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Experimental core samples of
Chinese translations of two Buddhist
sitras analysed in the light of recent

Sanskrit manuscript discoveries:

Paul Harrison

Introduction and survey of the texts

Reports of the death of Buddhist philology have been greatly exag-
gerated, to borrow Mark Twain’s famous words. Evidence that it
is neither dead nor even dying can be found in the healthy audi-
ence numbers in recent years at conference panels dealing with
Buddhist manuscripts. This shows that lively curiosity — one might
even say excitement — has been aroused in our field by the emer-
gence of new textual material and the philological enterprise devot-
ed to it. Manuscripts in the British Library, Senior, Schgyen, Berlin
(Bajaur) and Hirayama Collections (the list is not exhaustive), most
of them coming from Afghanistan and Pakistan, have not only at-
tracted the dedicated attention of small groups of scholars, but have
aroused keen interest in a wider scholarly public, and continue to
do so. Afghanistan and Pakistan — which together encompass the
region now referred to as “Greater Gandhara” — are of course not
the only source of these new finds: the People’s Republic of China
has also produced many significant discoveries, significant not

! This paper is a re-edited version of a presentation made at the Inter-
national Symposium on Early Chinese Buddhist Translations held in
Vienna 18-21 April 2007. My thanks go to my fellow participants at this
event, and especially to its organizer, Prof. Max Deeg, for their critical
comments. Any mistakes remain my responsibility.

Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studie



206 Paul Harrison

least because the manuscripts emerging from that quarter (most of
which come from collections in Tibet) are often complete. Here, of
course, it is not entirely appropriate to speak of discoveries, since
the manuscripts are not being unearthed, but merely retrieved from
storage, from the shelves to which they have been consigned for
centuries in the Potala and various monastic foundations.

In what ways these new additions contribute to our knowledge
of Buddhism is a story still in the process of being written. I do not
intend to survey the whole field here, but merely pick out two texts
and assess the way in which recent advances in their study might
impact on our approach to Chinese translations of Buddhist texts,
especially those produced during the early period. The two texts
are the Vajracchedika Prajiiaparamita (hereafter abbreviated Vaj)
and the Vimalakirtinirdesa (VKN). Both works are undoubtedly
important Mahayana siitras, and, although they are very different
animals in many ways, the history of their transmission is poten-
tially illustrative of many aspects of the passage of Buddhist siitras
from an Indic medium into Chinese. In both cases multiple Chinese
translations are preserved, and in both cases the emergence of new
Sanskrit copies has recently amplified and enhanced our under-
standing of the Indic texts. In the case of the Vaj, we can now re-
construct the entire work as it circulated in Greater Gandhara in
the 6th—7th centuries. For the VKN, we have for the first time ac-
cess to a complete Sanskrit text, whereas previously our knowledge
of this work was based almost entirely on the Chinese and Tibetan
translations. It is timely, therefore, to ask what difference these new
finds might make to our approach to the Chinese translations, and
what light they might throw on them. But before we set about an-
swering these questions, let us first describe the new finds and how
they relate to the previously known textual tradition.

