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bhadra) that vijiigna with past or future as its object must have a
really existing object;

(iii) that a person’s habits of mind, abilities, state of spiritual ad-
vancement, must in some sense be real even at times when they
are not manifested in the persons’ conscious mental complex.

To each of these arguments there are correspondances, more
or less close, in Kvu. As I indicated earlier, the content and form
of these debates in Kvu seem to show the existence in the third
century BCE of an active and philosophically sophisticated
community of debate, involving no doubt people of different
doctrinal convictions, but also people willing to try out theories
and arguments to see where they would lead.

David Bastow
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy
University of Dundee
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‘SOLITARY AS RHINOCEROS HORN"

K. R. Norman

" . DAl at
The Khaggavisinasutta (‘Rhinoceros-horn sutta’) occurs 1‘;1 rPacl)lfl iz:s
Sn? 35-75. It also occurs at Ap 2:9-43 5(;:51)9p. 8-1133);:( t:::yma rc:; i
. .. 59w
s recur in Sanskrit in Mvu I , wh y are |
},(e}:zigavis&nagc’zthé (‘Rhinoceros-horn verses ). 'fl‘l{t:sdszg:;;yai
: is hat some of 1
the sutta is shown by the fa.ct t of its °
common to both the Theravidin and the I\:l‘aha'star.\gl::(l:::l r:;::::d
adi iti he fact that 1t 1s
taravadin traditions, and also by t. ; ‘ :
uapon in Nidd II which, although it is a con?mentatlt:l rt:\):;’d 112
nevertheless sufficiently old to be includ:ad in tti:e ref':ain e
canon. Each verse of the sutta, except ?5 , has t eh T e
care khaggavisanakappo in the fourthdpa(:la. };lfl;iouc%) e
a
indication in Sn, both the Mvu and the
:Ir]ad‘ition state that these verses were uttered by Pratyekabuddhas,

1 An earlier form of this paper was submitted to the ;t:uor 32 l;hz:.)posed
felicitation volume in India, but 1o my knowledge- has nerrN e;a: o6 D =
2 Abbreviations of titles of texts: Ap = A;?adt-ma'. -CP -(-c ore“ u;‘d L 1886
Dighanikaya; Dhp = Dhammapada; Divy = Dnvya\'radana (_o;v 1 e Mil
Ja = Jataka; M = Majjhimanikays; Mvy = N!ahavaslu E ];md;esa. l.)j b
Milindapaiha; Vism = Visuddhimagga; Nidd l.l = :oc‘let ‘ SBB. h
Paramatthajotikd 1I (= atthakatha on Sn); PTS = Pali Tex’ls i Syl.manipém; ored
Books of the Buddhists; SBE = Sacred Bocfks of ll.le Ea‘s(. n-- S o =
Sumangalavilasini (= atthakathd on D), Vin = Vlf\x?yn.‘ -!:‘c; e -
purina-tikd. References to Pili texts are to PTS editions, excep
;me(';:his seems to imply that verses 45 and 46 originall? made Z*pz;nl: Th;lw;l(;
verses occur together elsewherj ir;“thjsé’éliéfa;;: :lmV:\mI‘ ?:Sk()o. o e
-24* = 28-29 = Ja , 16¥-23%, ! :
5‘:1:17:; 2:(1 m'zglzhl()‘o:e should wander alone lik‘e-a matarga elephant in the
forest’) as the refrain instead of eko care khaggavisanakappo.

133




Buddhist Studies Review 13, 2 (1996)

and no doubt the idea expressed in the phrase eko care was
thought to be appropriate for those who had been enlightened
pratyeka (‘individually’), although I have suggested elsewhere?
that in the compound pratyekabuddha the word pratyeka is an
incorrect back-formation from pratyaya.

There has been some doubt among translators about the way
to translate this pada, arising from the fact that the compound
khagga-visana is ambiguous in form and can be explained in two
different ways. The Pali word khagga (Sanskrit khadga) has two
meanings: ‘thinoceros’ and ‘sword’. If khagga is taken in the
meaning of ‘rhinoceros’, then the compound can be interpreted as
a tatpurusa (dependent) compound, meaning ‘the horn of a
rhinoceros’. If khagga is taken in the meaning of ‘sword’, then it
can be taken as a bahuvrihi (possessive) compound’, meaning
‘having a sword as horn’, i.e. ‘a rhinoceros’. Consequently, from
the form of the word we cannot be certain whether it is the
rhinoceros or its horn which is single.

Some translators have taken one meaning, and some the
other. In my note on Sn 35-75 in The Group of Discourses 116 |
discussed this matter and gave my reasons for translating in the
way [ did. Since, however, many people will have read my
translation either in the 1984 version or in the paperback (1985)
version, both of which lack notes, it is probably worth setting out
those reasons again, in slightly greater detail and incorporating a
few extra comments.

