A Study of Ch‘ih-t‘u #+, an Ancient
Kingdom in South-East Asia

By Rokur6é Kuwara

It is recorded that the Sui [ dynasty had communications with a
country called Ch'ib-t'u 7%+ in the south sea. The present writer supposed
that this country could be identified with Shih-li-fo-shi ZFf# (=Srivijaya),
and expressed this assumption in the Tdéyé Gakuhd FEEHEEEK, v. 9, no. 3,
1919, as ‘Sekido-ké’ Fr1-3%. Against it, K. Takakuwa #ZE® showed his
countray opinion in the Shigaku Zasshi 5 EZEEL, v. 31 and 32, in a long
treatise titled ‘Sekidokoku-kd’ FRA::E#. Despite his objection, the present
writer felt no need of correcting his opinion, and wrote ‘Sekido-kd hoi’
REZHE in the Tdyé Gakuhd, v. 10, no. 1, to point out questionable
points in the treatise of K. Takakuwa. The many years since, however,
have brought some minor alterations in the study. Though the conclusion
was still the same, the present writer realized the necessity of making some
amendments in ‘Sekido-ké" Fr+#, so he wrote ‘Sanbutsusei-ké’ Z#7EE and
‘Sanbutsusei hokd’ =52 in the Taihoku Teidai Shigakuka Kenkyi
Nenpo =LK HARIFIER (Annual Report of the Historical Course of
Tathoku Imperial University), v. 3, 1936, and v. b5, 1988. These essays
were also introduced in the Nanpd Jinbun Kenkytijo Ronsé &5 ANSCHFFERHT
imi% (Journal of the Research Institute for South-East Asian Culture), v. 1,
1945. The present English treatise is based on the second chapter of
‘Sanbutsusei-ké’ with some emendations newly made.

Researches on Ch'ib-t'u 7+ are scarcely found until Huang Shéng-
ts‘éng HAEE, a scholar in the Ming B period, who assumed it to be on
the western coast of South India. Later, Chang Hsieh 3% advanced the
identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u with Hsien-lo B& (Siam). This identification
was followed exclusively by many scholars since then. In the southern
part of the Malabar coast, north of Cape Comorin, there is Red Cliffs
(Hobson Jobson, p. 758), which is mentioned in Fei Hsin's #{g Hsing-
ch'a-shéng-lan EHBFE, and between Small Ko-lan /JNEEE (Quilon)® and
Kan-pa-li-t'ou HEEF (Cape Comorin) in the chart (so-called Chéng Ho’s

(1) T. Fujita gEHE N, Daishé-Katsuran-ké ﬁ/]\%%i%‘, Shigaku Zasshi prESgEsE, v. 25,
no. 2, 1918, and Tézai Kdshéshi no Kenkyl BT W5 ORFZE, v. 1, Nankai-hen BEiHE,
pp. 79-93. The Nankai-hen is one of the two collections of T. Fujita’s writings. It
deals with the south sea and was edited in 1987.
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&fFn chart) of the Wu-pei-chih Rif&E, v. 240. Fei Hsin 2= did not

refer to the Ch'ih-t'u 771 country of the Sui-shu F§#. But Huang Shéng-

ts'éng FEE identified the red earth mentioned in the Hsing-ch'a-shéng-
lan EHERE with the Ch'ib-t'u FR+ country of the Sui-shu FEZE. He
considered that K‘o-chih fij#% (Cochin) was the ancient Ch‘ih-t'u #4: country.

Without doubt the identification of Huang Shéng-ts'éng E&® is wrong.

Regarding Chang Hsieh’s 5&% identification seen in his Tung-hsi-yang-k‘ao

WP, v. 2, entry Hsien-lo %, the basis of his argument that Hsien-lo

2% (=Siam) is in the south sea and corresponds to Ch'ih-t‘u 34 and

P‘o-lo-ch‘a ZFEF| in the ancient history is based only on the evidence that

Hsien-lo ##%& and Ch'ih-t'u 7z were both Buddhist countries. His iden-

tification is not trustworthy. It is easily understood that Chih-t'u Fit is

neither Hsien-lo 2 nor some country in the Malay Peninsula, once we
consider the route which the envoys of the Sui F§ dynasty took for Ch‘ih-

t'u . ' '

Here are some pertinent extracts from the Sui-shu [EFZ.

a) Chib-t'u 7R+, an offshoot of Funan #k§§, is located in the south
sea, and is reached by a hundred and odd days’ journey by ship. The
country is called Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ after the red soil of its capital.

b) There are P‘o-lo-la ZZZ#ER| on the east, P‘o-lo-sha ZEY on the west,
Ho-lo-tan §#H. in the south, and on the north a vast sea.

¢) 'The family name of its king is Ch'i-t'an E£ (Gautama), and the
personal name Li-fu-to-sai FIE% 2. Since his father became a priest,
Li-fu-to-sai succeeded him to the throne. His reign has lasted 16 years.
He has three wives, all of whom were princesses of the neighbouring
countries. The king lives in the Séng-ch‘i f&7i% castle.

d) After Yang-ti 5% of the Sui F§ dynasty mounted the throne, he col-
lected men who could communicate with the countries of the most
distant regions. In the third year of Ta-yeh K# (A.D. 607), Ch‘ang
Chin #E and Wang Chiin-chéng EZE applied for the mission. The
emperor was very pleased and bestowed on each of them a hundred
P & of silk and a suit of clothes. The emperor presented 5,000
tuan Bt (half p) to the king of Ch'ih-t‘u FR4: through these two
envoys.

€) In the tenth month of that year, the envoys embarked at Nan-hai-
chiin FE##Hl (Canton) for Ch'ih-t'u 774 and the favourable wind
brought them to Chiao-shih #% mountain in twenty days. They an-
chored at Ling-ch'ieh-po-pa-to Befiigk#i% island which to the west faced
Lini #& (Champa, South Vietnam). A temple stood on the island.
They travelled further southwards and arrived at Shih-tzii-shih FFFA.
From there on, islands appeared one after another. After a few days’

journey, they saw mountains of the Lang-ya-hsii J8F%8 country on the
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west, and went south to reach Chi-lung-tao $8%%. They reached the

frontier of Ch‘ih-t'w 7ZR+:. The king of Ch'ih-t'u R4 dispatched a

Brahman Chiv-mo-lo i5EE® (Kuméira) with thirty ships to welcome

them with music. The ship of the Sui & envoys was pulled by a

chain of gold. In about a month, they arrived at the capital of the

country.

f) On their departure, the king of Ch'ih-t'u ##+ sent Na-hsieh-chia ##E
s (Nayaka) to offer products of the country, a chin-fu-jung-kuan £33
%% (golden lotus crown), lung-nao-hsiang FE§#E (camphor) and a
golden box in which the credentials engraved on tila-leaves of gold
were kept. They set sail for home, seen off by Brahmans with per-
fumes, flowers and music. Just then green fishes jumped out of the
water. In ten odd days, they reached the southeast of Lin-i #&, and
went on sailing along the mountains...... till they got to Chiao-chih
pk (Hanoi). In the Spring of the sixth year,” the Sui [§ envoys
and Niyaka were granted an audience with the emperor of the Sui [&
dynasty at Hungnung 5Lg. (The above-mentioned occur in the Sui-
shu FEE, v. 82).

g) Chang Chiin % was sent to Chib-t'n 7z£, and brought a lo-chi
R® with him on Ching-yin &%“ of the third month, the fourth
year of Ta-yeh K.

The king of Chih-t‘'u 74 dispatched an envoy to offer products of

the country to the emperor; (the envoy arrived) on Hsin-ch'ou ¥k of

the second month, the fifth year of Ta-yeh XZE.

The king of Ch‘ih-t‘u 7R+ sent another envoy to offer products of the

country to the emperor; (the envoy arrived) on Hsin-mao ¥Ji of the

sixth month, the sixth year. (The above-mentioned occur in the Sui-

shu FEZE, v. 3).

In the list of books seen in the Chiu T‘ang-shu EFE#, v. 46, and
Hsin T‘ang-shu ¥ES, v. b8, the Ch'th-t'u-kuo-chi 7-Bi3C which was edited
by Ch'ang Chiin %8 and others was recorded, but the list of books in the
Sui-shu =, v. 833, has no reference to it. The reason why the Ch'ih-t‘u-
kuo-chi #x--BlEC was omitted in the Sui-shu & may be traced from the
fact that Volume 33 of the Sui-shu f&E was edited by Ch'ang-sun Wu-chi
E#MmE and others, and Volumes 8 and 82 were edited by Wei Chéng Zi%.

Now, according to the route which the Sui [ envoys Ch'ang Chiin
#Es and others took, they are thought to have gone south along Vietnam.

(2) Sixth year’ should be ‘fourth year’, for Chrang Chiin ¥ and others are considered
to have returned home in the third month of the fourth year of Ta-yeh AZ.

(8) Lo-ch‘a FE¥| (rakshasa) is correct.

(4) Chin-yin 8% is a substitute for Ping-yin p§5. This is because they used the alter-
native character in order to avoid using the similar character which appeared in the
name Tai-tsu Yiian-huang-ti Ping (UATTEWSE-
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T. Tujita explains their route precisely in his Rdégashitkoku-kd IETFIERIS.
And the present writer’s opinion concering their route can also be found
in his Sekido-kd JR+:% in the Téy6 Gakuhd HPEEIR, v. 9, no. 3. Further
inquiry may, therefore, be unnecessary. The Sui F§ envoys say that they
saw the mountains of Lang-ya-hsii 87178 on the west. If we can make clear
the location of Lang-ya-hsii JRF%H, that of Ch'ih-t'u #k+ will be focussed.
In other words, the study of Lang-ya-hsii J8F%8 is the key to the study of
Ch'ih-t'u 7R+. T. Fujita presented his research work on Lang-ya-hsiu B3
& in 1913, and the present writer's Sekido-k6 R+ followed in 1919.
The latter owes much to the former.

There have been a few scholars who doubted the identification of
Ch'ih-t'u 74 with Hsien-lo 3§ ; Tsou Tai-chiin #8{%4, P. Pelliot, T. Fujita
BEE#E/\ and Ting Chien T#t. T. Fujita writes in his Rdégashikoku-ké
BT EEZ%, “Anyone who thinks that Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ is Hsien-lo j#, is only
following the false identification of a Ming H§ scholar, neglecting a close
inquiry into the matter recorded in the Sui-shu [EZ&. Although I have
another identification in mind, it is unnecessary here to present it.” Per-
sonally, the present writer has always felt sorry for not having had any
opportunity to know his identification of it. Ting Ch'ien T&k doubts the
identification of Ch'ib-t'u 7R+ with Siam as P. Pelliot does, and yet he
does not go further than to place it roughly in the middle part of the
Malay Peninsula.

