwards explained.
Historically, it is important that a prince of the Sailendra family of
Java become the king of Srivijaya as depicted in the Nalanda plate. After
879 we find that Central Java is being ruled by a king not of the Sailen-
dra dynasty, showing that the latter had declined and lost their authority
there. Thus the royal family of Srivijaya became part of the Sailendra
family and used their title i.e. ‘Mahardja’. We may thus regard the mid-
ninth century as the approximate limit of Sailendra supremacy in Java,®
though unfortunately we know almost nothing of the circumstances in
which they lost their power. It is also difficult to assign even an approxi-
mate date.® The family declined on Java and recovered in Srivijaya, or
rather, Srivijaya was revived with the Sailendra as its kings. The name
of Zabag came to denote érivijaya, and the latter name to be used by
the Mohammedans. Ab# Zayd al-Hasan, who in 916 completed with his
additional remarks the merchant Sulaymin’s account of a voyage to India

(b5) Ibid., p. 6, 40.

(56) Ibid., p. 41; G. Ferrand, Grivijaya, p. 122.

(57) A. Foucher, Etude sur liconographie bouddhique de I'Inde, Bibliothéque de I'Ecole
des Hautes Etudes, XIII, 1900; G. Ferrand, Crivijaya, p. 42-43; R.C. Majumdar,
Suvarnadvipa, p. 45.

(58) G. Ferrand, Relations, p. 163, 167; Grivijaya, p. 64; R.C. Majumdar, Suvarpadvipa,
p. 40-41.

(59) Tézai Gakujutsu Kenkyiijo Ronsé FRFGENIFZERTAE (pub. Kansai Daigaku BHFEREE),
Vol. VIII, 1952.

(60) San-fo-ch‘i-ch‘uan gw;ﬁ{g in the Sung-shih H51, v. 489.

(61) R.C. Majumdar, The Sailendra Empire, J.G.I.S., Vol. I, No. 1, p. 21; Suvarpadvipa,
p- 159-160.

(62) Suvarpadvipa, p. 159.
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and China (originally written in 851), says that among the islands over
which the Mahardja of Zabag rules are those called Serboza (or Sarbaza)
(s1-b-zh), Rami (=Achin, or Atjeh in northern Sumatra), and Kalah
(Kedah, on Malay Peninsula). (G. Ferrand reads the Arabic as Sribuza,
but we cannot agree with this reading). 'The usual Arabic reading must
have been Serboza or Sarbaza, and this pronounciation was brought to the
Sung court by Mohammedan embassies. According to the Sung-shih, there
were many Mohammedans among the ambassadors. The name of the
country ‘Serboza’ was transcribed by the Chinese as San-fo-ch'i =Z#%. Some
scholars have assumed this to be Zabedj, but this idea cannot be accepted,
because, as G. Ferrand points out, the ancient pronounciation was Zéibag
(Skt. Javaka) and not Zibedj, and there is no way of trnscribing Zabag to
San-fo-ch'i in Chinese.

The first embassy of San-fo-ch'i, then, came to the Sung court in 960,
almost fifty years after Abh Zayd al-Fasan’s compilation of his Account of
India and China. AbG Zayd of Syraf did not make the journey himself,
but compiled the account from stories told by voyagers and seamen. In the
tenth century both ‘“Zibag’ and ‘Serboza’ were known to the Mohammedans,
and the centre of Zadbag moved from Java to Serboza. The Mahirija of
Zibag was already the sovereign of Serboza. Thus the country of San-fo-
ch‘i was not Zibag but Serboza. '

As to the Sailendra family of Serboza, we have other evidence than
the Néland4 plate already mentioned. The B Face of the Ligor stele bears
the inscription of Srimaharija of the Sailendra family, translated by G.
Coedeés.®™ It is undated, but said to be later than the A Face (dated 775),
which refers Srivijaya but not to Sailendra. Various opinions have been
proposed about the B Face, but the present writer suggests that it might
have been written by the Sailendra kings of Srivijaya (San-fo-ch‘i). The
king of San-fo-ch'i, Gri Chldmanivarman, who sent tribute in 1003 and his
son Gri Maravijayottungavarman in 1008, built a Buddhist temple at Nega-
patam, on the west coast of the Bay of Bengal; the king of Cola (Chola)
Réjarija, presented a village to the temple. The inscription of Rajarja
further informs us that Maravijayottungavarman was born into the Sailendra
family and was the lord of Srivisaya and Katiha.®® From this we can see
that by the beginnig of the eleventh century the royal family of Srivijaya
was the Sailendra. ‘Serire’ is a mistake, as many scholars say.

We may now turn to the details of the tributary relationship between

(63) B.E.F.E.O., XVIII; ]J.G.I.S., Vol. I, No. 2; R.C. Majumdar, The Sailendra Empire,
J.G.1.§., Vol. 1, No. 1; Suvarnadvipa, p. 150.

(64) - G. Ferrand, Crivijaya, p. 46; R.C. Majumdar, Suvarnadvipa, p. 168.

(65) Mas'tdi, Les Prairies d’or (943) and Bozorg fils de Chahriyar, Livre des merveilles de
PInde (a collection of stories in the tenth century).
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San-fo-ch‘i and the Sung court:‘®

(a)

(d)
(e)

()

(8)
(h)

September of 960: the name of the king is Hsi-li-hu-ta-hsia-li-t'an
BFIAABEME. ‘Ho' # was omitted in the Ch'ang-pien EMF, in
the K‘ao-so &%, and in the Ling-wai-tai-ta $SMUE, although it is
mentioned in the T'ung-k‘ao -, so we. cannot be certain whether
or not it is an integral part of the king’s name. It has been res-
tored by J. Takakusu as Sri-gupta-harita® and by G. Ferrand as
Cri (Malay: séri) Kuda Haridana.®®

May of 961.

November of 961: the king’s name was Shih-li-wu-yeh SEFISEE,
which has been restored by G. Ferrand as ‘Cri Wuja?' and by J.L.
Moens as ‘Cri U(da)ya (ditya).® The king was also known as
Shéng-liu 4%, which G. Ferrand has corrected to Mo-liu X4, i.e.
Maliyu. However, shéng-liu may be restored as Sri or Ser. It is
mentioned in the Sung-shith and in the T‘ung-k‘ao, but not in other
books.

March of 962: the king’s name is the same as that given in the
Sung-shih.

November of 962: his name is given as Shih-li-wu-yeh EEFIEES in
the Sung-hui-yao, as Shih-li-yeh REFIFE in the Ch'ang-pien and the
K‘ao-so. The date of December 23 in the Sung-hui-yao should be
corrected.

April of 971: 970 in the K'ao-so must be corrected. Presents
brought were shui-ch‘ang 7Kg (crystal), huo-yu ki (petroleum oil),
according to the Sung-shih. (In the Yii-hai E#E, huo-yu was incor-
rectly written huo-ch'ou :kih.) We see from the Sung-hui-yao that
petroleum oil was presented by Wu-hsiin & (Mezoen, or Sohar in
Oman) in April 1072, and by Ts‘éng-t'an @i (Sultan of the Seljuk
Turks) in July 1071. We owe the identification of these names to
T. Fujita’s study.™

April of 972: the king's name is given in all books as Shih-li-wu-
yeh BEFIRHE.

March of 974: the same name again is found in the Sung-hui-yao.
Articles of tribute are listed as ivory, frankincense, rosewater, dates,
flat peach, sugar, crystal rings, glass bottles and corals.