Fausbell translates the pida ‘Let one wander alone like? a

Norman, 1983A, p96.
See Jones, 1949, p250, nl
Norman, 1992, ppl45-46.

Pj Il 65, 15 explains that kappa = sadisa ‘like, resembling’,

~ ™ L
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rhinoceros®, and does not mention the possibility of an alu:rnattlv(fj
translation. Hare translates ‘rhinoceros’ bl'l.l 'adds in a. no e;é
‘thaggavisana, here rendere:d ".rhinoceros . nsb Qer’higi[rr:::ccj
properly "horn of rhinoceros”, its singleness '(eko?' eing urested
no doubt with the two horns of other animals’. Jones traw pes
khadgavisanakalpa ‘like a rhinoceros’, al.thoug_h he no,telst L
literally it means ‘like the horn of .thc Indian rh‘m(?cerosl.l‘ e
clear why these two translators rejef:t the tl:ansl.auon Wh.lC nal):
assert is more proper or literal. In his e).(amm.atnon of t'dl; Sllil |
Jayawickrama quotes the explanations given In botth:d .”erea:l "
Pj 11 (see below), but although he comments L!pon the di rence
between the Indian rhinoceros and otl'\er species, he nevclfthe .
insists that the comparison is not w.nh the horf\ bl'll ‘w;lt tthz
animal. Edgerton makes the same point, and maintains that
explanation in Pj II is incorrect'?. ) |
Kloppenborg deals with the matter at length a‘nd itlranshat:ls]
‘ike the horn of a rhinoceros’. She adds, however, ‘Alt o;g f
commentaries take this comparison with reference to th? orn of
a rhinoceros, they combine this with the paccck‘abuddhas wlalty g
life. In view of the fact that the rhino’s way gf life can equa y‘ e
called solitary, it seems that in the comparison bc?th’ as;?czls ;:;
emphasised, the one horn as well as the solitary life’. 1 _m_ s
argument hard to follow, unless she means that khagga\;;san)
taken in both ways simultaneously in a play upon words ($lesa).

8  Fausball, 1881, ppé foll.

9 Hare, 1945, pll, n.2.

10 Jones, 1949, p.250, nl.

11 Jayawickrama, 1949, p.J20.

12 Edgerton, 1951, s.v. khadga-visana.
13 Kloppenborg, 1974, pp.59-60.
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Saddhatissa entitles the sutta ‘The Unicorn’s Horn'. He notes'!
that some scholars have translated khaggavisanakappa as ‘like
the rhinoceros’, but he quotes the commentary and translates the
compound accordingly.-He states, ‘Moreover, in view of the gre-
garious nature of the Indian species, called Rhinoceros unicornis, 1
have chosen the latter term to emphasise solitariness symbolically,
Each stanza, except 11 [= Sn 45), ends with the refrain: "Let one
live alone like a unicorn’s horn'. From information made avail-
able to me by Russell Webb'> it would appear that the Indian
rhinoceros does not have a particularly gregarious nature, but it is
not possible to know whether Saddhatissa would have translated
in a different, unsymbolic, way had he known that he was wrong
in his view. His decision to identify khagga with the mythical
creature ‘unicorn’ is, however, rather unsatisfactory since it

obscures the fact that the simile is based upon a general natural
phenomenon.

A phrase similar to that in the Sn also occurs at Mil 1053
(ekacarino khaggavisanakappa), where Rhys Davids'® translates
‘dwellers alone like the solitary horn of the rhinoceros’, and Miss
Horner!? translates ‘faring along like the horn of a rhinoceros’,
and at Vism 234,8 (khaggavisanakappa), where Pe Maung Tin'®
translates ‘like the horn of a rhinoceros’ and Nanamoli'? gives the
same translation. They give comparable translations (like the horn
of a rhinoceros’ and ‘like the rhinoceros’s horn’, respectively) for
khaggasingasamiipama at Vism 234,12*% At Mvu 3014 occurs

14 Saddhatissa, 1985, p8, nl.
15 In a letter dated 2/3/96.
16  Rhys Davids, 1890, p.158.
17 Horner, 1963, pl47.

18  Pe Maung Tin, 1975, p.269.
19  Nanamoli, 1956, p.252.
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khadgavisanakal pa, which Jones translates zfs ‘liye in loqehness
like a rhinoceros?. The simile is also fou.nc! in Dw_y: eka$ caret
khadgavisanakal pah (294,15*%) and khadgavisanakal pa (582.8). '