The scholars of Ming B period identified Lang-yu-hsii 38778 (c¢f. T. Fuji-
ta, Tézai Kdsho-shi no Kenkyl BRPERZWSROMYE, p. 23) with Hsilan 57
(Ceylon) simply because of its similarity to the ancient name of Ceylon,
Lanka. Lang-ya-hsii #82fZE seems to be the same as Lang-ya-hsiu R in
the Liang-shu #%F, Lang-chia-shu EFMER in the Nan-hai-chi-kuei-nei-fa-ch‘uan
M EE %M, Lingyassiu(-chia) #F#r () in the Chu-fan-chih #HEE,
and Lung-ya-hsi-chiao §8FE A in the Tao-i-chih-liieh BHRER;. Other similar
examples are ‘Lengasuka’® in a poem which was dedicated by a poet Prapafica
to Hayam Wuruk (A.D. 1350-1389) of the Majapahit dynasty in Java;
and ‘Tlangacogam’® in an article which recorded the merits of Rijendra
Choladeva (A.D. 1012-1042), the king of Chola in South India, when he
made an expedition of conquest to the east; and ‘Lankasuka’,” the ancient
royal castle recorded in ‘Marong Mahavamsa’, the Keddah Annals. Judg-
ing from the Chinese sources, it is evident that Lang-ya-hsii JRJFZH was in
the Malay Peninsula. For instance, in the biography of Tao-lin &E¥f, in

(5) P. Pelliot, Deux Itinéraires de Chine en Inde d la fin du VIII® siécle, B. E. F. E. O.
1V, 1904, p. 348, note 2. T. Fujita, Régashlkoku-ké JRF{EEZ, T6yé Gakuhd PR,
v. 3 (1913), no. 2, p. 226, and Nankai-hen, p. 33.

(6) G. Coedés, Le Royaume de Grivijaya, B. E.F. E. O., XVIII, 1918, p. 11-13. G. Ferrand,
L’Empire Sumairanais de Grivijaya, extrait du J. 4., 1922, p. 45.

(7) J. Low, The Keddah Annals, 1908, p. 14, notes p. 87.
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Volume 2 of the Kao-séng-ch'uan #fgE by I-ching 2§, a passage reads,
“Passing the Copper Pillar (erected by Ma-yiian 5%, a general of the Han
# period), we reached Lang-chia B, and then we passed Holing B
(Java), and a country of naked people.” In the entry Fo-lo-an #iE% of
the Chu-fan-chih 3%, there is a passage which reads, “The surrounding
countries are P<éng-féng #EE (Pahang), Téng-ya-nung %7{& (Trengganu),
Ling-ya-ssi-chia #ZF¥rin® (Lankasuka, Kedah), Chi-lan-tan H#F+ (kelan-
tan).” These passages show that Ling-ya-ssii-chia @/ was among the
countries in the southern part of the Malay Peninsula.

It is said that the ruins of Lankasuka, according to the Keddah An-
nals, are near Kébon Balei which is four or five miles to the east of the
Keddah Peak (Gunong Jérai).® And at Bukit Murriam which is slightly
to the south of Gunong Jérai, a slate was found, on which Buddhist ins-
criptions were engraved. H. Kern estimates them to be those of the fifth
century."? A History of Malaya®™ by R. O. Winstedt reports that the
slate mentioned above was discovered under the floor of a 10 to 12 feet
square ruin near Bukit Meriam. As the floor is small, this ruin seems to
be a hermitage of a Buddhist priest. R. O. Winstedt says that the word
Langkasuka now survives only as the name of a tributary to an upper
reach of the Perak river,"® but at Sungai Batu, nat far from Kuala Merbok
and at the foot of Kedah Peak, there have been found a statue of Durga
triumphing over Mahishahura® in the form of a bull, the head of Nandi
Shiva’s bull and a yoni, while on the peak itself is an unidentified structure
of cut granite and bricks that have been carried 4,000 feet up a mountain
that has abundance of sand-stone. He also reports that in the north of
Province Wellesley, a stone which looks like a pillar was found, on which
the same poem as the second one on the slate was engraved together with
a phrase, “(the gift) of Buddhagupta, the great sailor, whose abode was
at Raktamrttika” beside the poem. Also, according to Winstedt, James
Low discovered in the ruins of an ancient temple in Wellesley, a small
coffee pot, a bronze dish with a Sanskrit inscription, and at Cherok Tokun
a stone engraved with the same form of characters as seen in the inscrip-
tion of Buddhagupta. On the shore near Kuala Selinsing, Winstedt adds,

(8) In this record, chia fj alone is set down. 'This character is omitted in Chau Ju-kua,
p- 69, but correctly it is Ling-ya-ssi-chia 2 #r/m, supplementing Ling-ya-ssi JEFi;
previous to chia .

(9) T. Fujita, Régashitkoku-ké JRFIEE%E, chap. 7, op. cit.

(10) G. Coedes, Le Royaume de Grivijaya, op. cit., p. 13.

(11) R.O.Winstedt, 4 History of Malaya, J. Mal. Br. R. 4. S., XIII, Part 1, 1935, pp. 19-21.
Its Japanese annotated translation was published in 1943 by the Taiheiy6 Kydkai A
Ve under the title Marai-shi < 5 4 .

(12) R. J. Wilkinson, 4 History of the Peninsular Malays, with chapters on Perak and

Selangor, Singapore, 3rd edition 1928, p. 15. He assumes it to be a branch stream of
the Patani river.

(13) Manishahura is an error. (R. O. Winstedt, ibid., p. 21)
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hundreds of bracelets in stone and in blue glass, some pottery and - cross-
hatched pottery stamps were discovered,™® and at Kuala Selinsing a Pallava
seal of about the seventh century with an inscription of ‘Sri Vishnuvarmasya’
was found from a hole in a root of a fallen tree. The following year,
B. Ch. Chabra wrote ‘Identification of Sri Visnuvarman’ in Journal of the
Greater India Society, v. 11, no. 1, and reported that it had chanced to
be discovered at Tanjong Rawa Kuala Selinsing, Perak, and that it had
been originally attached to a ring. The ring has not been yet. found
The inscription is ‘Sri Vishnuvarmasya’, and judging from its form of writ-
ing it is estimated to be approximately of A.D. 600. Regarding the name
of the king, ‘varmasya’ was thought to be the possessive form of ‘varmanah’.
He was sometime regarded to be descended from Ravivarman of the Kadamba
dynasty (3rd-6th centuries) or from Krsnavarman (c. A.D. 800), and was
sometime supposed to be Viynugopa or Visnugopavarman (c. A.D. 840) in
the Pallava dynasty. B. Ch. Chabra, however, identified him with Visnu,
the king of Sailendra whose name was engraved in the B surface (after
A.D. 775) of the Ligor monument. There are several obscure parts in
the B surface of this monument, as are mentioned afterwards, but if Visnu
should be the name of the king, his opinion is worth considering.

Looking into Chinese sources, the Chun-fan-chih %%E and Sung-shih
K say in their entry San-fo-chi Z 7%, “In script, they use foreign (Indian)
letters #& (fan-shu %% in the Sung-shih %K), and the king’s ring is used
as a seal.” According to R. J. Wilkinson, Cherok Tokun is near Bukit
Mertajam, and the rock inscriptions belong to various ages. They are worn
down to a great extent, and the oldest one is of the fifth century, the
second oldest is of the sixth century.“®

The above-mentioned historical sources do not directly touch the pro-
blem of Lang-ya-hsii 8578, but relate to the region equivalent to Chieh-
t'u % of I-ching #&iF#, Ko-lo ##E of the Hsin T'ang-shu #FEZE, Katiha
and Kadira of Indian inscriptions, Kalah of Mohammedan writers, and
suggest how old its culture is. Regrettable as it is that none of them re-
fers to Lankasuka, its existence in ancient times is proved by the Chinese
sources. Chinese came to know Lang-ya-hsii J3F7H from the eastern side
of the Malay Peninsula, as is seen in the Chinese sources such as the Sui-
shu & and Kao-séng-ch'uan Hfgff. Hence the supposition of T. Fujita
that the domain of Lang-ya-hsii 8371 ranged from Patani on the eastern
coast of the Malay Peninsula to Kedah on the western coast. On the
chart of the Wu-pei-chih &, v. 100, Lang-hsi-chia JE#fn1 is located to

(14) The commonest types of glass-beads are opaque yellow, opaque blue, opaque green,
clear blue, clear yellow, dark red, and orange paste with dark red striations. One
type has ““a core of non-translucent yellowish paste, plated with gold-leaf which is
covered with clear yellow glass.”’

(1) R. J. Wilkinson, 4 History of the Peninsular Malays, op. cit., p. 12.
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the south of Sun-ku-na LS (Singora). Lang-hsi-chia JiP6/ seems to be
around Patani.

Now, provided that Lang-ya-hsii %45 was in the middle of the Malay
Peninsula, where did the Sui ¥ envoys reach when they saw the mountains
of Lang-ya-hsii 5% on the western side of their ship and sailed south-
wards further? They reached Chi-lung g% island and then reached the
frontier of Ch'ih-t‘u #4, and were escorted by the messenger--Chiu-mo-lo
MEERE (Kumdra) sent to welcome them, and reached its capital in about a
month. This phrase ‘in about a month’ does not make sense, if it was
from the frontier that they travelled about a month to reach its capital.
Previously the present writer simply concluded it to be false. Yet at the
beginning of Ch‘ih-t‘u-ch‘uan R4 of the Sui-shu Fg&, a passage reads,
“Ch'ib-t'u 7R+ is in the south sea, and a hundred days’ journey brings us
there.” It took them more than three months. Compared with this figure,
it may not be false that they reached there ‘in about a month’. If this
be true, how should we understand the passage asserting that in returning
home, they reached the southeast of Lini #& after ten odd days’ sailing?
Thus the number of days it took them to reach Ch‘ih-t‘u 7R+ becomes
doubtful again. Moreover, they must have sailed with the monsoon, for
they went south in the tenth month and returned in the third month of
the next year. The Kao-séng-ch‘uan Ef&& of I-ching #&i% says, “Sailing
for about a month, we reached Shih-li-fo-shih =R island.” (v. 2, entry
Biography of Ta-chin k#), and “Sailing with the east wind for a month,
we reached Shih-li-fo-shih EFIH#H country.” (v. 2, entry Biography of Wu-
hsing #%17). And in the entry San-fo-ch'i Z#iF5 of the Chu-fan-chih #3¥EE,
a passage reads, “In the Winter, with the monsoon, you sail a little more
than a month and then come to Ling-ya-mén 3P, where one third of
the passing merchants (put in) before entering this country (of San-fo-ts‘i)”
(F. Hirth and W. W. Rockhill, Chau Ju-kua, p. 60). Ling-ya-mén #3FH
is Linga island, like Lung-ya-mén BEFFY in the Tao-i-chih-liich EEEmR
and Wu-pei-chih Bff§i5. T. Fujita’s identification of the above-mentioned
two names with Singapore is a doubtful hypothesis (The Geibun X, v. 4
no. 4, 1913, and Tézai Kdshé-shi no Kenkyt FEPEEHE OMZE, Part 1,
Nankai-hen /5, 1932, p- 54). There is a high mountain of 3920 feet,
which attracts travellers on board with its beauty."” Ling-ya #3F or Lung-
ya BEF is a transcription of Sanskrit linga, for the shape of the mountain
resembles a linga, as described on the chart of the Wu-pei-chih B,
So, it is also possible that the Chinese sailors compared the top of the
mountain with a bird-cage, and named the island Chi-lung-tao % 5.