(66) Chinese books used for reference in this chapter are: Sung-shih SR5; Hsii Tzii-chih-
t'ung-chien-ch’ang-pien FEELRBEER (abb. EF); Shan-t'an-k‘ao-so |1|#EF (abb.
#E3R); Yi-hai R¥g; Sung-hui-yao F&EH; Wén-hsien-t'ung-k'ao EHE®%. G. Ferrand
used only Sung-shih and Wén-hsien-t'ung-k‘ao in his ‘L’empire sumatranais de Gri-
vijaya’, J.4., 1922, p. 17-22.

(67) I-tsing, p. xlii.

(68) Grivijaya, p. 17.

(69) Grivijaya, Y4va en Katdha, T.B.G., LXXVII, 1987.

{70) Nankai-henEg¥g, p. 257-280.
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December of 975.

980: the king’s name was Hsia-ch‘ih FEjth (vieu malais Haji ‘roi’ by
G. Ferrand). The initial ‘A’ has been dropped in modern Malay.
‘Haji’ was mentioned in inscriptions of the ninth and tenth cen-
turies, being a royal title.™

(k) November of 983: the king’s name was Hsia-chih 5B, the same
person as Hsia-ch‘ih above. The king is mentioned in the article
on India of the Sung-shih, v. 490. In the article on Shé-p‘o RI%
(i.e. Java) of the same, a Hsia-chih Ma-lo-yeh BUWE#E (Mahdraja)
was given as another name of the king of Java. Presents are list-
ed as a crystal statue of the Buddha, brocades, rhinoceros horns,
ivory, perfume, and drugs in the Sung-shih. However, in the Yii-
hai we find Tung-t'ien-hsi ;HXE (rhinoceros horn), Ta-shih-chin
K&t (brocades made in Western Asia), Yieh-no-pu #isifi™ and
glass bottles. This ylieh-no-pu was first mentioned in the article
on Persia of the Sui-shu. The Chu-fan-chih says that it was pro-
duced in Baghdad, Ghazni and Rum (Damascus), while the Ling-
wai-tai-ta states that it was made in Baghdad and Merbat, on the
Hadramaut coast of Arabia. It is probably a king of fine muslin.™
In February of 985 a ship-master named Chin-hua-ch‘a €%t% pre-
sented products of his country, but he may not have been an em-
bassy. Yung-ning JE® in the Sung-hui-yao is a misprint for Yung-
hsi ZERR.

(1) December of 988: (the pén-chi F¥& of the Sung-shih and the Yii-
hai give December of the following year as the date, and it is not
clear which is correct.) An embassy named Pu-ya-t'o-li FHFFFEE
arrived and “According to the Sung-shih, San-fo-ch‘i presented Bud-
dhistic canons in blue wood boxes” says the Sung-hui-yao. This
passage, however, refers to Jih-pén (Japan), and not to San-fo-ch'i.

(m) December of 992: the same embassy came again to say that his
country had been invaded by the Javanese army, and that he could
not return. He begged. the Sung court to declare by imperial de-
cree that his country was to become a protectorate of China, and
his request was granted, but the decree must be given to Java, and
blaming its invasion of San-fo-chi. It is possible that there may
be some mistake in this part of the Sung-shih. In the same month
embassies of King Mu-lo-ch‘a % (Mahéraja) of Shé-p‘o came to
China. The translator related that Shé-p‘o and San-fo-ch‘i were enemies
and were always fighting with each other. Thus the same report was

(71) T.B.G., LXVIL, p. 178.
(72) B. Laufer, Sino-Iranica, 1919, p. 495.
(78) Chau Ju-kua, p. 266. ,
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brought by both sides. The king of Java at this time must have been
Dharmavarhéa (Dharmmawangsja) of East Java, since it was he who
reopened intercourse with China after its neglect following the de-
cline of the Sailendra family. In 1006, however, Java was over-
whelmed by a great catastrophe, possibly the invasion by Srivijaya,
which left the capital reduced to ashes and resulted in the death
of the great king in 1007.7

(n) September of 1003: the name of the king was Ssii-li-chu-(or chou)-
lo-wu-ni-fo-ma-tiac-hua BHEE (or %) WmEHmHEZE (Sri Ctlimani-
varmandeva). This king had built a Buddhist temple in his do-
main and begged the Sung court to give it a name and a bell to
celebrate the long life of the emperor; this request was approved
and the name Ch'eng-t'ien-wan-shou EXEFE was given, to be writ-
ten on the tablet of the temple. The two embassies were named
Kuei-téh-chiang-chiin E#E#$®E and Huai-hua-chiang-chiin {3/Ui§5E
(‘Huai’ is ‘Kuei’ in the Ch'ang-pien), and stayed in the capital
until January 15 of the following year when, together with the
embassies of Ta-shih and Pu-tuan ¥ (Panduranga, in South
Vietnam), they attended the festival of Shang-yiian-kuan-téng EJCH#
piol ‘

(o) July of 1008: the king is named as Ssi-li-ma-lo-pi FEERRNEL (Sri
Maravijayottungavarman), and the embassies attended the ceremony
of féng-ch‘an #j# (the worship of Heaven and Earth) on the
mountain T ai-shan Fil.

The identification of the two kings' Chinese names with their Indian
counterparts was made from the inscriptions by G. Coedés in his ‘Le Roy-
aume de Grivijaya,”™ and was accepted and adopted by G. Ferrand.™
We should now look at R.C. Majumdar’s translation of the inscriptions.™
The Colas of South India were a great naval power and this naturally
brought them into contact with South-east Asia. Relations at first were
friendly between the Cola kings and the Sailendra rulers, as proved by an
inscription which is to be found on twenty-one plates now preserved in
the Leiden Museum along with three other plates. These two records are
known respectively as the Larger Leiden Grant (la grande charte de Leyden)
and the Smaller Leiden Grant, as their place of finding is not known.
The former is written partly in Sanskrit and partly in Tamil, and the
Tamil portion tells us that the Cola king Rijarija the Great granted, in
the twenty-first year of his reign (1005), the revenues of a village for the

(74) Suvarpadvipa, p. 266; S. Matsuoka VAFERLE, Jaba-shi JUEs, p- b9, 66.

(75) B.E.F.E.O., XVIII, 1918, p. 7.

(76) Grivijaya, p. 19.

(77)  Suvarpadvipa, Bk. II, Chap. II: The Struggle between the Sailendras and the Colas,
p. 167-190.
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upkeep of the Buddhist temple of Calimanivarmavihira, built by Ctlim-
anivarman, king of Kadéram (or Kid4ram) at Négapattan (Negapatam).
The Sanskrit portion tells us that Rajardja Réjakesarivarman (i.e. Réjarija
the Great) gave, in the twenty-first year of his reign, a village to the Bud-
dhist temple Caldmanivarma-vihira, which was built at NAgipattana by Sri
Miravijayottungavarman in the name of his father Cldmanivarman. It
then tells us that Méra-vijayottungavarman was born in the Sailendra family,
was the lord of Sri-visaya, had extended his suzerainty over Katiha (Sri-
visay-adhipatind Katdha-Adhipatyam-Atanvatd), and had ‘Makara as the em-
blem on his banner’. We further learn that, after the death of Rijarsja,
his son and successor Madhurintaka, that is, Réjendra Cola, issued an edict
for the grant made by his father.™ The important points in the inscrip-
tions are as follows: ‘

(1) Sst-li-chou-lo-wu-ni-fo-ma-t'iao-hua EEEMEE BHRFZE, or Sri Col-
dmanivarman Deva. Ssii-li-ma-lo-pi BEEREYER, or Sri MAravijayot-
tungavarman.

(2) These were the king of Srivijaya and Katiha (Kadaram), corres-
ponding to the Maharija of Zibag, and were born in the Sailendra
family (of Srivijaya, not of Java).

We have the Chinese names of the kings of Srivijaya (San-fo-ch'i), but
only in the above two cases do we have other sources which give the cor-
rect pronounciation.