In my translation of the Suttanipitg I transiated ,tzl:e refr:'am
as: ‘One should wander solitary as a.rhmocer.os'hoTn , rc?lymg
especially upon the commentaries, which .cxplalfl jt as referrm§ tq
the horn. Nidd I yatha khaggassa nama visanam eka‘m dz'on
adutiyam, evam eva 5o paccekabyddho tqkkgppo 1assa iso
tappatibhago ‘As the horn of the rhmoce:ros is smgle,.sohtaryk,1 S:’)
the pratyekabuddha is like that, resefnblmg }hz}t, similar .to. t :13 3
Pj II, written some 600 years later, gives @ _smular ?xplan:;‘lon g
khaggavisanakappo ti, ettha khag.gavzsanam namclz1 hagggf
migasingam ‘Here the horn of the rhinoceros means the ornA
the animal (called) rhinoceros’. So does the commc?ntary on 2;:
and the tika on Sv. Ap-a gives the same eixplanan_on as Pj II
: khaggavisanakap po ti, ettha khaggavisanam nama _khagghq—
migasingam. The pada is quoted at Sv 207,2?. _Tl.le“ tikd on this
states?®: khaggavisanakappo ti taya eva ekawh_arztaya I:hagga-
miga-singa-samo «wiike the horn of the rtnnoccros means
resembling the horn of the animal (called) rhinoceros by reason
of its solitariness’.

In view of these commentarial explanations, it is strange t?lat
some translators have been so reluctant to accept the translat}on
‘solitary as a rhinoceros-horn’. It is possible that those who reject

20  Jones, 1949, p.250.

21 Norman, 1984, pp.7-10.

22 Nidd 11 129, 13-15. The same explanation is repeated at Ap-a 133, 32-34.
23 Pj 11 65 10-11.

24  Ap-a 153, 4-5.

25 Sv-pt 1331, 28,
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it have the African and other two-horned rhinoceroses in mind
and are unaware of the fact that, unlike them, the Indian rhino:
ceros has only one horn as its zoological name Rhinoceros
umco.rnis confirms, Jayawickrama bases his argument against
adogtmg this translation partly on the fact that it is dependent on
the. mtgrpretation of the word khagga as ‘rhinoceros’, since he
maintains that khagga by itself in the sense of ‘rhinoceros’ is
found in only a few comparatively late passages in Pali?¢ 'al-
though three of the references he gives are in fact to canm;ical
texts, and other canonical references can be given?’. Sanskrit
khcfdga is attested with this meaning from the time of the
Me}ltrﬁyani-Samhitﬁ and the Vijasaneyi-Samhita (see Monier-
Williams, s.v.). ‘

Ja.yawickrama alsoobjects?® 1o a comparison with a part of
an animal, stating that the idea of wandering alone is usually
compa{‘ed with the movement of animals rather than with a part
of .thcw anatomy. He also points out that other references to
soh'tudc in Pali usually include animals, not inanimate things, e.g
gajam iva. ekacarinam (‘wandering alone like an elephant’), 3a li
220,13%;, ndago va yiithani vivajjayitva (‘like an elephant leaving
the herds’), Sn 53; eko care matang' araniie va nago (‘one should
wander alone like a maranga elephant’), Vin I 350,10% = M 1II
154,23% = Dhp 329 = Ja IIl 488,23*% nago va ekako carati (‘he
wanders alone like an elephant’), Ja V 190,22*% Although this is
clea_rly true, I do not see that this necessarily precludes a com-
parison with an inanimate object, especially if we regard the
point of the comparison as being not the activity of wandering

26 He quotes Nidd [ 12913; Pj I 6510; Ja V 40630°

Wiy WiV, .30'. 4]6.20“‘, V "
27 Ja VI 497]12%, 578.24%, | 7T SR
28  Jayawickrama, 1949, ppll9 foll.
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but the solitariness.

It has often been noted that there is much parallelism in
early Jain and Buddhist literature?®, and in this particular case
there. is a comparable reference to a Jain text, which helps to
shed light on this problem. We find in the Jain Kalpa-siitra the
phrase khaggivisanam va ega-jae’® used as an epithet of
Mahivira. Jacobi translates ‘single and alone like the horn of a
rhinoceros®!. The grammatical structure of this phrase does not
permit of any reference to the animal, since the neuter form
-visanam makes it clear that it is the horn which is solitary. This
effectively proves the point.

When the Pali can be so translated, when the .earliest inter-
pretations take it that way, when the Jain tradition supports it,
and when the Indian rhinoceros is unique among animals in India
in having only one horn, it seems certain to me that the
reference is to the single horn, and [ think that there is no
problem with the phrase if we translate: ‘Let him wander all by
himself (eko adutiyo) having a resemblance to the rhinoceros
horn, which is also eko adutiyo’.