The present writer identifies Ch'ih-t'u 7+ of Sui & with Shih-li-fo-shih
ZFBH of T'ang F&. At the beginning of Nan-man-ch‘uan B of the

(16) A. J. Findley, 4 Directory for the Navigation of the Indian Archipelago and the Goast
of China, 1889, p. 208.
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Sui-shu FE#E, it reports, “During the years of Ta-yeh X% (A.D. 605-616),
more than ten countries offered tributes, and now most of them cannot be
heard of and only four are recorded.” The four countries recorded there
are Lin-i # &, Ch'ih-t'u 77+, Chén-la EI¥ and Poli ZF]. Besides these
four countries, Tan-tan and P‘an-p‘an ## are added there as tribu-
taries. Yet, other countries can be supplied by the T ung-tien @, T'ai-
piing-huan-yii-chi XFEFE, T'ai-ping-yi-lan KXFHE and others. Except
for Ch'ib-tu 7%+, these countries were known also in the T‘ang & period.
And the opposite case is that of Shih-li-fo-shih ZEF|#:# which was familiar
in the T‘ang & period but unknown in the Sui [ period. According to
I-ching 245, Shib-li-fo-shih ZEFIFp# was at that time one of the big coun-
tries in the south sea, along with Ho-ling #B¢. And it is noteworthy that
he lists various countries in the south sea from the west, and writes, “The
people of these countries are conforming to the Hsiao-ch‘éng /" (Hinayina)
Buddhist principle, while in Mo-lo-yu K¥EiE there are a few who conform
to the Ta-ch'éng K7 (Mahiyina) principle.” At that time Mo-lo-yu &
(Djambi) was a country combined with Shih-li-fo-shih =Ff#3F (Palembang)
in Sumatra. And Ch‘ib-t'u k% of the Sui-shu FEZE is also a big Buddhist
country. These facts allow us to guess that Ch‘ih-t‘a 7R+ is identical with
Shih-li-fo-shih ZEF{#:#. Moreover, the identity of the surroundings of
Ch'ih-t'u 7R with those of Shih-li-fo-shih ZEFf#F makes it more reliable.

The surroundings of Ch'ih-t'u 7%+ mentioned in the Sui-shu HEE are
“P‘o-lo-la Z2EEH| on the east, P‘o-lo-sha By on the west, Ho-lo-tan HEH
on the south, and on the north a vast sea.” P‘o-lo-la %%ﬁslj on the east
must be Pfo-li Z&F] (Bali island, east of Java) which appears in the Hsin
T ang-shu #iE#E, where it is stated: “Ho-ling #E is also called Shé-p‘o
#¥& or Shé-p‘o BI¥E. Itisin the south sea and there is P‘o-li Z&F] on the
east.” The entry Huan-wang 3RZE kingdom in the Hsin T'ang-shu HHESE
reports, “On the east of P‘o-li ZZF| lies Lo-ch‘a #X|.” In the Sui-shu &=,
its pén-chi g reports, ““The Sui F§ envoys reached (or brought) Lo-chi
#F.” But judging from the sentences “In the third year of Ta-yeh X,
Ch'ang Chiin #%8 reached the Lo-ch‘a f#| country” (the T'ai-p'ing-huan-
yii-chi XPE=E, v. 177) and “The Lo-ch'a Xl country has been com-
municating with Chung-kuo #E (China) since Ch'ang Chin #E; was dis-
patched there in the third year of Ta-yeh X" in the T‘ai-p'ing-yii-lan
KFHEE, v. 788, it is likely that chi B in the Sui-shu FEZF was correctly
ch‘a |, for B was also written % in another book, and % bears much
resemblance in shape to ch'a #|. Therefore, Lo-chi FEE must be lo-ch‘a
FF) (Skt. rakshasa ‘demon’). Accordingly, P‘o-lo-la Z2ZEH] turns out to be
Po-li ZF] and lo-ch'a F&F[. Moreover, the Hsin T'ang-shu HIEE says,
“In the fifth year of Chén-kuan ¥l (A.D. 631), the king of Lini #E&,
T'ou-li BHHE offered huo-chu k¥ (lens for making a fire). His envoy came
here together with those from P‘o-li Z5F] and Lo-chi FEE”, while the Ts'¢é-
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fuyiian-kuei MJF7TEE, v. 970, says, “In the fifth year of Chén-kuan %,
the king of Lin-i #& offered huo-chu kZk. The envoy says that he got
it in the Lo-li I country. P‘o-li ZZF| sent an envoy who came together
with the envoy of Lin-i #& and presented products of the country.” Here
is a contradiction in the list of the countries. Lo-li ZF] is not found in
any other books, so it should be replaced by Lo-chi . The reason why
the Hsin T'ang-shu $FEZE places Lo-cha BF| to the east of Poli ZZF|
(Bali island) is that the region to the east of Bali island was not yet influ-
enced by the Hindu culture and was quite unfamiliar to the ears of the
editors, and not that Ch'ang Chiin #E8 and others extended their travel
to the east of P'o-li ZEF] (Bali). ‘Chih-lo-chi B’ means either ‘brought
lo-cha fEF| (Skt. rakshasa ‘demon’)’ since Ho-ling #% (Java) offered séng-
ch'inu @WK (negroes) during the T‘ang F& period, or (the Sui F§ envoys)
‘reached Lo-ch'a FER (or &, F)’, interpreting chih 3 as tao | for ‘arrive’.
The country of Lo-ch‘a %I, however, may be mentioned here not to ex-
actly identify itself, but to roughly indicate the demons’ region, including
Ch'ih-t'u R-+E.

Pio-li 7, Po-lo &% or other analogous names should be examined
according to the needs and purposes of researches. P. Pelliot maintains
that Ma-wu KF island to the east of Chu-po #i#§ in the entry Fu-nan
$kF§ of the Liang-shu %& is a miswriting of Mali 17, i. e. Bali island.
On the other hand, T. Fujita writes that it must be Wu-ma FE, a trans-
cription of ‘gaumedi’, which is the native name in the Molucca islands
of chi-shé-hsiang $E®, i. e. ting-hsiang T%, based on a passage of the
Wu-shih-wai-kuo-ch'uan HESIBEIE that Wu-ma FE island produces chi-shé-
hsiang $4%%. Chi-shé-hsiang 855 or ting-hsiang T'& are cloves, the special
product of the Molucca islands.®” Po-li 32 island in I-ching’s writings
is generally considered to be identical with Bali, while P‘o-la %2l described
as “(There are) Chii-yu {Ri#f (Gaya) on the west (of To-mieh %), P‘o-la
ZZR] on the north, and Chén-t'ou-huan EFEE (Burma?)“® on the east” in

(17) 'T. Fujita, Y6chd Shiché Shikajé ni tsukite B3 - #739 - FAEAGR T D & T, Shigaku Zasshi,
v. 38 (1927), no. 7, p. 638, and Nankai-hen, p. 685.

(18) We have Nou-t‘ou-huan #EFEfE which resembles Chén-t‘ou-huan EFEE. The Hsin
Teang-shu HFEE, v. 222, pt. 2, entry Ho-ling 5B, reports that Teou-huan [EjE is a
tributary of To-ho-lo FEFZE (Siam) and is also called Nou-t‘ou-huan ErpE. Teou-
huan PgjE offered tribute to China, according to the Ts‘é-fu-yilan-kuei f}FFT48, v. 970,
in the seventeenth year of Chéng-kuan i (A.D. 643), while the T ang-hui-yao FEErEE
reports that Nou-t‘ou-huan #BfEJE offered tribute in the eighteenth year of Chéng-kuan
H#, and is located to the northeast of To-ho-lo BEF1%E, and that it is a five months’
journey by ship from there to Kuang-chou F§M|. The conditions of T:ou-huan BETE.
set down in the Hsin Tang-shu HjEE are the same as those in the T ang-hui-yao
EEZ. Nou # like chén & may be a transcription of the Sanskrit &, while T<ou-
huan BE/E may denote Tagaung in Burma. T. Yamamoto AR suggests in his
treatise Dawarakoku-ké EEFIFEEZ, Shirin, 5k, v. 28, no. 4, that To-mieh ZH is a
transcription of Tamil in South India, and T*ou-huan [2Jg is that of Dagon, an ancient
name of Rangoon in Burma.
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the entry To-mieh %@ (Tamil) of the T ang-hui-yao EEE, v. 100, seems
to be Po-t'ouli HFLF or P'ololi-fu-to-lo ZEFEFFHLE (Pataliputra). Ming-
mieh %% that occurs in the Hsin Tang-shu FEE, v. 222, chap. 2, is a
miswriting of To-mieh % 2. ,