(p) April of 1017: the king is named as Hsia-ch'ih-su-wu-ch‘a-p‘u-mi
RE#H 7% (Haji Suvarnabhtmi).™ G. Ferrand has restored
this name as Haji Sumatrabhtmi, and this was followed by R.C.
Majumdar,®® but Hsii-wén-ta-la ZEXZH] in the Tao-i-chih-lileh &
FERE, Su-mu-tou (or ta) -la FHAE (or %) #| in the Yiian-shih ¢
5, and Hsii-mén-ta-la ZEPR%ZH] in the Ming-shih B35t are all names
of the village of Samudra, along the River Pasei in northern Suma-
tra, as W.P. Groeneveldt suggested.® Afterwards, Europeans ap
plied the name to the whole island, just as they applied the name
of ‘Brunei’ to the whole island of Borneo. Thus Su-wu-ch‘a-pu-mi
cannot be restored as Sumatra Bhiimi. The island of Sumatra was
referred to by Marco Polo as Java Minor.

(q) August of 1028: the king is named as Shih-li-tieh-hua ZEEEE#E (Sri
Deva). G. Ferrand restored this as Crideva.®

For over fifty years after this date, no embassy came from San-fo-ch‘i
to-the Sung court. As we have mentioned above, the Javanese king Dhar-
(78) Ibid., p. 167-168.

(79) Grivijaya, p. 19, note 3.
(80) Suvarpadvipa, p. 183, 185.

(81) Notes, 1877, p. 215.
(82) Grivijaya, p. 20.
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mavaméa invaded San-fo-ch‘i in 992 and occupied érivijaya for some years,
but was killed in the battle field in 1007, defending his country against an
enemy (érivijaya?). His heir Airlangga (Erlangga) being then only fifteen
years old, more than twenty years passed before he recovered sovereignty
over the whole of Java. In 1031, he invaded the country of Vuravari
(Woerawali) “‘clear water”, which has been variously located in Johor (by
G.P. Rouffaer),® as Srivijaya (by V.S. Callenfels),® and in Java (by N.J.
Krom).® R.C. Majumdar declares that Rouffaer’s arguments are far from
convincing, and that there is nothing to indicate that the places were not
in Java.® We find, in the article Chiu-chiang ¥ of the Tao-i-chih-liieh
and in the Ying-ai-shéng-lan FERH, the harbour of Tan-chiang #¥%.
This is a synonym for Vuravari. T. Fujita locates this harbour in the
mouth of the River Musi, which runs through Palembang (élrivijaya). Thus
we might be able to adopt Callenfels’ suggestion, which means that the in-
vasion of Java in 1006-1007 could be the revenge of MAravijayotturniga-
varman of Srivijaya.®"

As has already been said, at the beginning of the eleventh century a
Buddhist temple Climanivarma-Vihira was built by the kings of Srivijaya,
to which a village was granted by Rajarija, king of Chola (Chu-lien pack- A
This friendly relationship did not last long. Within a few years, hosti-
lities broke out and Rijendra Cola sent a naval expedition against his
powerful adversary beyond the sea. The details preserved in the Cola in-
scriptions leave us in no doubt that the expedition was crowned with bril-
liant success, and that various parts of the empire of the Sailendras were re-
duced by the mighty Cola emperor. In the Tiruvilangadh plates (1017-
18), an inscription at the temple of Malur in the Bangalore district (1024~
25), the Tanjore inscription of Rajendra Cola (1030-31), and in many
others of this king, details of the expedition are repeatedly recorded.
They have been studied by G. Coedes, G.P. Rouffaer, G. Ferrand, and
R.C. Majumdar.®®

The Tamil inscription of Tanjore (1030-31) gives the names of many
countries subdued by Rajendra Cola. His expedition captured the king
Sangraima-vijayottungavarman of Kaddram with a great store of treasures,
going on to subdue Srivijaya, Pannai, MalaiyGr, Mayirudingam, Ilangé-
$ogam, Mappappéilam, Mevilimbangam, Valaippandiru, Talaittakkolam,
Méadamalingam, Ildmuridesam, Ménakkavairam and Kadaram.® R.C.
(8%) B.K.I., LXXVII, 1921, p. 43, 73, 90-92, 112-125, 133.

(84) S. Matsuoka, Jaba-shi, p. 66, note 1.

(85) Geschiedenis, p. 241-242; Suvarnadvipa, p. 267.

(86) Suvarnadvipa, p. 266, note 3.

(87) Ibid., Bk. III, Chap. II: Rise of Eastern Java, p. 255-275.

(88) B.E.F.E.O., XVIII, 1918, p. 5-28; B.K.I., LXXVII, 1921, p. 77-86; J.4., 1922, p. 45;

J.G.I.S., Vol. 1, No. 2, 1934, p. 78-80. (Suvarnpadvipa, p. 167-190).
(89) Suvarpadvipa, p. 173-174.
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Majumdar says that these countries were not really independent kingdoms,
but were merely vassal states of Sangrima-Vijayottungavarman, ruler of
Kadiram and érivijaya, and this view, originally put forward by Hultzsch,
is accepted by Venkayya and G. Coedés.®® Some of the countries have
been identified with placenames on current maps. Kadéram is Sanskrit
Katdha or Kalah (of the Mohammedans), or Kedah, on the west coast of
the Malay Peninsula; Srivijaya is Palembang; MalaiyGr is Jambi; Ilanga-
$ogam is Lankasuka, which is near Kedah; Ma-Damélingam is TAmbra-
lingam, which is between the Bay of Bandon and Ligor, on the east coast
of the Malay Peninsula; Ildmuride$am is Rami, the LAmuri of the Moham-
medans, and the Lambri of Marco Polo, which are all Achin, or Atjeh,
on the north tip of Sumatra; M4a-Nakkaviram refers to the Nicobar Is-
lands.  However, the various suggestions as to the identity of Pannai,
Mayirudingam, Méppappilam, Mevilimbangam, Valaippandtru and Talait-
takkolam are not convincing.

After the death of Réjendra Cola, the Perumber inscription (1069-70)
of Virarajendradeva states that the king having conquered Kad4ram, was pleased
to give it back to its king, who worshipped at his feet, which bore ankle-
rings.®”  But in the long reign of Kulottunga Cola (1070-1119), at the
request of the king of Kidéra, the great king exempted from taxes the vil-
lage granted to the Buddhist temple, Sailendra-Ciddmanivarma-vihira (i.e.
the one established by King Calamanivarman as referred to in the Larger
Leiden Grant). This is known as the Smaller Leiden Grant, and is dated
in the twentieth year of the reign of Kulottunga Cola (1089-90).¢»