In the case of the Vaj our knowledge of the Sanskrit manuscript
tradition was already quite rich. The editio princeps of the Sanskrit
text was published in 1881 by F. Max Miiller working from four
copies of the text, two from Japan (which he designated together as
J) and two from China (his Ch & T). Here I quote from the descrip-
tion given in Harrison & Watanabe 2006:
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Miiller used four witnesses to establish his text: two handwritten
copies of an old manuscript preserved in the Kokiji =& =F temple
in Osaka, Japan, and two blockprints from China. Since the two
manuscripts from Japan are copies deriving ultimately from the same
original, they can be regarded as a single witness. That original is
apparently a Sanskrit text of the Vaj discovered after the death of the
eminent priest Jiun Onko 22ZEER% (1718—1804) by his disciple Chido
i (1776—1854). This text was reproduced in fascicle 320 of the
Bongaku shinryo "F22;325%, compiled by Jiun and his disciples. In this
compendium it appears that the Sanskrit text was written vertically,
with Chinese equivalents for the Sanskrit words in the column to the
right and a Chinese phonetic transcription to the left, followed by the
Chinese translations of Kumarajiva and Dharmagupta in the next two
columns. One of the copies acquired by Miiller, made by the priest
Kanematsu Kuken $fAZEEf in September 1880, contained all of this
material, while the second, made by the priest Kurehito Kaishin {3
AL of Kokiji (presumably around the same time), contained only
the Sanskrit text, written horizontally. Together they constitute what
Miiller refers to in his apparatus as J. As for the two woodblock prints
from China, one is a woodblock edition printed in Beijing in 1760,
probably at the Songzhusi =757 In this print, the Sanskrit text ap-
pears both in Laifitsha script and in Tibetan transliteration, to which
has been added a Tibetan translation made at the Chos ’khor rab rgyas
glin temple in Beijing by the /ha bris (painter) Dam pa, working under
the auspices of 1Can skya II Rol pa’i rdo rje (1717-86), state preceptor
during the reign of the Qing emperor Qianlong (this is M’s T). The
other woodblock print of the Vaj was included in a book of Sanskrit
texts acquired by the British collector Alexander Wylie in Beijing, in
which the Sanskrit text was engraved in the Lafitsha script and printed
in red ink (this is M’s Ch).

The first of the two Japanese copies, with all the material in it,
Miiller (1881: 16) records receiving on 15 February 1881. He refers
to it as Cat. Bodl. Japan. No. 54 (it is now MS. Sansk. d. 28 in the
Bodleian Library). One page is reproduced in Miiller 1881, Plate 1.
The second, with Sanskrit text only (one page reproduced in Plate
2), is his Cat. Bodl. Japan. No. 55 (now MS. Sansk. d. 29). Since the
above description was written, I have been able to inspect these two
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items in the Bodleian,? and compare them with print-outs of digital
scans of the original Bongaku shinryo materials still kept at Kokiji,
among which there appear to be at least 8 copies of the Sanskrit
text of the Vaj, complete or incomplete, with or without other ma-
terials in Chinese and so on.® As a result of these investigations,
some of the details given in the above description now need to be
corrected or refined.

First, the Bodleian copies. MS. Sansk. d. 28 (Miiller’s No. 54)
consists of three stitched booklets, covered in blue, bearing the ti-
tle Kongo hannya gyo shoyaku gosho GRINGES4EEE=%056 and,
in devanagari, Vajracchedikasiitram Part I-111. They are enclosed
in a brown case, bearing on the outside the title MS. SANSK. d.
28: VAGRAKKHEDIKAPRAGNAPARAMITA-SUTRA, WITH 3
CHINESE TRANSLATIONS & CHINESE TRANSLITERATION
1880. The pages of the booklets have vertical lines printed in blue,
within which the text is written in a very fine and regular hand. At
the end of the text, on p. 81 of Part III, after a lengthy postscript in
kanbun taking up two pages, appear some shorter notes in kanbun
in black ink:

Copied at Kokiji in the middle ten-day period of September, Meiji 13
[= 1880].* Head of Survey, India School (?),° Kanematsu Kuken 2

ZEE

2 1T thank Dr Gillian Evison, Indian Institute Librarian & Head of
Research Support (Special Collections), for helping me gain access to the
two manuscripts in question.

% For assistance in locating these materials and securing copies of
some of them I am indebted to the kindness of Prof. Shoryu Katsura and
Prof. Motohiro Yoritomi, President of Shuchiin University. I would also
like to acknowledge the help of the staff of the Shuchiin Library, where 1
had my first sight of these treasures and was able to examine them.

4 Someone has written 1879 in arabic numerals at the top of the page
above this line of text.

° This is a guess at Kanematsu’s title. The six characters are written in
a cursive hand, with the fourth especially hard to make out, but indogakko
shirabegakari E[IFEEEEfE AL seems to be the most likely reading. I thank
those colleagues who offered suggestions, even if the puzzle is not yet
solved.
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Acquired this manuscript copy in three volumes on 15 February, Meiji
14 [= 1881]° and finished inspecting it on the 17th. Student abroad in
England, Nanjo Bunyu.