The present writer once assumed P‘o-li Z&f in the Liang-shu #ZE to
be Bali island. Yet, judging from its text, which states: “It is b5 days’
travel from- the east to the west of its domain, and 20 days’ travel
from the north to the south. The people of this country say that the
consort of Pai-ching-wang E1#E was born there”, it seems to be found
in India. Regarding the P'o-li %7 country, the Sui-shu & says, “It is
reached, setting sail from Chiao-chih Zfik (Hanoi) and passing through
Ch‘ih-t'u 78+ and Tan-tan F174. It is four months’ travel from the east
to the west of its domain and 45 days’ travel from the north to the south.”
The statement is very similar to that of the Liang-shu #¥E. It cannot be
identified with Bali island. If it should be Bali island, Shé-p‘o EAZ: (Java)
must come after Ch‘ih-t‘u #&4:, but in fact comes Tan:tan f45F. The Ts'é-
fu-yiian-kuei B, v. 968-969, reports that Tan-tan offered the
tributes in the sixth month, the third year of Chung-ta-t‘'ung # X of the
Liang # dynasty (A.D. 531); in the tenth month, the 13th year of T‘ai-
chien X% of the Ch'én Bf dynasty (A.D. 581); and in the tenth month,
the third year of Chih-té ZfE (A.D. 585). The Hsin T'ang-shu ¥EE re-
ports that the Tan-tan BE country offered their native products during
Ch'ien-féng ## (A.D. 666-667) and Tsung-chang % (A.D. 668-669).
On the same matter, the Ts'é-fu-yiian-kuei fFC4E informs us that it oc-
curred in the seventh month of the first year of Ch'ien-féng E#; and in
the third year of Tsung-chang #§%. Tan-tan B¥ and Tan-tan must,
therefore, be the same country. If P‘o-li Z&F) is located in India, Tan-tan
should be located between Ch‘ih-t'u 7R+ and India. Between them
also is San-mo-tan-tan ZEEMEME (Samatata) mentioned in the Ta-t‘ang Hisi-
yii-chi KIETHEED and in the Kao-séng-ch‘uan BE&fE, v. 2, of I-ching =&
This country was located in the delta of the Ganges river, and was con-
quered by Samudragupta. His conquest is recorded in the inscription on
his monument. Viewed thus, the route as described in the Sui-shu BZE,
that is, passing Chiao-chih #fik, Ch'ih-tu 7%+, Tan-tan as far as Po-
li &8 can be understood. The Hsin T'ang-shu #EE says, “Tan-tan B
is located to the southeast of Chéng-chou #&M and to the west of To-lo-
mo % . Tolo-mo %fEEE seems to be Taruma nagara in West Java,
or perhaps To-lo-po-ti HEREEE (Dvaravati) .in Siam. In the Nan-hai-chi-
kuei-ch'uan FEEFEHE, v. 1, Tan-tan BHIE island appears among the islands
in the south sea, but this island is quite different from the above-mentioned
island, just as the following countries are alike in name, but quite different
in fact: Pen-p‘en && occurring in the Nan-hai-chi-kuei-ch‘uan FEiETFEE
and Po-p'en ##& appearing in the Kao-séng-ch‘uan Hf§{# as a country to



42 The Memoirs of the Toyo Bunko

the north of Holing #EE (Java) differ from the P‘an-p'an ## country
(in the northern part of the Malay Peninsula, Ligor?) which is reported
in the Ts'é-fu-yiian-kuei {i}}F7tdE, v. 970, to have been tributary to China
from the Liang % period until the sixth month, the 22nd year of Chén-
kuan H¥ of the T'ang F& period, or until Yung-hui % according to the
Hsin Tang-shu HEE, v. 222, chap. 2. Those referred to as Tan-tan THIE
and P'en-p'en @& (or Po-p'en #4) in I-ching’s % writings are small
islands and differ from Tan-tan (or Tan-tan #E) and Pan-p'an #2
which often offered tributes to China. _

The P‘o-lo-sha B country to the west of Ch'ih-t'u 77+ is identical
with Po-lu-shih &4 appearing in the passages of I-ching’s 3% Kao-séng-
chiuan BfEME, v. 2, where it is stated: “Two priests of Hsin-lo ¥7% sailed
in the south sea, and died in the P‘o-lu-shih Z&HF country which was
located to the west of the Shih-li-fo-shih R country” and of his Nan-
hai-chi-kuei-ch‘uan FE¥EE M, where it is stated: “Enumerating from the
west, there lie P‘o-lu-shih Z&Z&@E island and Mo-lo-yu x#@E#E island”. In
the Hsin T‘ang-shu ¥iEE, entry Shih-li-fo-shih Z=F#E, it is stated: “Shih-
li-fo-shih ZFif#t is divided into two countries. The western country is
styled Lang-p‘o-lu-ssti BSZEEE#”. This is the same country that was report-
ed as Langabills, a country of naked people by Ibn Khordiddzbeh and
Suleyman during the reigns of Wu-tsung #% and Hsiian-tsung E%% about
the middle of the ninth century. By Langabills, they indicated the Nicobar
islands which they reached in ten to fifteen days from Sirandib (Ceylon),
and from which they reached Kilah (Kedah) in about six days. The name
of Langabals had long been used after the first mentioning. Although
this was a country of uncultivated naked people, it occupied an important
position in the communication routes. The Yu-yang-tsa-tsu BEFEHEH, v. 18,
reports, “Lung-nao-hsiang FEI§% is produced in the P'o-li ZF| country.
The people call it ku-pu-p‘o-li E7RZEH. Po-li-hsiang BEZE is also pro-
duced in Po-ssut Hr (Persia) ... ... There are two kinds of trees of it, a
fat and a slender one. The latter produces P‘o-lu-kao-hsiang BHEEF.
Some say the slender one produces lung-nao-hsiang FEI$% and the fat one
P‘oli-kao ZHE.” However, since lung-nao-hsiang ZEIEZ% trees do not
grow in Bali island, we cannot identify P‘o-li Z&F] mentioned above with
Bali island. This is a misunderstanding of the Yu-yang-tsa-tsu FERHHEM,
since the Pén-ts‘ao-kang-mu FEHHE, v. 35, reports, “Su Kung ## says:
lung-nao BEHY is dry resin in roots of the tree and P‘o-li-hsiang ZHEFE is
pure resin under the roots, the name of which is after the Plo-lu Z&f
country where it was once produced.” Su Kung ##% lived during the years
of Hsien-ch'ing F& in the T'ang /& period, and revised and enlarged the
T‘ang-pén-ts‘ao EARE. Poli R in the Yu-yang-tsa-tsu BEHHEA must be
mistaken for the P‘o-lii Z# country here, since they are alike in name.
Regarding Po-ssi 87 in the Yu-yang-tsa-tsu BEEHEE, B. Laufer insisted on
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identifying it with Po-ssit 3#7 in the south sea, distinguishing it from Po-
ssit 7 in West Asia."® His hypothesis does not seem acceptable. The
passage in the Yu-yang-tsa-tsu BEMEHEE must have suggested only that com-
phor had been imported or conveyed by the people of Po-ssit J#{f (Persia).
Now, Po-li Z£F] is a country which actually existed, while P'o-lii %4 did
not. ‘The name of P‘o-lii Z&#E was only imagined from ku-pu-p‘o-lit ERBLEE,
indicating a country of (ku-pu-) p‘o-lu (EF) Befk. Chieh-pu-lo-hsiang &7
RS trees, according to the Hsi-yti-chi #&I%EE, entry Mo-lo-chii-ch‘a FkZE4EME,
grow in Mt. Mo-lo-yeh K (Malayagiri). Chieh-pu-lo ¥37%if is a trans-
cription of Sanskrit karplra as well as ku-pu-p‘o-lit EREE. T. Fujita
supports this explanation made by Fr. Hirth and W. W. Rockhill on
page 194 of ‘Chau Ju-kua’.® In a Sanskrit dictionary, we also have
‘baluka’ apart from ‘karptra’. ‘Karplra’ may be clipped and a suffix added
to it and turned into ‘baluka’, as in ‘Indra’-‘Indraka’, ‘Gupta’-‘Guptaka’,
‘Gopi'-‘Gopika’, ‘Kala-‘Kalika’, etc.?® If ‘baluka’ is the clipped form of
‘karpara’, it is like the case of P‘o-lii %24, the shortened form of ku-pu-p‘o-
li BERZEHE.  Yet, some insisted that P'o-lii 2 could be identified with
Barus, a port on the western coast of Sumatra, only to be contradicted by
T. Fujita and others. The Malayan ‘Kapor barus’ is made by the associa-
tion of Barus and camphor.  Although it was already reported in the
Liang-shu %% that the Lang-ya-hsiu JRF ¥ country produced P‘o-li-kao %
#E (balsam), Iching %% simply reported in his Nan-hai-chi-kuei-ch‘uan
FAMEETEHE, v. 8, “In the south sea lung-nao FEfE is produced a little”, and
Su Kung #%#% gave the imagined name P‘o-lii 24k to the productive country
of P‘o-lirkao #%. The statement concerning P‘o-li Z&F] in the Yu-yang-
tsa-tsu. PAIGAE is also doubtful, and the Hsin T'ang-shu #RE# alone re-
ported that Shih-li-fo-shih 2 Fiff produced much gold, mercury and
lung-nao %,

Notwithstanding the unfamiliarity of the Chinese people about where
camphor was produced, almost all the Mohammedan writings concerning
the south sea reported that camphor was produced in Djiwaga, or Zabag
which was governed by Mahéréja. Moreover, they specified the names of
the places of production. These were quite unknown to the Chinese people
of the T‘ang & period. For example, Ibn Khordidzbeh (A.D. 844-848)
said, “A gauche et a4 deux journées de Kilah est Iile de Balts, habitée
par des anthrophages. Elle produit du camphre excellent, des bananes,
des cannes a sucre et du riz” (G. Ferrand, Relations de wvoyages, p. 27).
Ibn al-Fakih (A.D. 902) said, “le girofle, le bois de sandal, le camphre,
la noix muscade, (provient) du Djawaga—pays situé du cobté de sud, dans

(19) B. Laufer, Sino-Iranica, pp. 468-487.

(20) T. Fujita, Régashikoku-ké JBFIEEE, T6yé Gakuhd, v. 8, no. 2, p. 264, and Nankai-
hen, pp. 29--30.

(21) C. Akanuma F{iB%3%, Indo Bukkyé Koydmeishi Jiten FIE i E 44 5150k, 1931.
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le voisinage de la Chine—d'un pays (du Djawaga) appelé Fanllr” (ibid.
p- 65). And Mas'adi (A.D. 943) said, “Elles (iles nommeées er-R4min) sont
abondantes en mines d’or et voisines du pays de Kanclr (correctly Fancir),
célebre par son camphre” (zbid. p. 97).%» Kantlr (Kansour in Les Prairie
d’or, T. 1, p. 338) is a miswriting of ‘Fanllr’. Sulaymin (A.D. 851) spells
a certain plant ‘fandlra’, and Avicenne (A.D. 980-1037) calls a kind of
camphor ‘fantlri’,® which means ‘kafar’" produced in FantOr. Later on,
Ibn Sa‘id (A.D. 1208 or 1214-1274 or 1286) and Abalfida (A.D. 1273-1331)
spell ‘Panélr’ for ‘Fan¢hr’. In Chinese sources, Fanlur as a place of pro-
duction of camphor is first mentioned in the Chu-fan-chih 2EERE, v. 2,
(A.D. 1225). The passage is mentioned as follows: “Nao-tzid [T (or
camphor) comes from Po-ni #J& (or Fo-ni f#/E) and also from the Pin-ts‘ui
&% country. It is generally said that it is also found in San-fo-ch'i =75,
but it is an error”. Secondly, it appears in the Tao-i-chih-liiech BHEE
and the chart (of Chéng Ho ¥ffr) of the Wu-pei-chih Bf#E as Pan-tsu
#zE.  Marco Polo reports that he went to Fansur from Lambri (now Achin
or Atjeh in North Sumatra). Fansur can also be identified with Barus on
the western coast of Sumatra. Fansur is an altered form of Barus, just
as ‘Malaya’ is corrupted into ‘Malaiur’ or ‘Malaylr’.