(r) According to the Sung-shih, in 1077 the great chief Ti-hua-ch‘ieh-lo came
as the embassy of San-fo-ch‘i, and was given the title of great general.
The Chinese text reads as follows: “Shih-ta-shou-ling-ti-hua-ch‘ieh-
lo-lai-i-wei-pao-shun-mu-hua-ta-chiang-chiin {5 ¥ 41 25 Rk LS IE
FRILAKE. He was also favoured with an imperial edict. The
date was miswritten as 1067 by G. Ferrand and R.C. Majumdar,
and we want to correct the Chinese text here. “Shih-ta-shou-ling-
ti-hua-chieh-lo-lai” must be “Ta-shou-ling-ti-hua-ch‘ieh-lo-ch‘ien-shih-
lai” K #RH 2 0E& 5 3R, ‘Ta-shou-ling’ was the king, and not
“I'un des plus haut dignitaires” as G. Ferrand translated it, nor
“one of their high chiefs”, as R.C. Majumdar rendered it. To
illustrate this assertion, we find that the Shou-ling of San-fo-chi,
Hsi-li-ma-hsia-lo-cha S&FKF BUWrE (éri Maharija) was nominated to
be a great general with the name Pao-shun-mu-hua HIEFRL, and
- also the king of San-fo-ch'i Z{HEFEE. Shou-ling was a king,
(90) Ibid., p. 174.
(91) Ibid., p. 181.
(92) Ibid., p. 182.
(98) Chi-nien-yao-lu 3T, v. 175,
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and the name of the great general was the same as that awarded
in 1077. This title was given only to sovereigns, never to ambas-
sadors. Moreover, we suggest that Ti-hua-ch'ieh-lo, #iZE{i"E of San-
fo-ch‘i, who sent an embassy to the Sung court, was king of the
Cola country. In June of 1077 the embassies of the king of Chu-
lien 7% (Cola, or Chola) Ti-hua-chia-lo #1Z)ifE came to the Sung
court and scattered pearls and pieces of camphor on the floor be-
fore the emperor. This was called “san-tien Y. This name,
Ti-hua-chia-lo of Cola, is identical with that of the ambassador of
San-fo-ch‘i, and we therefore conclude that Ta-shou-ling-ti-hua-ch'ieh-
lo and Ti-hua-ch‘ieh-lo were one and the same person, that is, the
king of Cola, and that the compilers of the Sung-shih made a
mistake. The passage which refers to San-fo-chi should be placed
together with that referring to Cola, in order to make a complete
sentence of the entry referring to 1077. The 1077 embassy is men-
tioned only in the Sung-shih and in the T‘ung-kao. There is no
mention of it in the Sung-hui-yao, the Ch'ang-pien, or the others.
S.K. Aiyangar identified Ti-hua-ch'ieh-lo with Rajendra Dewa Kulot-
tunga.® The kings of Cola named Réajarija, Réjendra Cola, and
Réjendra Dewa Kulottunga were written respectively as Lo-ch‘a-lo-cha
EZFE’E, whose embassies arrived in 1015 and 1020; Shih-li-lo-ch‘a-
yin-t‘o-lo-chu-lo . P EEBZEIGWER: (éri—Rﬁjendm Cola), whose em-
bassies came in 1034; and as Ti-hua-ch'ieh-lo, whose embassies
came in 1077. These are all taken from Sung-shih. G. Ferrand
and R.C. Majumdar overlooked the mistake, mentioned above,
made in the Sung-shih, and also those which we shall point out in
the following two sections. %

(s) July of 1079: the Sung-shih and the Yi-hai, vol. 154, state that
embassies arrived from San-fo-chi, but the Sung-hui-yao and the
Ch'ang-pien note that an embassy of San-fo-ch'i-tan-pei =7 ZE#HE
arrived on July 8 of the second year of Yian-féng JT& (1079); a
note to the latter considers the Tan-pei country questionable. We
know that on July 27 and August 22 the Sung court gave presents
to the embassies of San-fo-ch'i, with no reference to Tan-pei, and
the passage of the fifth year of the Yiian-féng reign (1082) should
be noted. The Ch'ang-pien, as we have seen, questioned whether
the embassy was of a country Tan-pei-kuo, since the presents and titles
were given to it in the name of San-fo-chi. The Ling-wai-tai-ta
AR, vol. 2, states that San-fo-ch'i sent embassies from the
country Tan-pei, who presented tribute.

(t) October of 1082: the Sung-shih. mentions the date as the third year

(94) Journal of Indian History, Vol. II, p. 353; Suvarnadvipa, p. 186.
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of Yiuan-féng, a mistake; it should be the fifth year. The Sung-
hui-yao and the Gh'ang-pien, vol. 330, cite the report of the vice-
head of the transportation office of Canton and chief of the over-
seas shipping trade office, Sun Chiung #jm. Here it was noted that
a certain master of trade-ships brought letters from the king of San-
fo-ch‘i-tan-pei-kuo, and a princess who took the charge of the govern-
ment. Omn this country of San-fo-ch'i-tan-pei, the Ling-wai-tai-ta
states that San-fo-chi sent the embassy of Tan-pei-kuo and presented
tribute. While this may be a commentary on San-fo-ch'i-tan-pei,
we would conjecture that the tribute-bearers of 1079 and 1082 were
in fact from Tan-pei (Jambi), and not connected with San-fo-ch,
which had been weakened by the invasion by Cola. It is recorded
mistakenly in the Sung-shih that the king of San-fo-ch‘i calls him-
self Tan-pei, since at the time the Chinese were not familiar with
the latter name, with the result that various misunderstandings
grew up about Tan-pei.

September of 1084: this date is noted in the Pén-chi of the Sung-
shih, the Ghang-pien, vol. 248, and in the Sung-hui-yao, but not
in the San-fo-chi-ch‘uan of the Sung-shih. The passage saying that
during Yian-féng embassies came twice is incorrect. Embassies of
San-fo-ch'i-tan-pei came twice, in 1079 and 1082, while the embassy
of San-fo-chi came in 1084.

Intercalar December of 1088: the fifth year of Yiian-féng written in
the San-fo-ch'i-ch‘an of the Sung-shih is a mistake for the third
year of Yian-yu Ju#i. The Sung-hui-yao, the Ch'ang-pien, vol.
419, the Ling-wai-tai-ta, vol. 2, the Yii-hai, vol. 154, and the
Shan-t'ang-k'ao-so 1L3#EFR, Part B, vol. 64, all report a tribute
made in the latter year, and report the San-tien ¥ of the same
embassies mentioned in the Sung-shih. Thus we know that the
Sung-shih was mistaken about the date.

December of 1090: the Pén-chi of the Sung-shih mentions the ar-
rival of tributary embassies in the third (1088), fifth (1090), and
sixth (1091) years of Yiian-yu, but the last date was actually the
date of their nomination, and they arrived in the previous year.
They came twice, not three times. The San-fo-ch‘i-ch‘uan omitted
that of the fifth year, mentioning only the nominations.

October of 1094: this date is found in the Pén-chi of the Sung-
shih and in the Sung-hui-yao.

March of 1095 or 1097: the first date is mentioned in the Shan-
t'ang-k‘ao-so, Part B, vol. 64, while the Pén-chi mentions only the
year. On the other hand, the Sung-hui-yao writes: “ME=H+=
B”. The ‘P97° may be a mistake for the fourth year (of Shao-
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shéng #HEY) or may refer to the second year. We have been un-
able to decide which is correct. In the Ch'ang-pien, the text from
July of 1093 to March of 1097 is missing. According to G.
Coedes, d'Hervey’s translation of the Wén-hsien-t'ung-k‘ao, vol. 332,
p. 586, mentions that in 1106 P‘u-kan 7#&H (Pugan) in Burma sent
tribute, and that the Sung emperor at first decreed that the em-
bassies should be given the same reception as was given to those
of Cola. Officials of the Shang-shu ¥Z office, however, claimed
that Cola was a vassal state of San-fo-ch‘i, whereas Pugan was a
great kingdom, and the two could not be treated in the same man-
ner; the decree, for example, was to be written on better paper
and sealed in a better box.®” We feel, however, that the officials
were mistaken. Chu-lien 3%, or Cola, was not a small kingdom,
but a great one which invaded San-fo-ch‘i twice as we have seen.
Before 1128: According to the Hsi-nien-yao-lu, vol. 17, under
August of 1128, the prefect of Canton Ch'én Pang-kuang FRFE
did not give permission for an embassy from San-fo-chi to sell
precious stones and incense, since these goods were now monopolized
by the court. No. exact date is given.
September of 1146: we read in the  Sung-hui-yao (quoted by the
Yiieh-hai-kuan-chih B¥#REE, vol. 3) and in the Hsi-nien-yao-lu,
vol. 155, that the king of San-fo-ch‘i sent a letter to the Sung em-
peror via the customs house in Canton, and that it was delivered
to the emperor by the prime minister.
December of 1156: details are given in the Hsi-nien-yao-lu, vol. 175.
The chief, or shou-ling, named Hsi-li-ma-hsia-lo-cha Z&FIFREWMN (R
YERE) (éri Mahérija) was given the honorific titles of Pao-shun-mu-
hua-ta-chiang-chiin fRIEFR/LAMKE and San-fo-ch'i-kuo-wang ZHEEE
F. The Li-chih 7% of the Sung-shih gives the date as the seventh
year of Shao-hsing #&® (1137), but this is mistaken, and most likely
refers to the twenty-seventh year, the year in which the embassy
left the court. Details of the tribute brought by this embassy are
given in the Sung-hui-yao as follows:

Lung-hsien #E¥ (ambergris), one block, 36 chin [T.