Then, in red ink:

Finished inspecting it for a second time at 3.17 p.m. on 27 February,
Meiji 14 [= 1881], Bunyd.

This note is followed by a poem in Chinese, written on the inside
of the back cover, also in red ink, in 4 lines with 14 characters to
the line (i.e. 8 lines of verse, 7 characters to the line), with a final
inscription in Chinese, signed at the end by Sekka Nanjo Bunyt of
Japan. MS. Sansk. d. 28, then, is full of historical interest. By con-
trast, MS. Sansk. d. 29 lacks any such embellishments. It is a single
booklet, with pages of thin, translucent buff-coloured paper doubled
back and stitched, bearing on the title page the words “Bodleian
MS. Sansk. d. 29,” and vertically in siddham: Vajracchedakapra-
JjAa-paramitasitram [sic]. The booklet has a total of 97 pages (with
two sides each), but from p. 60 onwards they are blank: the text
finishes on p. 59 verso at the end of the sitra, with the words vajra-
cchedika prajiiaparamitatram [sic] : samaptam. There is no further
text or annotation. Each page carries 6 lines of siddham characters,
written horizontally.

On the basis of my inspection of these items, carried out during
a visit to Oxford during the week of 19-23 February 2007, I was
able to establish with a reasonable degree of certainty that Miiller’s
Cat. Bodl. Japan. No. 55 (now MS. Sansk. d. 29 in the Bodleian
Library) is a faithful hand-copy of Kokiji Text 0162, while Cat.
Bodl. Japan. No. 54 (now MS. Sansk. d. 28) is an equally faithful
hand-copy of Kokiji Text 0165—0167.” The Bodleian copies are in
both cases extremely accurate, and in a trial collation of many pag-

¢ Again, 1880 is written at the top of the page. The date is that on
which Miiller records receiving this copy.

" The certainty is greater in the latter case because of the careful
reproduction of the handwritten postscript at the end of 0165-0167,
including its erasures and corrections. The text nos. used here are those
assigned to the relevant copies in the digital scan collection held in the
Shuchiin University Library.
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es I noted very few errors. Knowing now where they come from,
we can therefore focus our attention on their Kokiji exemplars.

Kokiji Text 0162 (hereafter K1) consists of a single stitched
booklet with an indigo blue cover and unruled pages of the same
kind of buff-coloured and shiny translucent paper that MS. Sansk.
d. 29 is written on. The cover bears the title (in black siddham
in a long vertical strip which has been left unpainted) Vajracche-
dakaprajiiaparamitasutram [sic], to the right of which the tiny
Chinese characters Kongokyo 4fl|&% are written. Nearer the spine,
in red ink, is the inscription Yuinyo bhiksu haisha Hoju no zo, i.e.
MEA bhiksu [in siddham] F£55 51817 5 (Respectfully copied by
the bhiksu Yuinyo; the collection of Hoju). The pages are numbered
1-48 in Part I (J6 _F) and 1-52 in Part IT (Ge ) (both within the
one booklet), each part being preceded by a page bearing the title,
again in siddham, Vajracchedikasutram [sic].® The pages contain
the Sanskrit text, written horizontally — in lines running parallel
with the spine — in black ink, three lines to the page, accompa-
nied by pronunciation in Chinese characters (also in black) and a
word-for-word Chinese translation or, more accurately, gloss on the
Sanskrit (in red).® In the Sanskrit text word division is marked by
red dots, with horizontal red strokes linking the aksaras of each
word. Occasionally aksaras have been corrected or cancelled,
again in red; in some cases the correction is written above, in oth-

8 The break between Parts I & II falls in the middle of a word in
§14b: avakalpaya — mi. Since there is almost half a page left blank after
avakalpaya at the end of Part I, this can best be explained as the result
of copying from another copy in two booklets in which the scribe ran
out of space at the end of the first booklet. This is indeed the situation
with Kokiji Text 0075—-0076, where the text is broken at exactly the same
point but the last page of Part I is full to the last character on the last line
(only then does it make sense to break in the middle of a word). On this
evidence 0162 appears to be a later copy, but it is not yet clear whether
0075-0076 was the original from which it was made. Further detailed
text-critical work on all the Kokiji copies of the text to determine their
stemmatic relationships is a desideratum.