It is possible that some translators have rejected this view
because they have not fully understood the meaning of the words
used here. The Sanskrit word khadga ‘rhinoceros’ is a non-Aryan
word, as Kuiper® and Mayrhofer®® have explained, and it is to be
separated from the Sanskrit word khadga ‘sword’. The original
meaning of khadga was therefore ‘rhinoceros’ when it was first

29  For examples, see Nakamura, 1983.
30  Jacobi, 1879, p.62 (Jinacaritra § 118).
31 Jacobi, 1884, p.26l.
, 32 Kuiper, 1948, pp136 foll.
.33 Mayrhofer, 1956, p299.
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borrowed into Indo-Aryan, and it is not an abbreviation for
khadga-visana as has been suggested®. It follows then that the
meaning of the compound khadgavisana is ‘horn of a rhinoceros’.
It was later mistakenly taken as meaning ‘having a sword as
horn’, when confusion arose with the word khadga ‘sword’.

So, in addition to the explanation quoted above, the Ap-a —
probably the last of the commentaries on Pili canonical texts to
be written®® — gives an alternative explanation: khaggam visanam
yassa migassa so 'yam migo khaggavisano, Ap-a 203,6-7, ‘The
animal whose horn is a sword is the "sword as horn”, i.e. rhino-
ceros. Nevertheless, Ap-a still maintains that the reference is to
the animal’s horn: khaggavisanakappa khaggavisanamigasinga-
sadisa ganasanganikabhavena to attho, Ap-a 204,2-3, ‘Like the
khaggavisdna means the horn of the animal (called) khagga-
visana, because of the absence of communication with a group’.

It seems clear that in some parts of the Buddhist Sanskrit
tradition also the true meaning of the compound was forgotten,
which led to the belief that the reference was to the rhinoceros,
and not to its solitary horn. We consequently find in Buddhist
Hybrid Sanskrit texts such compounds as khadga-sama (‘equal to
a rhinoceros’) and khadga-sadrsa (‘like a rhinoceros’), and the
phrase eka viharati yathaiva khadgo (‘he lives alone like a
rhinoceros’)*.

Whichever way the simile is to be taken, it could only have
been formulated by someone who knew about the singleness of
the rhinoceros’s horn or the animal’s preference for a solitary life.
It seems likely that such knowledge could only have come from

34  Liders, 1940, pA429.
35 See Norman, 1983B, pp.46-47.
36  See Edgerton, 195}, sv. khadga-visana.
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North India, since in India the rhinoceros is now restricted to the
northern region adjoining the Nepalese Terai and even in ancient
times was probably unknown in southern India. It is not un-
reasonable to suppose that early Buddhists in Magadha, and Jains
in the same region, had first-hand knowledge of the animal. It is
interesting to note that, despite the fact that the early Pali com-
mentators had probably never seen the Indian rhinoceros, they
nevertheless knew that it had only one horn and were able to
explain the simile in the way they did. It seems clear that, like
other information found in the Mahavihdra commentarial tra-
dition, this knowledge was originally brought from North India.
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WHAT LANGUAGE DID THE BUDDHA SPEAK?'
Ven, Pivasil

Despite the enormous amount of Buddhist texts and extent of
research work done on the Buddha and his teachings, no scholar
has been able to pinpoint the language or dialect which the
Buddha used to preach?

The word ‘Pali’ is found only in the Commentaries, not in
the Tipitaka (PED, s.v. Pali). The Commentaries (e.g. DhA 4, 93,
DhsA 157) frequently use the word ‘Pali’ in the sense of ‘canonical
text’ in contrast to the Atthakathd (Commentary), and sometimes
also in the sense of ‘language of the canonical texts’. In the
Jitaka Commentary, ‘Pali’ often means the Jataka verses.
Winternitz (1972: 603) remarks that curiously the term ‘Pali’ is
often used at the present day by the country people of Eastern
Bengal to denote the verse portions of their prose narratives
(Riipa-Katha and Gita-Katha).

We do not have any definite information as to what lan-
guage the Buddha himself spoke. Winternitz (1972: 12) says that
the Buddha spoke the dialect of his native province Kosala (mo-
dern Oudh), and that it was most likely in this same dialect that
he first began to proclaim his doctrine. This view is quite ten-
able because in the sixth century BCE, the Sikyan territory of

1 Reprinted from Unisains Buddkist ‘79 (Penang) with the kind permission of
the Editorial Board.

2 Ed. Auention should be drawn to the seminal contributions to Die Sprache
der dltesten buddhistischen Uberlieferung. The Language of the Earliest
Buddhist Tradition, ed. Heinz Bechert, Géutingen 1980, his own subsequent paper,
‘Methodological Considerations Concerning the Language of the Earliest Buddhist
Tradition’, BSR 8 (1991), pp.3 19, und Mettananda Bhikkhu, *What Language Did
the Buddha Speak?, 2 parts, WFB Review XXVII, 1-2, Bangkok 1990.
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