Chén-chu B (pearls), 113 liang WR.

Shan-hu Hi## (coral), one branch, 240 liang.

Hsi-chiao Ef (rhinoceros horns), 8 pieces.

Mei-hua-nao-pan F{EfE# (crystal plates of camphor), 3 pieces.

Mei-hua-nao #g7Efl§ (crystal of camphor), 200 liang.

Liu-li BiFE (lapis lazulis), 39 pieces.

(95) B.E.F.E.O., XVIII, p. 8. This passage was already quoted by G.E. Gerini in his Re-
searches, 1909, p. 624-625. Cf. Suvarnadvipa, p. 182.
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Chin-kang-chui £Ri# (diamond points), 39 pieces.
Mao-érh-yen-ching-chih-huan #ZHREETEH (cat’'s eye rings).
Ch'ing-ma-nao-chih-huan #F¥5#5 (blue agate rings).
Ta-chén-chu-chih-huan KEEk#E8 (large pearl rings).
Wu-no-chi RN (castoreum), 28 liang.
Fan-pu %75 (foreign cloths), 26 pieces.
Ta-shih-t'ang Kf#E (Persian sugar), 4 glass bottles.
Ta-shih-tsao K& (Persian dates), 16 glass bottles.
Ch'iang-wei-shui &#/K (rosewater), 168 chin.
Pin-t'ieh-ch‘ang-chien Z#FE#] (large swords of Hindu steel),
9 pieces.
Pin-tieh-tuan-chien 4% #] (short swords of Hindu steel),
6 pieces.
Ju-hsiang #.F (frankincense), 81680 chin.
Hsiang-ya $F (ivory), 87 pieces, 4065 chin.
Su-ho-yu #&h (liquid storax), 278 chin.
Mu-hsiang A% (putchuck), 117 chin.
Ting-hsiang T (cloves), 30 chin.
Hsiieh-chieh 1fi#% (dragon’s blood), 158 chin.
A-wei WFA (asa-foetida), 127 chin.
Jou-tou-k'ou WEFE (nutmegs), 2674 chin.
Hu-chiao #i# (pepper), 10750 chin.
T‘an-hsiang % (sandalwood), 19935 chin.
Chien-hsiang %% (gharu-wood), 864 chin.®®
The same details are given in the Shan-t‘ang-k‘ao-so quoted in the
note of the passage for 1018 of the Sung-hui-yao, but volume 64
of the former does not mention this tribute in its section titled
Ssii-i-fang-kung TUHRFE, and so we conjecture that the details actu-
ally apply to the embassy of 1156. In July of 1167 San-fo-ch‘i
begged for thirty thousand copper roofing tiles, and an imperial
decree was issued ordering them to be made in the two provinces
of Ch'tian-chou R/ and Kuang-chou FEJ. A prefect named Wang
Ta-yu ¥EKE, however, disobeyed the order, saying that the smelt-
ing and export of copper were forbidden by the law.®
(¢/) January of 1178: details of the tribute are given in the Sung-hui-
yao as follows:
Chén-chu [E#k (pearls), 81 liang, 7 ch'ien &
Mei-hua-nao-pan ##{EiE#HK (crystal plates of camphor), 4 pieces,
14 chin.
Lung-hsien ¥E¥E (ambergris), 23 liang.

(96) Cf. Chau Ju-kua, Pt. II. 1 =16 7. 1 F=37.3 grammes.
(97) The biography of Wang Ta-yu Fkgh, Sung-shih 55, v. 400; Ch'ian-chou-fu-chih
HMEE, v. 10; Kung-k‘uei-chi FpisE, v. 88.
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Shan-hu 3#) (coral), one box, 10 liang.

Livli Zi¥g (lapis lazuli), 189 pieces.

Kuan-yin-p‘ing #&# (long-spouted bottles), 10 pieces.

Ch'ing-liv-li-piing FHMHM (blue glass bottles), 4 pieces.

Ch'ing-k‘ou-ping HH# (blue-spouted bottles), 6 pieces.

K'uo-k‘ou-ping FH¥#E (broad-spouted bottles), large and small,
b pieces.

Huan-p'ing B (round bottles), 2 pieces.

Chin-k‘ou-p'ing % (#) 3 (double-spouted bottles), 2 pieces.

Ching-p‘ing ¥ (washing bottles), 4 pieces.

Pling ¥ (bottles), 42 pieces.

Ch'ien-p‘an ###% (shallow dishes), 8 pieces.

Yian-p'an [E# (round dishes), 38 pieces.

Ch'ang-p'an E# (long dishes), 1 piece.

Pan % (dishes), 2 pieces. .

Shén-chin-ching-p‘ing B4 (gilt bottles for washing hands),
2 pieces.

Shén-chin-ch‘lian-pei-lien-kai B&#ZREZE (gilt wineglass with
cover), pair.

Shén-chin-ch’éng-shui-p‘ing B&E/AH (gilt water bottles),
I piece. '

Ch'i-chih JHJE (wineglasses), 3 pieces.

Hsiao-ch'ii-chih /NRJE (small wineglasses), 2 pieces.

Hsiang-lu F# (incense burner), 1 piece.

Ta-hsiao-kuan X/)M# (large and small jars), 22 pieces.

Ta-hsiao-yii K/[\dx (large and small bowls), 33 pieces.

Ta-hsiao-tieh A/ (large and small saucers), 4 pieces.

Ta-hsiao-shu-k'uei-tieh X/ )VE2ERE (large and small hollyhock-
shaped saucers), 2 pieces.

Hsiao-yiian-tieh /E#E (small round saucers), 1 piece.

Fan-t'ang #&4E (foreign sugar), 4 glass bottles, 15 chin, 8 liang.

Fan-tsao ZH, (foreign dates), 8 glass bottles, 8 chin.

Chih-tzii-hua #@F7E (gardenia flowers), 4 glass bottles, 180 liang.

Hsiang-ya %&2F (ivory), 60 pieces, 2109 chin, 9 liang, 6 ch'ien &.

Hu-chiao ## (pepper), 1550 chin.

Chia-chien-huang-shou-hsiang & #E (gharu wood), 85 chin.

Ch'iang-wei-shui 7K (rosewater), 3009 chin.

Jou-tou-k'ou WEFE (nutmegs), 80 chun.

A-wei B8 (asa-foetida), 230 chin.

Mei-yao #%%E (myrrh), 280 chin.

An-hsi-hsiang ZE7& (benzoin), 210 chin.

Tai-mei MF¥E (tortoise shells), 105 chin.
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Mu-hsiang K% (putchuck), 85 chin.
T‘an-hsiang #% (sandalwood), 1570 chin.
Mao-érh-ch'ing ##520E (cat’s eyes), 11 pieces.
Fan-chien %gf (foreign swords), 15 ping #.