Then, where can we locate the P‘o-lu-shih ZZERF that occurs in I-
ching’s 27 writings? I-ching 2% makes no reference to P‘o-lu-shih Z%& &
in connection with camphor. Now, when we think of the destination of
the journey of two Hsin-lo ¥ priests who died in this country, they are
thought to have been on their way to India. The route which they intend-
ed to take must have been thus: set sail at Fo-shih @##f, pass through
the Malacca Strait, go northwards and reach Tamralipti (Tamluk) in the
mouth of the Ganges river, and if they were to reach the Shib-tzG ¥fiF
country (Ceylon), they would go westwards from Chieh-t'u % (Kalah,
Kilah according to the Mohammedan writers; what is now Kedah), pass
through the Nicobar islands and reach Ceylon. If we take P‘o-lu-shih ZZ&Hi
to be Barus on the western coast of Sumatra, it is by no means concei-
vable that they travelled overland from Palembang to Barus. They must,
therefore, have sailed by sea. In this case, however, they had to take the
trouble to make a U-turn at the Nicobar islands. There are two argu-
ments already made on the identification of P‘o-lu-ssi & #. One of the
two is that of J. Takakusu =HENEKES identifying it with Parlak on the
northern end of Sumatra (Ferlak by Marco Polo), and the other is that of

(22) Masoudi, Les Prairies d’or, texte et traductions par C. Barbier de Meynard et Pavet
de Courteille, Paris 1861, t. 1, p. 838. The other questions from the Mohammedan
records are extracted from G. Ferrand, Relations de voyages et textes géographiques,
Arabes, Persans et Turks relatifs ¢ I'Extréme-Orient du VIIIe qu XVIIIe siécles, Paris
1913.

(28) G. Ferrand, Relations., t. 1, p. 288.
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G. Ferrand identifying it with Barus from the Mohammedan sources.®
The present writer has an opinion quite different from the above two:
that P‘o-lu-shih ZZ&[F is a transcription of ‘baltis’, the shortened form of
Langabals (Nicobar). According to I-ching’s % Kao-séng-ch‘uan #féfa,
‘some are reported to have arrived in East T'ien-chu X2 (India) and
some in Shih-tzti §ii-7 island (Ceylon), passing through the south sea. The
turning point is at Chieh-t'u &% (Kedah). I-ching 2%/ himself arrived
at Tan-mo-li-ti FLEEILJE (TéAmralipti), passing through Chieh-t'u ¥4 and
the country of naked people. J. Takakusu defines this country of naked
people as being among the Nicobar islands as a result of his view that
Chieh-t'u ¥% was on the western end of Sumatra. Nevertheless, Chieh-
t'u ¥33 was in fact on the western coast of the Malay Peninsula, and it
does not matter if the country of naked people mentioned by I-ching 3%
might be located among the Andaman islands. The country of naked
people reported by Mohammedans, i.e. Langabélas, should be among the
Nicobar islands since they started from South India or Ceylon and directly
went eastwards and got to Kalah (Kedah). The name of Andimin, how-
ever, was already reported by Sulaymin (A.D. 851). This course which
Mohammedans took is closely related with the development of the northern
part of Sumatra island. The name of a country recorded as Lan-li BE
in the Ling-wai-tai-ta §H7ME, Lan-wu-li B&E in the Chu-fan-chih E:E,
Nan-wu-li BEZE or M#S in the Yian-shih JTH, Nan-wu-li BUEE in the
Tao-i-chih-liieh B3EFER, Lambri in Marco Polo’s writing, is already intro-
duced by Ibn Khordidzbeh (A.D. 844-848) as Rami; it was later spelled
Rambri, Ramin or Rdmini. This is a country located on the northwest
end of Sumatra (what is now Achin, Atjeh). Mohammedans were not
satisfied with their purchase of camphor at the marts of Kalah and Sribuza,
and looked for the home of camphor and at last found their way to Barus
on the western coast of Sumatra. This is why Barus prospered as an ex-
port port of camphor. If not, there can be found no reason of the pros-
perity of the western coast of Sumatra which was off the main communi-
cation route of the East and West.

Lastly, concerning Ho-lo-tan FfH on the south of Ch'ih-t‘u #H-,
suffice it to say that Ho-lo-tan WJfEH which occurs in a passage of the
Sung-shu K&, v. 97, “The Ho-lo-tan WHEE country governs Shé-p‘o Bi%%
island”, is the same country which appears in the same Sung-shu K%
under the name Hc-lo-t‘'ou FEEFE, because Chien-k‘ai BEX4%, the king of
Ho-lo-t'ou L is the same person as P‘i-sha-pa-mo MW EEEE (Vijavarman),
the king of Ho-lo-tan WMFEE (cf. The Téyé Gakuhd, v. 9, no. 8, p. 874).
Ho-lo-tan fa#% which occurs in a passage of the T's'é-fu-yiian-kuei HRFT4E,
v. 968, “In the tenth year of Yiian-chia Jt% (A.D. 438), the Ho-lo-tan B

(24) G. Ferrand, L’Empire Sumatranais de Crivijaya, extrait du J. 4., 1922, p. 72.
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country of An-po By island (an B is a miswriting of shé B5)...... 7, s
_also. the same country, which corresponds to Ho-ling §# seen in the Hsin
T ang-shu #HEE and I-ching’s /i writings.
To sum up the above evidence:
1) The Sui [# envoys sailed south along the coast of the Malay Peninsula.
2) 'The country called Chih-t'u 7R4: in the Sui F§ period cannot be found
in the T'ang F§ period, while the Shih-li-fo-shih Z=Fft country of the
T‘ang FE period is not known in the Sui & period; the descriptions
of the two countries are similar.

3) Both have common surroundings.

On the basis of the above proofs, it is concluded that the Ch'ih-tu #+
country of the Sui F§ period is identified with the Shih-li-fo-shih ZEFfi
country of the T‘ang & period. '

Any research on the Ch‘ih-t'u 7R+ should be based on the Ch‘th-t‘u-
kuo-ch'uan FRA:Biff, because it is edited by Wei Chéng %% during the
early 'Tang F& period, and contains no unreliable opinions of scholars of
the later period, unlike those compositions edited during the early Sung %
period such as the Hsin T'ang-shu #/EE, T‘ang-hui-yao BEE, Ts'é-fu-
ylian-kuei WL, T ai-p'ing-yi-lan KFHE, T ai-p'ing-huan-yii-chi KFE
F5L and others. For example, the following two passages in the entry
Chiib-t'u FRL of the T ung-tien 3FgE, v. 188, states, “The Séng-chi &%
castle is also called the Shih-tzii J§F (Lion) castle” and “At the winter
solstice, the shadow (of the pole) comes directly below, and at the summer
solstice, it falls in the south (of the pole). The entrance of every house,
therefore, faces the north.” These statements are mere hypotheses of the
people of the T*ang & period. Besides, the T ‘ai-p‘ing-huan-yii-chi *FE
FEC, v. 177, states as follows: “The Chinli-pi-shih £FIBL# country is
located 40,000 and odd I: to the southwest of the capital of China, and
from there Kuang-chou &/ (Canton) is reached by way of Tan-tan HH,
Mo-ho-hsin EF%7, To-lung %[, Ché-mai i, Polou LI, To-lang-p‘o-
huang % RZE, Mo-lo-shih EfE#, Chén-la Eff (Cambodia) and Lind #E&
(Vietnam). It is located 2,000 Ii to the west of Chih-wu 3%y, 1,500 i to
the east of Ch'ib-t'u 7k+, 3,000 i to the north of Po-li %I, and $,000 I;
to the south of Liu-ch‘i ¥i#...... The name of the king is Pén-to-yang-
ya REBET ... .. ”

The correct name of Chin-li-p‘i-shih 4FEk# mentioned here, alike
Chin-li-pi-chia £Fitl of the T‘ang-hui-yao JE&Z, v. 100, Chin-li-p‘i-shih
SFWEH of the Ts'é-fu-yiian-kuei TR, v. 957, and of the T ai-p‘ing-yii-
lan KFHIE, v. 788, is Shéli-pi-shih &FHL#E and corresponds to Shih-li-
fo-shih ZEFIfE¥E. Among the four countries introduced at the end of the
T‘ang-liu-tien FE<#, v. 4, is Shih-ko-fo-shih FHEMEZ. This ko # is a
scribal error for li 7). Mo-lo-shih EEFE# is correctly Mo-lo-yu EEFE#. Shé-
li-pi-shih &FML3E, according to the above passage, is located in the east
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of Ch'ih-t'u %+, which is contrary to the present writer’s identification of
Chih-t'u FR+ with Shih-li-fo-shih ZEFIf#E. Yet, when this record is closely
examined, one comes to understand that the statement concerning the coun-
tries on the way from Chin-li-pi-shih &Flif# (correctly Shé-li-p‘i-shih 4%
ft3#f) to Canton and the surroundings of Chin-li-p‘i-shih &FIEERE is very
questionable. Many countries are described as being between érivijaya
(Palembang) and Canton, even including some countries in India. Tan-tan
seems to be Samatata in the delta of the Ganges river. It is the
same country as Tan-tan BE. Mo-ho-hsin EEF%F is the Mo-ho-hsin EME
which occurs in I-ching’s #&j5 writings, but its location is not clear. To-
lung % is either An-ta-lo %% (Andhra) or Ta-lo-pi-t'u 2B (Dravida)
in India. In the entry To-mo-ch‘ang %EEE of the Hsin T ang-shu HfEE,
it is stated: ““(There are) Po-féng ZZE, (Pallava) on the east (of To-mo-
ch'ang %EE), Tolung % on the west, Kan-chih-fu Tl (Kanchipura)
on the south, and Ho-ling B¢ (Kalinga) on the north.” Chémai % is
perhaps correctly Chéli #% (Chuliya, Shé-li-jo €F% in the Hsin T ang-
shu FHEE).® Polou ZLfE is perhaps P‘o-lou 2%, another name of Lu-
chén-la BEEJE.®® Tolang-p'o-huang % %A is perhaps a miswriting of
"T*ou-ho-lo-po-ti ALK (Siam).*”  Lastly, Mo-loshih EFE#f is Mo-lo-yu
BEREY (Malayu, what is now Djambi, west of Palembang), which offered
tributes in the eighteenth year of Chén-kuan E¥ (A.D. 644). Next, in
the description of the surroundings of Chin-li-p‘i-shih &FIWE3F, it is reported
that the neighbouring country west of Chin-li-pi-shih £FR:# is Ch'ih-t'u
Jcd. Ch'ib-t'u R+ seems to be the same country as Mo-lo-yu BEFE#, but
this location of Ch'ih-t'w k4 is quite incredible. If the name of Ch'ih-
t'u 7R+ had still existed as late as I-ching %8, he would certainly have
set it down in his writings. The reason why he did not set it down is
that Ch'ib-t'u k4 was called by another name. They were ignorant of
this alteration and simply believed that Ch‘ih-t‘u #-+ of the Sui ¥ period
still existed in the T‘ang J& period, so they wrote such a false record as
shown above. Chin-li-p‘i-shih &FHL#E is reported to be 2,000 I; west of
the Chih-wu 3%y country and 3,000 /i north of the Po-li J&Fi country and
8,000 Iz south of the Liu-chii ¥i#% country. Chih-wu Z4 may be Java,
and Po-li JFl is Bali island. Liu-ch‘i #/% may possibly be Lang-ya-shu 5
FrR (Lankasuka, Kedah) in the Nan-hai-chi-kuei-ch‘uan FIBF M. Chih-
wu 4 is not so familiar a name, though it appears in the T ang-hui-yao
BEE, v. 100, where it is stated: “Chii-lou-mi WEF lies west of Lin-i