® The Chinese equivalents given are often similar to those used in
Dharmagupta’s translation (see below), but not identical with them.
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ers the original aksara has been modified (as when -a is corrected
to -a). The section divisions of Kumarajiva’s translation are also
inserted in red. The text covers approx. 100 pages, and finishes on
52 recto in Part II. On 52 verso there is a colophon in red ink, and
on the verso of the next page (not numbered), there is a consider-
able amount of additional colophon text in black.!® This copy was
apparently based on one made in 1838 by Senkai 275 (1786—1860).

Kokiji Text 0165—-0167 (hereafter K2) comprises three volumes
of Kongo hannya gyo shoyaku gosho 3 L If S 8 E 2 H 28, 1.e.
Fascicule 320 of the Bongaku shinryo, the 12th item of the second
part of the Matsusen 7% section. This is a manuscript written in
such a regular and even hand, and with so few corrections, that
it appears at first sight to be printed; indeed, it almost certainly
represents the final redaction, made in preparation for printing,
of several other versions in the collection, which are explicitly
designated as drafts. The compiler and editor is named on p. 1
as Hoju A5, a sramana of Kokiji Temple in Kashii (now the
eastern Osaka area); this is the same person as the abovementioned
Chido. This edition comprises the following elements, all written
vertically, arranged from right to left: (1) Chinese glosses, aligned
word-for-word to the right of the Sanskrit text; (2) Sanskrit text,
immediately to the right of which has also been written in small
letters the pronunciation in the Japanese katakana syllabary; (3)
Chinese phonetic transcription; (4) Kumarajiva’s translation; and
(5) Dharmagupta’s translation. These have all been reproduced
in the Bodleian copy, with the sole exception of the katakana
pronunciation guide. The copying is so exact that the position
of the text on each line and each page has been scrupulously
observed. Above and outside the page frame the section divisions
of Kumarajiva’s version are given. The Bodleian copy omits §1, but
replicates all the rest. The date of this manuscript is not clear at the
time of writing, but on the last two pages of Vol. 111 of K2 appears a
long handwritten note by Senkai apparently added in the year 1847

10 For an analysis of these colophons, see Okukaze 2008. I am indebted
to Mr Okukaze for kindly clarifying certain aspects of the Kokiji
materials in recent personal communications.
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(Koka 4). This is the postscript reproduced, with some variations in
the wording, in the Bodleian copy MS. Sansk. d. 28.

The ultimate source of all the Kokiji copies of the Vaj appears to
be a single copy sent back to Japan by Ennin [B/{" (792-862) who
was in China 838—-847, where he learned Sanskrit and collected
Buddhist texts to take back to his homeland. In the colophon notes
to several of the Kokiji copies it is described as a folding book in
two fascicules containing the Sanskrit and Chinese texts of the Vaj
written horizontally.!* This was stored in the Zentoin Fij#&5E on Mt.
Hiei ELAXLL with other texts and ritual paraphernalia brought back
from China by the master. It was recopied in the Eikyu & Hoan
Periods (1113-1118, 1120-1124) by Yakken Z&E and proofread by
Yakunin %£7/,*2 and long kept in the Saitd 5% area on Mt. Hiei.
Later, in the Tempo Period (1830-1844), Yakken and Yakunin’s
copy was rediscovered by the monk Shuen 5% (1786-1859), also
known as Shin’a Shonin Efr[E2 A or Shin’amidabutsu E[A[5fFE
{#5. Shiilen made it available to Senkai, who recopied it in Tempo 8
(1837), and then sent it to Hoju (aka Chido) at Kokiji.*®

11 Some of the material in these colophons is quoted from T 2166,
Jikaku daishi zaito soshinroku 368 KENEFE X #ESE (see esp. 55.1078b8—
24).