According to the Li-chih & of the Sung-shih, vol. 119, tribute for
the year 1178 was valued at 25,000 min & (one min equals 1,000 wén
X); the gift sent in return was ling-chin-lo-chilan ¥ FEsE (various kinds
of silk) plus 2,500 liang of silver. Among the tributes of 1156 and 1175,
are contained all the products of southern Asia, from the Moluccas to
Arabia and Persia, illustrating the enormous energy of the Mohammedan
sea traders. Many Mohammedans came as the embassies of San-fo-ch‘i, ex-
ploiting the tributary relationship between the southern Asian countries and
the Sung dynasty.

During the 150 years of the Southern Sung R period, few embassies
came to China from San-fo-ch'i, for various reasons. One was the relative
poverty of the Southern Sung danasty, which had lost the northern half of
China occupied by the Chin 4, and was still engaged in endless conflicts
with them. Another was the activity of the Chinese traders themselves,
who sailed south carrying their own products for trade, without waiting for
the foreign ships to arrive. They would sail with the monsoon, leaving in
the autumn and returning after May. Yet we should not conclude from
the lack of embassies that the San-fo-chi nation had declined. On the
contrary, Chao Ju-k‘uo #%J& mentions its greatness in his Chu-fan-chih,
composed in 1225. It was a great trading centre, and fifteen states were
dependent upon it. These were as follows:

(1) Péng-féng % (Pahang on the east coast of the Malay Peninsula).

(2) Téngyanung ZF{E (Trengganu, same).

(3) Ling-ya-ssii-chia #F#h1 (Lankasuka, near Kedah, same)

(4) Chi-lan-tan #HifT (Kelantan, same).

(5) Foloan % (Beranang, on the Langat river, west coast of the
same). (South Selangor?) '

(6) Jihlo-t'ing HFE= (Jellotting, on the east coast(?) of the same, or
the Saléhit of Mohammedan writers?).

(7) Ch'ien-mai 7&& (Possibly the Semang tribe of the Malay Peninsula).

(8) Pata HF (Possibly the Batak tribe of Sumatra).

(9) Tanmaling Bf4 (Timbralinga (Ligor) on the Malay Peninsula).

(10) Chia-lo-hsi Jmf## (Grahi, or Caiya (Jaiya) on the same).

(11) Palin-féng E#kE (Palembang, in Sumatra).

(12) Hsin-t'o #i#E (Sunda, in Java).

(13) Chien-pi B (Kampei, in North Sumatra).

(14) Lan-wuli B%E (Lamuri, or Atjeh in North Sumatra).
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(15) Hsi-lan #8§ (Ceylon).®®

The Arab writers Edrist (1154), Kazwini (1203-1283), Ibn Said (1208
or 1214-1274 or 1286), and Dimaski (c. 1325) all refer to the glory and
power of Zabag, but it is difficult to tell whether they write from personal
knowledge or merely quote old writers, which was frequently the case. But
in any case the Chinese accounts difinitely prove the existence of the king-
dom.(ﬂg).

As we can see, some of the 15 dependencies have yet to be satis-
factorily identified, and other problems also arise from the Chu-fan-chih,
from the citing of Palembang as a dependency rather than the capital of
San-fo-ch‘i. The important states of Katdh (Kadiram, or Kalah, i.e. Kedah)
and Malayu (i.e. Jambi, in Sumatra) are not included. T. Fujita con-
cludes, in his identification of Shih-li-fo-shih, San-fo-ch'i and Chiu-chiang,
that San-fo-ch‘i was in fact Jambi and not Palembang at all.®®® We will
discuss this problem later. Here we will simply point out the mistakes of
Chao Ju-k‘uo. San-fo-ch‘i is clearly Palembang.

We find a king Candrabhinu of Téimbralinga mentioned in the Jaiya
inscription of 1230. G. Ferrand has identified this king with a king of
Javaka of the same name, who twice invaded Ceylon as mentioned in the
Mahdvamsa Chronicle of Ceylon, in 1236 and 1256. There is a passage
“who was pleased to take the Chéla country, Ceylon, and the crown, and
the crowned head of the Cavaka” in the inscription (1264) of Jativarman
Vira-Pindya, king of Pandya of South India. The same king’s inscription
of the following year lists Kadiram among his vassals,"™ which prompts
G. Ferrand to remark: “Il faut donc poser que Kadaram est Javaka et
identifier également celiu-la a Crivijaya.”"® N.]J. Krom concludes too that
the failures of the invasions of Ceylon formed the main cause of the de-
cline of San-fo-ch‘i. While G. Coedes has said that Candrabhinu was a
king of TAmbralinga and not of Zabag, ™ we would suggest that the two
kings of this name were one and the same,"™ i.e., a king of Tambralinga
which the Ceylonese called J4vaka, but that this Jivaka was not, as G.
Coedés says: “l'équivalent géographique” with Zabag. The rise of Tam-
bralinga signified the decline of Srivijaya. The Chu-fan-chih also tells us
that Chien-pi ¥, although a dependent of San-fo-ch'i, defeated the latter’s
army and set up the king of its own."® Since Tambralinga was also in-

(98) Chau Ju-kua, p. 65-66; Suvarnadvipa, p. 193-194.

(99) Suvarnadvipa, p. 192.

(100) Nankai-hen, p. 47-68.

(101) G. Ferrand, Grivijaya, p. 48-49.

(102) 1Ibid., p. 50.

(108) A propos de la chute du royaume de Grivijaya, B.K.I., LXXXIII, 1927.

(104) K.A. Nilakanta Sastri opposed to G. Coedés in his ‘Srivijaya, Candrabhinu and Vira
Pandya’, T.B.G., LXXVII, 1637, p. 251-268.

(105) Kampar in the Chau Ju-kua, p. 71. Kampei in T. Fujita's Nankai-hen, p. 67.
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cluded among the vassal states of San-fo-ch‘i, we can probably conclude that
at the beginning of the thirteenth, San-fo-ch‘i began to decline and local
princes began to gain in power.

The most important of these new powers was Malayu in Sumatra. In
1275 Krtanagara of Singhasiri in eastern Java sent an army to attack
Malayu. We will give details later. Ten vyears later, this king gave a
stone statue of Amoghapéidalokesvara to Malayu. An inscription on the
pedestal of the image, found at Padang Roco, near Sungai Lansat in the
Batanghari district of Jambi, tells us that in 1286 the image was brought
from Java to Suvarnabhiimi and set up at Dharmaéraya. It was worship-
ped by all the subjects of Malayu—Brahmana, Ksatriya, Vaidya, and Stidra—
but particularly by the king Srimat Tribhuvanardja Maulivarmadeva.®®
R.C. Majumdar says that in 1286 the kingdom of Malayu, which judging
by the spot where-the inscription was found extended far inta the Suma-
tran interior, was a vassal state of Java. 'This was a great achievement
and may be regarded as the crowning glory of the reign of Krtanagara.
We must, however, acknowledge the power of Malayu, as Krtanagara’s ex-

pedition did not even refer to Srivijaya (Palembang), and it seems that
Zabag or the Mahirija must have become simply nominal.

