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Some Recent Studies on Pa-ta-shan-jén
and Shih-t’ao in Japan

TAKEHIRO SHINDO %iHEHEA

A detailed and comprehensive study on Pa-ta-shan-jén’s /A\KILIA biography was done by
Prof. Hachiro Nakayama HWI/\BE and published in his two articles, 1967 and 70.! Based
upon his study, Prof. Yonezawa Yoshiho KEBFEME reconstructed history of Pa-ta’s art.?
Prof. Wang Fang-yu’s £/7F study on Pa-ta’s early works with his name Chiian-ch’i 53
is also well known to Japanese scholars.

Most of Japanese scholars do not agree to a Taoist career in Ch’ing-yiin-p’u HZEH
during Pa-ta’s early years, which was proposed by Chinese scholars in the Mainland?® and
has been accepted in the United States of America® and Taiwan.® This theory will inevitably
fall into the following contradiction. Pa-ta from his age of forty to sixty had'a ‘double face;
i.e., he was a successful Buddhist priest named Chiian-ch’i;or* Ko-shan /I\lh who was later
confined by the local magistrate, Hu:I-t’ang #7F 2, and on. the other hand, he was a Taoist
monk with the name Chu Tao-l EH, who built and expanded Ch’ing-yiin-p’u, bought
a huge land for his offspring, a n. The most critical is Ch’ing-yiin-p u-chih HEME,
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the only early document supporting the theory. Its colophone was allegedly written by Pa-ta
in person and signed by his name Pa-ta-shan-jén, not by Chu Tao-lang. In 1681, however, he
was mentally most unstable and actually dumb, since in the preceding year he escaped from
Hu I-t’ang’s prolonged confinement, and also there were still four years before the name
Pa-ta-shan-ién appeared first on his painting. Hence, this book is not trustworthy. It seems
that Pa-ta was connected with Ch’ing-yiin-p’u in some later years and it became a local
legend.”
In the stylistic development of Pa-ta-shan-jén’s art, the year 1694, when he was in his
sxxty—mnth year, seems to have been a turning pomt From o fall of this year, the
ted-On its last leaf, his signature

page, dated severa ks‘later, he s1gned with the same character in a different way; thc
pa -~ was here written in two elongated dots by very light touches of brush, which was in
turn a characteristic of the later years.®

The significance of this change in his signature is well known to everybody who studies
Pa-ta-shan-jén. The sharp and direct expression of passion or madness in his earlier years
was some how softened and became a kind of metaphor with a tint of humour. It does not,
however, mean a retreat from his artistic assertion, since his brush work reached a climax
around this year. At the same time, he widened his repertory; in addition to his well-worn
subjects of flowers, vegetables, fishes, and birds, he started drawing landscapes, in which the
stylistic influence from Tung Ch’i-ch’ang #3£ & was conspicuous.®

The person to whom Pa-ta dedicated the An-wan album, T ui-wéng 3845, was identified
as a Ming loyalist Li Hung-ch’u #E8t6#, whose clerical name was Ling-yen Chi-ch’i B
## or popularly called Chi-kung #/4+.1® He died in 1662 at his age of 'sixty-six. Why was
Pa-ta commissioned, as he wrote, by this person \ een dead for twenty years" We

his art. At the sam trme,m‘whlle tracmg back their hieratic hneage, we shall come across a
few facts which will shed light onto unclear spots in the relationship between Pa-ta and his
kinsman Shih-t'ao %%, Thier hieratic pedigree was clarified by Prof. Hsii Fu-kuan #8I#
as follows:

" This legend was mentioned in #£/ARSEZREL { EHEABERK Y (EEZARHIEEE » 19324) » §
310—315> [ ZREET 7 | ; and also by a native of Nanchang, Fu Pao-shih, as a memory of his childhood
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8 There are more detailed discussions in JEEBEH, op, cit., pp. 9-10 and 14-19, and in EJ75%, op. cit,,
p- 6.

67), pp. 10-82, KEH

9 James Cahill, Fantastics and Eccentrics in Chinese Painting (The.
&, op. cit., pp. 26-31.

10 This identification was;
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Mi;hsﬁeh Yijan-wu BEEG

Mu-ch’én Tao-min ARBERR Han-yiieh Fa-tsang ¥ 5 78
(T’en-tung Min) (REZ)

Lii-an Pén-yileh %A H Ling-yen Chi-ch’i Bt
(Shan-ko Yiieh) (EHH) (Chi-kung, T’ui-wéng) (R4, FERE)

Tan-hsueh (Tang—kun
n), ——Pa-ta-shan-jén

JARIA

called Tan-kung ¥EZ Pei- lan-ssit JLBEF in Nanchang Ha.12 Thlough Tan-hstieh’s
introduction, the author of Pa-ta-shan-jén chiian \KIUAME, Shao Ch’ang- héng BFET; could
interview this a phasic artist on a stormy day. According to this biography, Tan-hsiich seems
to have been Pa-ta’s confident almost like his spiritual patron. It is also mentioned that
Tan-hsiieh, a native of Hangchow #i/, became Chi-kung’s eminent student at Ling-yen-ssit
B|H%. Like his teacher, Tan-hsiich was an ardent loyalist. Later he was persecuted and
killed by the local magistrate Fang E 75I#, by the ostensive reason of his craziness and
illegality.!® Thus, Pa-ta was told by Tan-hsiieh all about Chi-kung, and respected Chi-kung
as an ideal figure of i-min. On some leaves of the An-wan album, Pa-ta wrote poems as if he
was talking to him with enigmatic terms.14