2 The colophons in red ink given at the end of the three Kokiji copies
007374, 007576 and 0162 all mention Eikyu 4 (1116) and then a
copying in midwinter of Hoan 1 (1120) by Yakken and a proofreading on
the 6th day of the 12th month in the same year by Yakunin. The precise
relationships of these copies to each other remain to be worked out, but
it is to be noted that in formal respects they resemble the manuscript
brought (or sent) back by Ennin, i.e. they are in two books (in the case
of 0162 copied into one volume), the Sanskrit text is written horizontally,
and it is accompanied by Chinese glosses. We can infer from this that
Yakken’s copy (from which the Kokiji copies are descended) may have
mimicked the original rather closely. It also appears that 0073—74 and
0075-76 both attempted to represent this copy exactly, since the first and
last siddham characters of each line are the same in both of them.

13 According to the colophon a further copy was made and despatched
in Tempd 9 (1838). Okukaze (2008) is sceptical about the notion that the
manuscripts were kept on Hieizan right up to the 19th century, given
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With these Kokiji copies now accessible, therefore, we are in a
position to check Miiller’s edition against two of its witnesses, or
rather, against their sources.'* The same is true of T (see Miiller
1881, Plate 3), for which I have secured a digital copy of the print
of the same work kept in the library of the School of Oriental &
African Studies, London.* I have not been able at this time to locate
a copy of Ch. However, the results of the comparison of Miiller’s
edition with the three witnesses which have come into my hands
turn out to be rather surprising (see below).

Miiller’s edition was subsequently supplemented by the discov-
ery of two incomplete but nevertheless sizable manuscript copies
bearing an older recension of the text, one being the Stein manu-
script from Central Asia (late Sth or early 6th century), published
by Pargiter in 1916, the other being the Gilgit manuscript (6th or
7th century), first published by Chakravarti in 1956, and later, in
a much more reliable edition, by Schopen in 1989. Edward Conze
had all these versions available to him (Schopen’s work excepted,
of course) when he reedited the text in 1957. His edition has be-
come the standard point of reference, even though it largely repro-
duces the text as established by Miiller, while adding to it informa-
tion about the Stein and Gilgit manuscripts (not always complete
or correct) and a fair number of mistakes. Other editions published
during the 20th century take a similar approach, and it has to be
said that they generally do not make a positive contribution to our
knowledge. At the same time a small number of manuscript frag-
ments from Central Asia have been published, mostly in out-of-

the wholesale destruction of the mountain’s temple complexes by Oda
Nobunaga in 1571. He considers the possibility that the manuscripts were
preserved at Shoju Raigoji B2 255 at the foot of the mountain.

14 Tt will be another matter to determine which, if any, of the surviving
Kokiji copies is the source of all the others. The preliminary collation of
the sections of the Vaj dealt with in this paper suggests that K2 cannot be
a direct copy of K1.

5 Dr Ulrich Pagel kindly assisted me in obtaining this, for which I
thank him. The copy in question was also consulted by Conze (1957[1974]:
1). Here it is referred to as T2, to distinguish it from the copy which Max
Miiller used.
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the-way places where they have escaped notice.*® There are also
several Nepalese mss of the text, which, as far as I know, nobody
has yet taken the trouble to consult. Although it is possible that
others survive, two are known to me, both of them microfilmed
by the Nepal German Manuscript Preservation Project. The first
is Ca 267; NGMPP A913/9; Acc. No. 4/267, a paper ms dated 1701
containing a complete copy of the text on 52 folios (not 62, as given
in the NGMPP database). I will refer to it as Ne2. The second is
NAK (National Archive, Kathmandu) Acc. No. 5/186 (NGMPP B
90/16), another paper manuscript of uncertain date, hereafter Nel.
Collation of both these manuscripts indicates that Ne2 is a direct
descendant of Nel, with no strong evidence of contamination from
any other source. Therefore in this paper only the readings of the
latter will be considered.t” We can see, then, that the number of
copies or parts of copies of the Vaj is quite numerous, and since the
oldest of them dates from around the 5th century, we can track the
Sanskrit tradition for this text back quite a long way. The Schgyen
ms (which we presume to come from the Bamiyan area) is an espe-
cially significant addition to our knowledge since it covers the first
60% of the text in a continuous run, and, like the Gilgit manuscript,
dates from the 6th or 7th century. Since the Gilgit manuscript cov-
ers the second half of the text, but not continuously (one folio is
missing), putting the two manuscripts together gives us our first
look at the whole text as it must have circulated in the “Greater
Gandhara” region.'®* We should note in this regard that the Stein