(25) T. Fujita, Zenkan ni okeru Seinan-Kaij6-Kétsi no Kiroku IR A E LS80
FC#%, Geibun B, v. 5 (1914), nos. 10, 11, and Nankai-hen, p- 127.

(26) P. Pelliot, Deux Itinérairies., p. 326.

(27) G. Ferrand located To-lang-p‘o-huang £ EfZ%e in Tulanbawan in the northeastern
part of Sumatra, but this identification is doubtful. See G. Ferrand, Malaka, le Maldyu
et Malayur, J. A., 1918, p- 91.
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# &, and is reached by an overland travel of three months. In the moun-
tains one sees many elephants, which are kept for the use of labour. It
offered tributes to China in the leap January BHIEA of the first year (cor-
tectly second year) of Hsien-ch'ing HBE. It is located to the southeast of
the Chih-wu Z# and P‘an- p'an ## countries, from which it is reached
by a month’s journey by ship. It is to the north of Poli ¥#l at a dis-
tance of a ten days’ journey, and to the west of the Pu-shu i country
at a distance of a five days’ journey, and to the southeast of Weén-tan “CH
at a distance of a six days’ journey. Their manners, customs and products
are the same as those of Ch‘ih-t'u 7f#+ and To-holo EEFIZE. In the eighth
month of the sixth year of Yung-hui 7 (A.D. 655), it offered a five-
coloured parrot.”

A similar passage occurs in the entry P‘an-p‘an ##% of the Hsin T‘ang-
shu FEEZE, in which Chih-wu ¥ is not mentioned in the next of Pan-
pan ##. Chiloumi #¥EH (correctly ##3) at the beginning of the
above passage of the T'ang-hui-yao HEZE may be Chia-mo-li-po EE##Hk
(Kdmartpa, western Assam in FEast India)® which is mentioned in the
Hsiyii-chi wigit. Chieh-mo-lu fiiiZ# in the Chiu T'ang-shu EE#E and
Chia-mo-lu ¥ in the Hsin T'ang-shu ¥E#E are also Kamartipa, but
Chii-lou-mi 2% (correctly #745%) at the end of the above passage is
Chi-mieh %2 which occurs in the entry Chén-la & of the Hsin T ang-
shu FFEE, v. 222, or Ko-mieh P in Hui-ch'ao's B8 Wang-wu-t'ien-chu-
kuo-chiuan FEEFZRE, v. 1, and Huilin’s 83k I-ch'ieh-ching-yini —4Ifg
F2%, v. 100. It is Khmer and denotes Water Chén-la KEff (South Cam-
bodia), for Pu-shu /it on the east is regarded to be Panduranga (Cape
Padaran), and Wén-tan (¥ on the northeast is another name of Land
Chén-la BEEfE (North Cambodia). Lastly, the central part of the above
passage is considered as relating to Chih-wu Z#p, which is located to the
southeast of P‘an-p‘an ##%, and to the north of P‘oli Z&F] (Bali island).
Although we find Ch'ih-t‘u 7%4: here, this is, as explained before, a ground-
less use of the name of Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ valid only in the Sui F§ period.
Wén-tan SCE in this passage is identical with that which appears in the
passage of the Chiu T'ang-shu EE#E, v. 197, and T‘ang-hui-yao HEE,
v. 98, where it is stated: “From Shén-lung j#8E (A.D. 705-706) afterwards,
Chén-la Bl (Cambodia) was divided into two countries. The southern
one was called Water Chén-la /KEJE, since it is near the sea and abounds
in swamps; while the northern was called Land Chén-la BREJH, since it is
a mountainous country. This is also called Weén-tan CH. Looking over
these arguments, we come to understand that the statements about Chin-li-
pi-shih £FUHL#E (correctly Shé-li-p‘i-shih &Fmti#f) and Chi-lou-mi IR
(28) T. Fujita, Nankai-hen, p. 115. His identification of Chii-lou-mi g% with Golamat-

tika (Pegu) of the Kalyani inscription is doubtful. The inscription was written in the
fourteenth century. See H. Yule, Hobson Jobson, p. 495.
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(correctly Chii-mi-lou #%#%) were written by the same person after the
Shén-lung ji#E period of Chung-tsung #5. Both statements equally refer
to Chih-wu Z#y and Ch'ih-t'u FR+.

In the entry Huan-wang ¥}®E (Champa, Vietnam) of the Hsin T‘ang-
shu #EE, v. 222, a passage states, “Travelling southwest of Ch'ih-t‘u 7R+
by ship, P‘o-lo B is reached.” This P‘o-lo B may be associated with
Plo-lo-la ZEfEH| on the east of Ch'ih-t‘'u 7k+, or Pfo-lo-sha ZEW on the
west of Ch'ib-t'u £+ recorded in the Sui-shu [EZ. The passage continues
to say, “In the second year of Tsung-chang §#% (A.D. 669), the envoy of
Chan-ta-po ff##k (Chandravarman?), the king of P‘o-lo Z§, came to China
together with the envoy of Huan-wang B|{E.” In the Ts‘é-fu-yilan-kuei
tHFITdE, v. 970, it is stated that the king of Lin-i #& Po-ch‘ieh-shé-pa-mo
S *EREE  (Prakicadharma-Vikrintavarman 1) and the king of Lo-p‘o
7% Ch'éng-ta-po #§&sk offered their native products.” Huan-wang ZE
is a later Chinese name (after Chib-te Z7#, A.D. 756-757), and corresponds
to the Panduranga (Padaran) dynasty of Lin-i #k& (Champa). Huan-wang
ZRE, therefore, does not fit the case of A.D. 669. Lo-p‘o #% may be a
scribal error of P‘o-lo Z&FE. The identification of P‘o-lo ZZ, which offered
tributes in A.D. 669, is difficult, but this country may be Ni-p‘o-lo JEEEHE
(Nepal) which is recorded in the Chiu T‘ang-shu EREZ, v. 198, entry
T'ien-chu X%, and Hsin T‘ang-shu #EZE, v. 221, to have offered tributes
in the second year of Yung-hui ## (A.D.651). In any case, no records
about Ch‘ih-t'u 7R+ except for that of the Sui-shu F§E have any value as
historical materials so that they cannot produce any testimony disadvanta-
geous to the conclusion of this treatise that Ch‘ih-t'u %4 corresponds to
Shih-li-fo-shih =Ff#si (Srivijaya, Palembang).

Lastly, a few remarks are on the meaning of Ch‘ih-t'u #7-:. The Sui-
shu FEE says, “This country is called (Ch‘ih-t'u #i4) after the red soil of
its capital.” J. E. Tennet explains in his Ceylon, v. 1 (1859), p. 610, as
follows: “In the epithet ‘Chih-too,” the Red Land, we have a simple
rendering of the Pali Tambapanni, the ‘Copper-palmed,” from the colour
of the soil”. His explanation, however, is a mere conjecture and cannot
explain the surroundings of the country. The discovery of an inscription
in the northern part of Province Wellesley in the Malay Peninsula is already
mentioned in the discussion of Lang-ya-hsii RFZE. It says, ‘‘Mahanévika
(lit. great sailor) Buddhagupta, an inhabitant of Rakta-mrttikd”. H. Kern
identified Rakta-mrttikd (red earth) with a kingdom called Chih-tu by the
Chinese, as the latter meant ‘red earth’.®® Against this opinion, G. E. Gerini
objects that on Siam Bay and the Malay Peninsula, there are several parts

(29) Although the Teang-hui-yao FE@ZE, v.98, uses han 4 in place of shé £ and
G. Maspero also in his Le Royaume de Champa, 1928, p. 89, 246, shé £ is the right
character.

(30) G. E. Gerini, Researches on Ptolemy’s Geography of Eastern Asia, 1909, p. 83.
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whose name is ‘red soil'. Among them is Tanah Mérah (the Malayan word
meaning ‘red soil’) which is located on the north of Koh (or Pulo) Lantar
on the western coast of the Malay Peninsula. He concludes that Rakta-
mrttikd corresponds to Mergui® in the northern part of the western coast
of the peninsula. But, R. C. Majumdar says, “Now this Chih-tu (7R +) is
usually located in Siam or its neighbourhood, although there are grave
difficulties in this identification. Apart from this difficulty, Krom has very
pertinently asked the question that if Buddhagupta belonged to a locality
in Siam or its neighbourhood, why should he come to the northern part
of Province Wellesley to commemorate his gifts. It is more in the fitness
of things, says Krom, that Rakta-mrttikd should be sought for in India
(Krom-Geschiedenis, p. 78). This view seems to be eminently just.” R. C.
Majumdar identified Raktamrttikd with the Raktimrta monastery near the
capital Karnasuvarna, which is referred to in the description of the Chieh-
lo-na-su-fa-la-na SBEEHBAH country as Lou-to-wei-(or mo-)chih-séng-ch‘ieh-
lan %&%% (or k) %f@fiE. Raktamrta (Pali, Ratta-matika) means ‘Red
clay’ (Ch'ih-ni %8 in the Hsi-yii-chi piigt). This place is still called by
its old name, i. ¢e. Ringdmiti (Red clay), twelve miles south of Murshidabad
in Bengal (Suvarnadvipa, pp. 82-83).