In 1670, Tan-hsiich met Shih-t’ao who was then in Hsiian-ch’éng EHi%, Anhui %,
with his clerical brother Ho-t’ao #%&. Shih-t’ao’s friend, Mei Ch’ing ¥, witnessed this
meeting and composed a poem, saying “The Ch’an T monks escaped into painting, and spent
half a day leisurely, but I truly realised this life is laborious.” (ﬁﬂﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁ_ s [REp4RE -
HARMA5S © )15 Tan-hsiich and Shih-t'ao, even though they derived from the same hieratic
origin, were separated e two opp factlons ‘Shih-t’ao’s teachers, Mu-ch’én Tao-min
AMER and Li-an Pén-yiieh JEREAH, ‘were in favour with Ch’ing Emperors, criticising
the anti-Ch’ing movem;» »eve,,n ‘within their own circle. The leader of the latter group was
Chi-kung, i.e., Tan-hsiich’s teacher. In later years, Shih-t’ao met Emperor K’ang-hsi BEfRH
twice and had contact with dignitaries in Peking. Those opportunities were arranged on his
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14 On the thirteenth leaf of the An-wan album, Pa-ta depicted a pair of strange quails, and wrote the following
poem:
Finally, we talked all day long.
Qur bosoms are like those of he- and she-birds.
Brilliant Gold and Bright Sun,
Both are against the Five Avairy Boys.
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teachers’ recommendation. At the same time, it was not to his advantage. Similar to his
teachers, he lost his reputation as an i-min in Chinese society in the South, and became a
man of solitude.

As contemporary recorders mentioned, Shih-t’ao in his middle age was an inaccessible
person.'® Quite different was Pa-ta-shan-jn, who was a friend of the poor, marchants,
butchers, and wine-sellers, and loved to drink wine with them.'” Shih-t’ao was in a sense
very arrogant. He was full of self-confidence, and to his own art, he was a theorist and the
practitioner in one. Chinese writers use the word ku-kao 8% or lonely loftiness to describe
thls character HIS lonely loftiness, however was an 1mporta omentum to drive him to

subject in Shih
of the artistic su

Towards his old age;, i.e., since he settled down in Yangchow &, we can witness in
him a gradual-change, which unlike that of Pa-ta’s, we cannot date accurately. It seems to
have coincided with the time that he started using a fresh hao Ta-ti-tzii K#F (or the Great
Cleansing One), that is, not later than February of 1697.1%8 He stopped being solitary and
began to have a humane interest. The memory of the friendship with pleasant people during
his early days at Hsiian-ch’éng came back often to him, and we find him sometimes writing
dedication on his painting to the persons who are otherwise unknown.

Around this time, Pa-ta-shan-jén sent several letters to Shih-t’ao. There is no way to
know the contents of these letters, but we can assume that Pa-ta thought it necessary to
adjust the way of thinking as i-min, which, as we have seen above, differed from each other.
To those letters, Shih-t’ao wrote no response. In a later year, he wrote finally to Pa-ta and
made an excusc by saying that he had been ill (FEER » HMEIE). We know, however,
that from the late 1690s to the early 1700s was Shih-t’ao’s most prolific period. During this
period, many masterpieces were executed, Why. did he prete be sick? Was it so serious
that he could not wnte not only to Pa ¢ ? Why did he think himself
i Afterall, what did the illness mean in his case?

In the inscription for Tu-ti-tsao-t'ang-t'u KMEEEME sent from Pa-ta to Shih-t’ao in
1698, Shih-t’ao. wrote: His Excellency (Pa-ta) and I had fallen in on the same day; Barely
born to this world, we found Heaven and Earth quaking.” (A ERIRE B » BIHHRERKER)
Hence, the illness was not a physical one. Because both Pa-ta and Shih-t’ao were born as
royal scions, they could not escape from the dynastic tragedy, and they had been “ill”” since
the day of the Ming’s fall. But now, just as Pa-ta passed a transmigration in 1694, Shih-t’a0
must do the same by himself for his own emancipation. The main purpose of his letter was
to inform Pa-ta of his own resolution, as the letter reads: “I want to purify everything from

hereon.” (FI_L—HE )

16 gt  BIHTE ) o HO—10 o B ( HEE R ) ( (HBRIME ) Bl ) contains the following

description about Shih-t’ao’s personality: “He (Shih-t’ao) was a resolute and upright character and did not
like bowing down before others. Sometimes he was boastful and overbearing, looki ng, down upon ever ybody,
sometimes very haughty and inaccessible. He would not condensc impure and kept far away
from the people (of the world) so as not to become defile,” (Trans Sirén, Chinese Painting, Yol. V,
p. 159.) o
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18 A painting of Nai
was dated February of

;(Wang Fang—yu Collection) by Pa-ta-shan-jén. Shih-t’ao’s second inscription
-"The name Ta-ti-tzil appeared in his first inscription,