During the Yiian Jt dynasty in China, mention is rarely found of San-
fo-ch’i, while Malayu is mentioned often in the Yiian-shih. Marco Polo
records only Malaiur, not San-fo-ch‘i (Palembang). According to the Pén-
chi of the Yiian-shih, in August of 1280 So-tu ¥} wanted to visit San-fo-
chi and seven other countries, but was refused permission by Khubilai
Khan. In December of that year, however, Su-la-man & (Sulaymin),
envoy to Murla-yu KR (Malayu) was nominated Chao-t‘ao-shih #BEHF.
The following June Chan-ssi-ting %&T (Shamsuddin) was sent to Mu-la-
yu, but his ship was wrecked. In the biography of I-hei-mi-shih 7REkz
in the Yiian-shih we find that he sent Chéng Kuei ¥/ to Mu-yu-lai Ay
K (i.e. Malayu) in 1293, and according to the Pén-chi for October of 1294
the embassies of Nan-wu-li FZH (Lambri), Su-mu-ta-la #AZH (Sumatra),
Mo-la-mao #HIF (correctly yii F) (Malayu), T‘an-yang #F (the River
Tamiang) returned to their countries, all of which were on Sumatra Island.
Lambri (or Atjeh, Achin), Sumatra (near Pasei), the River Tamiang (near
Aroe and Tanoeang) were in North Sumatra. In January of 1299 tributes
arrived at the Yiian court from Hsien 3 (Sukhothai in Siam), Mo-la-yu %
#ld (Malayu), and Lo-hu #fl (Lopburi in Siam). The small countries of

northern Sumatra were once considered tributaries of San-fo-ch‘i, but now
became vassal states of the Yiian.

Malayu had two rivals, Siam and the Majapahit kingdom of Java.
According to the Yian-shih, the Tao-i-chih-liich and the Ndgara-krtdgama,
about the middle of the fourteenth century the struggle between these three

(106) Suvarnadvipa, p. 298-299; G. Ferrand, Crivijaya, p. 128-24.
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became intense. Siam attacked Tumasik (Singapore Island), which at the
time may have been a vassal of Malayu. T. Fujita suggests that Marco
Polo’s Malaiur was Tumasik,®” but we cannot accept his identification.
The inscription of Dharmésraya mentions ‘Bhtimi Malay®’ in 1286, and at
that time Dharmé$raya was the capital of Malayu, as we have seen. It is
possible that Malayu moved its capital from Jambi to the upper reaches of
the Jambi (R. Hari) to protect it from foreign invasions, particularly from
the Javanese. G. Ferrand has enumerated the kings of Malayu as follows:
Crimat Tribuvana rijamaulivarmadeva (1286); Advayavarman, father of
Crimat Cri Adayadityavarman Réijendramaulimanivarmadeva (1347, died
1378); Anangavarman, son of Adayidityavarman."® The inscription en-
graved on the pedestal of a great statue of the Buddha in Vat Hud Vien,
Jaiya (Siamese: Xaya) on the Malay Peninsula is incorrectly dated, but is
certainly after the mid-thirteenth century. In it the name of the king
Kamraten Afi Mahirdja Crimat Trailokyardjamaulibhtsanavarmadeva is men-
tioned. G. Ferrand suggests that this king was a ruler of Malayu,™® in
which case the province of Grahi (Chia-lo-hsi fnfE# in the Chu-fan-chih)
must have been under the authority of Malayu.

Krtanagara of Java, after his invasion of Malayu mentioned above,
sent the Mongol embassy home after tattooing him on his face. Khubilai
in anger sent an army to Java, but Krtanagara was dead before it arrived,
having been killed in 1292 by the governor of Kadiri (also called Daha)
Jayakatvang (Djajakatong). Vijaya, a son-in-law of Krtanagara, gained the
support of the Mongol army to destroy Jayakatvang, but later turned upon
it, forcing it to leave Java after a great damage. He then founded a new
capital, calling it Majapahit, became the first king of the Majapahit king-
dom, and named himself Krtardjasa. His fifth queen was a princess of
Malayu, which had already been conquered by Krtanagara. The marriage
came about in the following way. When the Javanese army of occupation
heard of the death of their king, they seem to have made preparations to
return, bringing rich tribute paid by the vanquished princes of Malayu. They
reached Java ten days after Vijaya triumphed over the Mongol army. Of
the two Malayu princesses whom they brought home with them, the youn-
ger was married to Krtarajasa and the elder to a ‘Deva’, the latter princess
becoming the mother of the king of Malayu, Tuhan Janaka, called also
Sri Marmadeva or Haji Mantrolot. In view of the growing importance of
Malayu, this marriage relation between the two states was undoubtedly a
fact of great political importance.™?

We must now consider Chiu-chiang Z#, the new name by which San-
(107) H. Ikeuchi (ed.) A7z, Kenpd Isé IZ#EE, 1930, p. 70.

(108) Grivijaya, p. 126.
(109) Ibid., p. 125-127.
(110) Suwvarpadvipa, p. 320.
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fo-ch‘i came to be called. It is first mentioned in the Tao-i-chih-liieh of
Wang Ta-yilan #A#, who in the mid-fourteenth century travelled around
many south-east Asian countries. He tells us that Hsien ¥ (i.e. Sukhothai
in Siam) surrendered to Lo-hu f&f (i.e. Lopburiin Siam) in May of 1349.
The preface of Wu Chien RZE was dated 1349, from which we conclude
that the book was compiled in the second half of that year. In the Tao-
i-chih-liieh, Chiu-chiang and San-fo-ch‘i are treated separately. On the basis
of this, T. Fujita suggests that in fact Chiu-chiang was Palembang, while
San-fo-ch‘i was actually Jambi,"™ and we may accept this conclusion. Ob-
viously Wang confused the new, unfamiliar name of Chiu-chiang with that
of San-fo-ch‘i, taking what was really Malayu to be San-fo-ch‘i; since he
does not mention Malayu, which had frequent intercourse with the Yiian
ourt, we conclude that our theory is correct.

Later, Malayu was again invaded by Java. Gadjah Mada was appoint-
ced chief minister (Pati of Majapahit) in 1331 during the regentship of
Jayavisnuvardhani, the granddaughter of Krtanagara, and died in 1364 dur-
ing the reign of Hayam Wuruk (died 1385). In these years Gajah Mada
conquered a number of islands in the archipelago, of which a detailed list
is given in the Ndgara-kyitdgama, composed by the poet Prapantja in 1365
and dedicated to the king Hayam Wuruk. The book divides these states
into several groups. Tanah ri Malayu. .. Les principales iles, dit le poem,
qui sont sous la souveraineté du pays de Malayu sont les suivantes: Djambi,
Palemban, Téba et Dharmigcraya, Kandis, Kahwas, Manankawa, Siyak, Ré-
kin, Kéimpar et Pane, Kampe, Harwa, Mandahilin, Tumihan, Parlik
et Barat, Lwas et Samudra et Lamuri, Batan, Limpun, et Barus.
Telles sont les principales (iles) du pays de Malayu tout entier; tous ces
pays dépendent (de Madjapahit).®® We can see from this poem that the
whole island of Sumatra was under the authority of Malayu and now came
under the sway of the Majapahit king.

Although the Tao-i-chih-liieh was compiled fifteen years before the de-
dication of the Ndgara-krtdgama, there is no mention of the subjugation
of Malayu, even though Bali was taken over by Gajah Mada in 1343.
The new name of Chiu-chiang, however, does occur. Thus, though we
are not sure when exactly the name was first applied to Palembang, we
can conclude that its use denotes the decline of that place in the thirteenth
century. Chinese scholars in the Wang-li /& period (1573-1619) of the
Ming dynasty claimed that the name Chiu-chiang, which means ‘old har-
bour’, was given to Palembang to distinguish it from Grisee on the north-
east coast of Surabaya, where the Chinese had founded a ‘mew village’, or
Hsin-ts'un 4.  Yet there is no mention of Hsin-ts'un in the Tao-i-
(111) Nankai-hen, p. 47-67.

(112) Relations p. 652; Suvarpadvipa, p. 330.
(118)  Ying-ya-shéng-lan FERE, entry Chao-wa [[{:.
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chih-liieh, from which we can deduce that the ‘new village’ was not yet
founded by the mid-fourteenth century. The real origin of the new term
Chiu-chiang lies in the political changes taking place; that is, the decline
of San-fo-ch'i and the rise of Malayu. As the Chinese transferred their at-
tentions, they also began to refer to the old centre, Palembang, as the ‘old
harbour’.