‘The present writer once thought that Ch'ih-t'u 7+ could be explained
by the Five Element doctrine of the ancient Chinese philosophy, having
been ignorant of the colour of the soil of Palembang. It is noteworthy
that in the south sea, the colour of the soil is generally red (laterite).
Especially remarkable red lands are called Tanah Merah in Malay as in
the basin of the Kelantan and Kedah rivers. K. Takakuwa reports that
Kao Deng (the Siamese word meaning ‘red hill') is on the southern end of
Kaw Yai which is to the north of Singora city.®»? There are three places
named ‘Tanahabang (red earth) in the region of Palembang (i. ¢. Moesi-
hilir, Lematang-hilir, Ogan-hoeloe, Onderafdeeling), and the same place-
names are found in the regions of Djambi, Benkoelen and Batavia. The
name Tanahmerah (red earth) is found in Borneo, Madoera and Nieuw
Guinea.® The earth of the islands of Riau, Bintan, Banka and Billiton
which produce bauxite is especially red. The earth of the seaport Merak
at the west end of Java is also red.

(81) G. E. Gerini, ibid., pp. 82-83.

(82) R. Kuwata ZMNER, Sekido-kd Hoi 3424, Téyé Gakuhd, v. 10 (1920), no. 1,
pp. 139-141. J. Delvert, Géography de I'dsie du sudest, 1967, and its Japanese trans-
lation by K. Kikuchi #i—He, Hakusuisha PBzk# 1969. Lijst van de Voornamste
Aardrijkskundige Namen in den Nederlandsch-Indische Archipel, Batavia 1922.

(83) The ruins of structures at Lematang Hilir were reported by Knaap in 1904, see
N. J. Krom, Inleiding tot de Hindoe-Javaansche Kunst, IL (1920), p. 290, or II (1928),
p. 424. Cf. F. M. Schnitger, The Archaeology of Hindoo Sumatra, Leiden, 1987, p. 4.
The present writer is indebted for much valuable information to S. N agaoka EEHIE KL,
N. Tanaka AR, M. Saitd ZFEEEH, K. Okano [FBFE2EHt and S. Iwao 242 H—.
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APPENDIX -
A Brief List of the Essays relating to Chib-t'u FR4:.

Hervey (or d'Hervey) de Saint-Denys, Ethnographie des peuples étran-
gers & la chine, ouvrage composé par Ma Touan-lin, vol. ii, Peuples
Méridionaux, Geneve 1883, Cf. G. Ferrand, Le K'ouen-louen, J. 4.,
1919, p. 22, note (1). This is the French translation of the entry
Sst-i-k‘ao MUEHE of Ma Tuan-lin's BygiE Wén-hsian t'ung-k'ao CEES,
which was the first relevant Chinese source made accessible to Furopean
scholars.

W. P. Groeneveldt, Notes on the Malay Archipelago and Malacca
compiled from Chinese Sources, Verhandelingen van het Bataviaasch
Genootschap van Kunsten en Wetenschappen, Batavia 1887. He up-
held the identification of Ch'ih-t'u 74 with Hsien-lo 2% (Siam).
Tsou Tai-chiin #R8, Hsi-chéng chi-ch'éng PEIEADIE, 1891.  Accord-
ing to Hsiu Yun-ch'iao’s #FE# Ch'ih-t'u-k'ao 7R+% (Appendix no. 22),
Tsou Tai-chiin #f%4y was the first man who denied the identification
of Ch'ih-t'u 7+ with Siam, and he located Ch‘ih-t'u 774 in Borneo
(Nan-yang Hsiieh-pao PSR, v. 2, no. 8, p. 8). The present writer
regrets that the Hsi-chéng chi-ch'éng is not accessible to him.

J. Takakusu FHIEKES, 4 Record of the Buddhist Religion as prac-
tised in India and the Malay Archipelago by I-tsing, Oxford 1896.
This is the English translation with notes of I-ching’s #i§ Nan-hai
chi-kuei nei-fa-ch‘uan FRYGFEMEE. Another of I-ching’s writings is
the Ta-t'ang ch'iu-fa kao-séng-ch'uan KFERZFES{EE. There are many
names of southeast Asian countries in his two books, but we cannot
find the name Ch'ih-t'uv 7R among them. This is a very important
point in relation to the location of Chih-tu 7+.

G. Schlegel, Geographical Notes, T oung Pao &, Ser. 1, v. IX, X,
Ser. 2, v. II, 1898-1901. G. Schlegel alone upheld the identification
of Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ with Siam.

Ting Ch'ien T#k, Sui-shu ssti-i-ch‘uan t-li k'ao-chéng V&E M REHIEE,
contained in the Ché-chiang tu-shu-kuan ts‘ung-shu WHLEIEEES.
He doubted the identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u 7+ with Siam, and located
it south of Patani, Kelantan and Trengganu.

P. Pelliot, Deux Itinéraires de Chine en Inde & la fin du VIII® siécle,
B.E.F.E.O., IV, 1904. P. Pelliot studied the two routes, . e. An-
nan-t‘ung-t'ien-chu-tao ZEEXZE and Kuang-chou-t‘ung-hai-i-tao M
BERE of Chia Tan HEL, a prime minister of the T ang & dynasty.
He doubted the identification of Ch'ih-t‘u j7f-= with  Siam, because
Ch'ib-t'u 7+ faced the ocean on the north and did not include Fu-
nan $@ and Chén-la B in its surroundings. Féng Ch‘éng-chiin’s
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A&# Chiao-kuang yin-tu liang-tao-k‘ao REEFNEME®E is the Chinese
translation of this essay.

J. Low, Marong Mahawangsa, the Keddah Annals, Bangkok 1908,
reprinted from the Journal of the Indian Archipelago and Eastern
Asia, v. III, 1849. Marong Mahawangsa founded the palace named
‘Lankasuka’, the story of which is a very important key in solving
the question of the location of Lang-ya-hsii JHF4E.

G. E. Gerini, The Ndgarakretdgama List of Countries on the Indo-
Chinese Mainland, J. R. A. S., 1905, pp.499-500 note 2, and Re-
searches on Ptolemy’s Geography of Eastern Asia, London 1909,
pp- 115, 179, 182 and 544. Neglecting the direction of the route
to Ch'ih-t'u 77+, he upheld the identification of Ch‘ih-t‘'u #+ with
Siam, and located Lang-ya-hsii J8F%8 in Lankachiu island which faced
Chump’hén Bay.

Fr. Hirth and W. W. Rockhill, Chau Ju-kua, 1911, p- 8. This is~
the English annotated translation of Chao Ju-kua’s #5¥4& Chu-fan-chih
&, The translators upheld Gerini’s identification of Lang-ya-hsii
2 with Lankachiu island, and the identification of Chih-tu 7R+
with Siam.

T. Fujita BFEEN, Régashikoku-k6 T EEH, Toy6 Gakuhd HPLEIR,
v. 3 (1913), nos. 1, 2, and Nankai-hen g, 1932, pp. 1-37. He
interpreted Lang-ya-hsiu %i3F{§, Lang-ya-hsii 184, Ling-ya-ssii-chia
BT ETn ete. as being the same country, and located them in Lankasuka,
the old capital of Kedah. His interpretation is correct.

G. Coedes, Le Royaume Crivijaya, B. E. F. E. O., XVIII, 1918.
G. Coedes proposed that Crivijaya was the country name, of which
the Chinese transcription was Shih-li-fo-shih Z=Fif#%. He refers nothing
about Ch'ih-t'u 7+ in this article, but later on he adoped J. L.
Moen’s opinion that the Ch'ih-t'u F*+ was identical with Patalung
(P’ata’lung by G. Coedés and Phatthalung in Barthlomew’s map).
Cf. Appendix no. 24.

G. Ferrand, Le K'ouen-louen, extrait du J. 4., 1919, p- 22. G. Ferrand
shared P. Pelliot’s doubts about the identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u i
with Siam, and suggested that Ch'ih-t‘u 74 could not be located by
basing it only upon the description of Ma Tuan-lin B He does
not refer to Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ in his other books, i.e. L'Empire Sumatranais
de Crivijaya, extrait du J. 4., 1922, and Relations de voyages et
textes géographique, Arabes, Persans et Turks, relatifs & I'Extréme-
Ovient du VIII® au XVIII® siécles, 1918-1914.

R. Kuwata ZFEWERES, Sekido-k6 R, TOéy6 Gakuhd FPEEH, v. 9
(1919), no. 8, and Seckido-ké Hoi R1-Z#E, Téyé Gakuhd, v. 10
(1920), no. 1. R. Kuwata proposed the identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u
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Ir+ with érivijaya, based upon the statement of the Sui-shu F52 that
the Sui [ envoys sailed south, seeing the mountains of Lang-ya-hsii
HF2H (Lankasuka of Kedah) on the western side of their ship.

K. Takakuwa FFEEE, Sckido ni tsukite FRIWCERET, T6yé Tetsugaku
BRHEEE, v. 26 (1919), no. 10, and Seckidokoku-ké #H+-BiE, Shigaku
Zasshi HHEHESE, vols. 81, 32, 1920-1921. T. Takakuwa identified
the Séng-chi @ik castle, the capital of Ch'ih-t'u 4, with Singora,
north of Patani in the Malay Peninsula, and Lang-ya-hsii 548 with
Langsuan, north of Singora.

K. Shiratori BB, Sekidokoku ni tsuite FRAEBIZERNT, Shigaku
Zasshi FLBAERE, v. 36 (1925), no. 5, pp. 399-401. K. Shiratori upheld
the identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u x4 with érivijaya. He regards P‘o-lo-
sha ZEZEW as a transcription of the Sanskrit balakia ‘white’, and Ho-
lo-tan FIFEE. that of Kélastan ‘black land’. He also interprets Shé-
yeh BHER and Chia-lo ;1 mentioned to be in the south sea in the
Fo-shuo Shih-érh-yu-ching @i+ 34 as corresponding to Srivijaya
and Ho-lo-tan FIfEEH respectively. He explains the etymology of
Chib-t'u 77+ ‘Red Soil’ as having been derived from ‘maliyu’ < Skt.
maralayu ‘red’, and that of Séng-ch'i &% from Skt. sam, samga; Mal.
sangka. He considers san = of San-fo-ch‘i =75 to be a transcription
of Skt. sam, a synonym of §ri, and San-fo-ch‘i =% that of Samvijaya.
K. Adachi ErEX, Hokken-den :EAfE, 193%6. K. Adachi locates
Ch‘ih-t'u 74 in the southeastern part of Sumatra, but his identifica-
tion of Chi-lung-tao $E#E with Kelantan is not acceptable.

R. Kuwata ZMHRER, Sanbutsusei-ké =532, Taihoku Teidai Shigakuka
Kenkyil Nenpé BIbrgREBREFZEEEHR, v. 3, 1936, and Sanbutsusei
Hoko Z 5%, ibid., v. b, 1938. These two treatises in one volume
were published in 1945 as Volume 1 of the Nanpé Jinbun Kenkyujo
Ronsé BT ASHZERAT#RE under the title Sanbutsusei-ké fu Hokd =i
EFE#%. R. Kuwata made many additions to G. Ferrand’s L' Empire
Sumatranais de Crivijaya from the Chinese sources. The Tokyo Im-
perial University conferred the doctorate of literature upon R. Kuwata
for these essays in 1943 (vef. Shigaku Zasshi, v. 54, no. 11, 1943,
pp. 1266-1270).

R. C. Majumdar, Ancient Indian Colonies in the Far East: Vol. II.
Suvarnadvipa, 1987. R. C. Majumdar followed G. Ferrand’s identi-
fication of Suvarnadvipa (Chin-chou £:Jf)) with Sumatra (G. Ferrand,
L’Empire Sumatranais de Crivijaya, p. 121-122). He considers the
abode of Buddhagupta mentioned in the inscription discovered in the
Malay Peninsula as being Rakta-mrttika (Réngaméiti ‘Red Clay’,
12 miles south of Murshidabad in Bengal), but does not refer to the
Chib-t'u 7R+ of the Sui-shu F§&. He also denies the authenticity
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of Hikayat Marong Mahawansa, the Keddah Annals. ‘The Sailendra
Empire’, Book II of the Suvarnpadvipa was previously published in the
Journal of the Greater India Society, vols. I and II, 1934-1935.

J. L. Moens, Crivijaya, Yava en Katdha (Tijdschrift voor Indisch
Taal-, Land-en Volkenkunde wvan het Bataviaasch Genootschap van
Kunsten en Wetenschappen, Batavia, Deel LXXVII, 1937, p. 343-344).
J. L. Moens identified Ch‘ih-t‘u 7+ with Patalung, north of Singora,
on the eastern coast of the Malay Peninsula, and located Lang-ya-
hsit J8%%% in Ligor. Both K. Takakuwa and J. L. Moens locate
Ho-lo-tan f§EH in Kelantan.

Féng Ch'éng-chiin B4, Chung-kuo nan-yang chiao-t'ung-shih +Brg
PERSIEBEE, 1937, p- 40. Féng Ch'éng-chiin located Ch'ih-t‘u 7%+ in
the Malay Peninsula, and Lang-ya-hsit 878 in the south of the Kra
Isthmus. He ignored Lankasuka in Kedah.

Hsu Yiin-ch'iao #ZEHE, Ch'ih-t'u-k‘ao 7R+ in the Nan-yang Hsiieh-
pao BE¥EEHR (Journal of the South Seas Society), v. 2 (1941), no. 3,
pp. 1-9, and reprinted in the Ku-tai nan-yang shih-ti ts‘ung-k‘ao #f%
B #E# compiled and translated by Yao Tan ##} and Hsii Yii
#éE (Yun-chiao ZHg), 1958, pp. 16-29. He suggested in his Tan-
tan-k'ao 1Y% (Nan-yang Hsiieh-pao, v. 1, no. 1, 1940, and Ku-tai
nan-yang shih-ti ts‘ung-k‘ao, pp. 1-16) that Ch‘ih-t‘u 7R+ was located
in the region from Singora to Patani. He reasserted it in his Ch‘ih-
t'u-k‘ao FR4£3#. The Lion castle, the capital of the country, is a
synonym for Singora, near which Khao Daeng ‘red mountain’ is, and
the country was an offshoot of Fu-nan #kF§, a group of the Mon-
khmer. His identification of Ch‘ih-t‘u 7k-} with Singora, Tan-tan 5%
with Kelantan, and P‘o-li Z&F] with Sumatra is not acceptable. Re-
garding the passage of the Sui-shu &=, where it is stated: “Po-li
ZER is reached, setting sail from Chiao-chih %t and passing through
Ch'ih-t‘u 77+ and Tan-tan F37, Po-li ZF| should be sought in
India, and Tan-tan must be Samatata in the delta of the Ganges
river. Hsii is the first scholar who considered Ch‘ih-t'u 74 to be
an offshoot of the Mon-khmer. Ten years later in 1951, T. Yamamoto
AR proposed the same opinion (cf. Appendix no. 27), but the
present writer interprets Fu-nan #F§ in the passage FRLFkEEZ BlfEH
as denoting merely the Nan-man % or southern tribes. According
to Hsii Yiin-ch‘iao’s quotation of Kun Ciri Vadhana Anadra’s Suvarna-
bhimi, K. C. V. Anadra locates Ch‘ih-t‘u 7R+ in Surashatara Dhani
(Surat, Bandon). This Suvarnabhimi, or the Golden Land, is not
accessible to the present writer. Here the present writer wishes to
add his gratitude to Hsii Yiin-ch'iao for a complimentary copy of the
Journal of the South Seas Society, v. 2, no. 3.
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M. Ishida FEHE#HZE, Nankai ni kansuru Shina Shiryé FEHHZEES
SRk, 1945. M. Ishida adopted R. Kuwata's identification of Ch'ib-
tu -+ with Srivijaya.

G. Coedés, Les Etats Hindouisés d’'Indochine et d’'Indonésie (Histoire
du Monde, t. VIII), 1948, p. 89. “Ce pays de la Terre Rouge,
connu des Chinois sous le nom de Tche-t'ou, devait se trouver sur
le golfe de Siam, dans la région de P’at’alung.” G. Coedés adopted
J. L. Moens’ identification of Ch'ib-t'u 7R+ with Patalung. He deals
with the Hindu civilization in Ch‘ih-t‘u 7+, but does not discuss the
lIocation of the country.

I. Miyazaki BT %, Rdégashikoku to Régasukoku JBTFIEE L IRFEH,
Haneda Hakushi Shéju Kinen Téyéshi Ronsé THEIEHEEITAIER
iz, 1950, pp. 915-948. 1. Miyazaki identified the mountains of
Lang-ya-hsti-kuo #RZF75E] which the Sui % envoys on board looked
on the west with those of the islands of Lingga and Singkep, inter-
preting Lang-ya-hsii-kuo JRZFZEE{ as a transcription of Lingga Singkep.
He also identified Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ with Djambi, west of Palembang
(Stivijaya), based upon a passage of the T ai-p‘ing-huang-yti-chi X¥
E5730, v. 177, that Chin (correctly Shé)-li-p‘i-shih 4 (%) FIBLHE lies
1,500 Ii to the west of Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ This passage secems to the
present writer to be a conjecture made by a scholar of the T‘ang /&
or later period. ‘

H. Wada FiEHA{E, Tdédai no Nankai Kenshi FBROEEER, Toyd
Gakuhé HPEEH, v. 33 (1950), no. 1. Tahsi T'ung #%HEFH, a T'ang
& envoy to the south sea regions, visited 36 countries including Ch'‘ib-
t'u 7k+ and wrote a book about his travels entitled Hai-nan-chu-fan-
hsing-chi ¥EFIF&# 175 during the Shang-yiian kJT period (A.D. 674~
676, or 760-762). H. Wada suggested the existence of the Ch'‘ih-
tu #R+ country west of Srivijaya (Palembang) in the T‘ang & period,
based upon the T‘ang-hui-yao FEEZE and the bibliographical introduc-
tion to Ta-hsi T'ung’s Travels contained in the Yii-hai E¥#. The
issue in the location of Chih-tu 7R+ is not discussed in this essay.
For the present writer’s criticism of H. Wada’s view, see R. Kuwata,
Nanyo Jédaishi Zakké Faee LAERES, Osaka Daigaku Bungakubu Kiyé
RIRARBSCRAHFIE, v. 3, 1954,

T. Yamamoto AEZER, Sekido to Shitsuribussei #i-4- & =FIEEH, Wada
Hakushi Kanreki Kinen Téydshi Ronsé FIEIGL BB AEEHRRE,
1951, and Iwanami Shéjiten Sekaishi FW/NGFHFRSE:  Toyd BHEE,
entry Sekido, 1958. T. Yamamoto locates the Séng-ch‘i @ik castle
(the Lion castle #f#4% in the Tung-tien 7@HL) in Singapore, and sug-
gests that Ch'ih-t'u 7R+ was inhabited by the Mon-Khmeér tribe. His
location is not acceptable, since Singapore was so unfamiliar a place
at that time that it was not recorded even in I-ching’s 22§ writing,
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and his ethnic view also is not acceptable. Cf. Appendix no. 22.
Fang Hao 5%, Chung-hsi-chiao-t'ung-shih HFwE35EH, v. 2 (1953), p. 3.
Fang Hao adopted Féng Ch‘éng-chiin’s JE#&$# location of Ch'ih-t‘u
#R+ in the Malay Peninsula.

P. Wheatley, The Golden Khersonese, 1961, pp. 26-36. P. Wheatley
quoted and translated all the Chinese sources about Ch‘ih-t‘u, and
explained the location of Chih-t'u to the following effect: “It was
only just over ten days’ sailing from the {frontiers of Ch'ih-t'u right
back to south-eastern Campd. This, taken in conjunction with the
position of Ch'th-t'u relative to Lang-ya-hsii, can only imply that the
Chinese envoys visited a state in the region of north-eastern Malaya.”
And he suggests that the capital was one month’s journey inland,
and was, therefore, in the wlu “upper stream’” of R. Kelantan. But
the present writer thinks that there is no evidence of the existence of
such a Hindu kingdom as Ch‘ih-t‘u in Kelantan.

O. W. Walters, Early Indonesian Commerce, a study of the origins
of Srivijaya, 1967, p. 178; p. 316, note 12. O. W. Walters accepted
P. Wheatley’s opinion about the location of Ch‘ih-t‘u.