In 1368 the Mongol rulers of China were driven out and the Ming
dynasty was established. During the Hung-wu ¥ era embassies came
three times to China from San-fo-ch‘i, and in 1370 the first Ming emperor
sent an envoy to San-fo-ch'i. In September of the following year the first
tribute-bearing mission arrived representing the king Ma-ha-la-cha-pa-la-pu
FBreRAL/R b, which G. Ferrand has restored as Mahéraja Prabhu and R.C.
Majumdar as Mahirdja Prabu. Tribute was also presented in 1374 and
in January of 1875 by the king Ma-na-ha-pao-lin-pang FRHF&EMIT (restor-
ed by G. Ferrand as Mahﬁrﬁjé de Palemban); in September of 1375 by
the king Séng-ch'ieh-lieh-yi-lan f&{nZl5#§ (not restored); and in 1377 by
the king Ma-na-che-wu-li FEEfEZE (restored as Mahéirja Wuli or Wuni?),
whose father Ta-ma-sha-na-a-ché fapf># 3% (not restored) had died in the pre-
ceding year.™® The last even asked permission from the emperor to ascend
his throne, upon which envoys were sent carrying a seal and an imperial
edict commissioning him king of San-fo-chi. This interference in the af-
fairs of a wvassal state naturally irritated the Javanese, who had already
conquered San-fo-ch‘i and who waylaid and killed the Ming envoys. After
this event San-fo-ch‘i declined and no more embassies were sent. In 1380,
taking advantage of Hu Wei-yung’s #I#fE rebellion, San-fo-ch'i induced
an imperial envoy, to the anger of the Javanese who reproached
San-fo-ch‘i and sent the envoy back courteously. After this date foreign
traders ceased to come to China. In 1397, the Ming emperor decided to
send an envoy to Java, but fearing obstructions by San-fo-chi he attempted
to deliver the message to Java via Siam, which was loyal to him. San-fo-
<h’i being a vassal of Java, his intention was to demonstrate his benevo-
lence through Java. Thus by this time San-fo-ch'i had slipped from a
glorious kingdom to a local state under the authority of Java, and thus
the Chinese came to call it the ‘old harbour’.®®

Now, many Chinese refugees had fled from the provinces of Fu-chien
T8 and Kuang-tung F§H, making their homes in Java and Sumatra. Fol-
lowing the decline of San-fo-ch‘i the authority of the Javanese was not yet
perfected and the Chinese, left to their own devices, elected as their chief
a man from Nan-hai % in Canton, Liang Tao-ming %8, who had
lived there for many years, had roamed over the sea and who had the sup-

(114) Grivijaya, p. 24-25; Suvarpadvipa, p. 202.
(115) Grivijaya, p. 26-27.
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port of several thousand soldiers and common people from Fu-chien and
Kuang-tung. By chance, Sun Hsiian #$% left China on an errand, met the
son of Liang Tao-ming, and took him back to China with him. In 1405
an envoy from Liang’s native village was sent to Palembang, following
which Liang Tao-ming and Chéng Po-k'o. E{fAW went to Peking with tri-
bute. In the next year one of the Chiu-chiang chiefs, Ch'én Tsu-i PBRiLZR
sent his son Shih-liang - K and a nephew of Liang Tao-ming to Peking.
Ch‘n Tsu-i also from Canton, however, was a pirate and source of embar-
rassment to the abassadors, so that in 1407 he was caught by the famous
admiral Chéng Ho &1 and sent to Peking where he was executed. In
September of the same year the Chiu-chiang-hsiian-wei-ssii E’%p’%ﬁ%ﬁ was
created and Shih Chin-ch'ing JE#% was nominated to be its chief, or
Hstian-wei-shih EREf. It was he who had informed Chéng Ho of the
treachery of Ch'én Tsu-i. When he died his son Chi-sun #% succeeded
him, in January of 1424, as mentioned in the Ming-shih and in the Ming-
shih-lu BE#. In the Ying-ai-shéng-lan, it is written that his second
daughter Shih Erh-chieh #—#f succeeded him. According to the Rekidai
Hé-an RMUEZR (archives of Okinawa) Bk. 1, vols. 42-43, there were
several diplomatic contacts between Okinawa and Palembang between Sep-
tember of 1428 and October of 1440, in which the names Pén Mu-niang
ZHiK, Pén T'ouniang AFEH, and Shih-shih Ta-niang-tzi FEEAREMF, of
San-fo-ch‘i-kuo Chiu-chiang Z=#7ZE#E# or San-fo-ch‘i-kuo Pao-lin-pang. ..
EHF were mentioned.™® In these references San-fo-ch‘i designated only
Chiu-chiang or Palembang then, not the great empire of the past.

In 1577 a Chinese merchant went to Palembang and saw the Canto-
nese pirate Chang Lien 7B, who also owned a line of shops and to whom
attached many men from Chang-chou #J and Ch‘iian-chou . %"

I-ching, after leaving Malayu, voyaged to Chieh-t'u ¥8Z%, which is now
Kedah on the west coast of the Malay Peninsula. This place was Katiha
in the Sanskrit inscriptions, Kadira, Kadiram or Kid4ra, Kidiram in the
Tamil inscriptions, the Kalah (Kalah), or Kalih-bar of the Mohammedan
writers, Kéda in the Javanese Ndgarakretdgama, Ko-lo B, Kolo %, Ko-
lo-fu-sha-lo FEZEWE (fusha-lo from the Malay ‘bésar’ meaning large) in
the Hsin T‘ang-shu, vol. 222, B. I-ching, in his note in the Kén-pén-shuo-
i-ch'ieh-yu-po-i-chieh-mo #HEFEH—LITEE—8BE, vol. 5,97 informs us that
Chieh-t'u was a vassal state of Fo-shih 53, Sulayméin wrote (in about
851) that Kalah-bar was a part of Zibag and governed by the same king
(Mahéréja). Abl Zayd also wrote (about 916) that the authority of the
Mahirédja extended to Serboza, Riami and Kalah. Mas‘di said (about 943)

(116) Ch. It6 fHFEA and Y. Kamakura $§&35ALS, Nankai Kotdji Eaa-sWgss, 1987, p.
3-14.
(117) Taishé Shinshd Daizbhyé K IEL ISR, Vol. 24, p. 477 c.
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that Kalah and Serboza were within the realm of the Mahér4ja. The in-
scriptions of the Cola kingdom tell us that Méra-vijayottungavarman was
born in the Sailendra family and was the king of Srivijaya and Katiha
(see the inscription of the twenty-first year of Réjardja the Great (1005),
Sanskrit portion), while the Tamil portion mentions Cilimanivarman only
as ruling over Kidara or Kadé4ra.®® The Sung-shih mentions Méravijayot-
tungavarman (in 1008) as Ma-lo-pi FRUEE of San-fo-ch‘i. Later, from an
inscription of about 1084 we learn that the Cola king Kuldttungacoladeva
exempted from taxes the village granted to the temple of Sailendractidam-
anivarmavihira at the request of the king of Kid4ra.™® G. Ferrand iden-
tifies the Kadaram of the 1265 inscription at Vira-pandya as Grivijaya,“*”
and R.C. Majumdar suggests that the king Sangrimavijayottungavarman of
Kadaram, who was captured by the Cola king Réjendracoladeva in 1030-
81, was the ruler of Kadira and Srivijaya.®> We conclude therefore that
the kings of Katiha or Kadiram in the Cola inscriptions were in fact the
kings of Srivijaya.
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