16 Details of 11 of these can be found in Harrison & Watanabe 2006:
93-94. Recently further fragments of the Vaj have come to light in
the British Library’s collections, and have been published in the series
Buddhist Manuscripts from Central Asia: The British Library Sanskrit
Fragments, edited by Seishi Karashima and Klaus Wille (see Harrison
2009).

1 For help with securing copies of these manuscripts I am indebted to
the staff of the National Archives, Kathmandu, and to the generosity of
Dr Dragomir Dimitrov of the Nepal-German Manuscript Cataloguing
Project and Dr Christoph Ciippers of the Lumbini Research Institute,
Nepal.

8 For an English translation of this composite text, see Harrison 2006.
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manuscript, while somewhat older, is full of gaps, since not only
are many folios missing, but those that have survived are in very
poor shape.

The Chinese translations of the Vaj present an equally rich pic-
ture. Six have survived, as follows:

1. T 235: Jin’gang boruo boluomi jing SN R 4K, by Kuma-
rajiva, 402 A.D. (hereafter referred to as K).

2. T 236: Jin’gang boruo boluomi jing < MIfEFE 2524, by Bodhi-
ruci, 509 (= B).*®

3. T 237: Jin’gang boruo boluomi jing &RIfE 7 EEE4LL, by Para-
martha, 562 (= Z, for Zhendi E&¥).

4. T 238: Jin’gang neng duan boruo boluomi jing 4[| FEEMNGE K 28
4%, by Dharmagupta, 605%° (= Dh).

5. T 22009): Da boruo jing dijiuhui nengduan jin’gang fen KAE754E5E
JTUETBEET £ R4y, by Xuanzang, 648 (= X).

6. T 239: Fo shuo nengduan jin’gang boruoboluomiduo jing {78k
B R 4 254K, by Yijing, 703 (= Y).

Given the sizable number of Sanskrit manuscript remains and the
survival of six Chinese translations made over a period of 300
years, the comparative study of the Indic and Chinese versions of
the Vaj has no shortage of material with which to work.?

The situation is quite different with the VKN, the Sanskrit text
of which was until recently thought to be lost, and known only

19 Under this Taishd number there are actually two translations
attributed to Bodhiruci, the second of which (757a20-761¢29), however,
is a copy of Paramartha’s translation (T 237) with occasional variant
readings. It is not taken into account in this study.

20 On the “unfinished” nature of T 238, which distinguishes it from
all the other Chinese versions, see Zacchetti 1996. Yuyama 1967: 73
gives the date as ca. 592, and notes the existence of a second version by
Dharmagupta dated ca. 613 embedded in the Jin’gang boruo lun %
Fam (T 1510b). However, although this translation of the commentary
ascribed to Asanga is by Dharmagupta, the complete translation of the

Vaj which it contains appears throughout to be that of Bodhiruci.

21 Here we take no account of the versions in other languages, such as
Tibetan, Khotanese, etc.
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through a few scattered quotations in other works.?? Consequently
the emergence of a complete Sanskrit manuscript of this text, dis-
covered in the Potala Palace in 1999, caused a considerable stir. In
2004 a team of scholars working at Taisho University published
a transliteration of the manuscript (collated with Tibetan and
Chinese translations), and in 2006 they followed this with an edi-
tion. The transliteration attempted to be absolutely faithful to the
manuscript, while the edition, making no claims to be critical, also
changed the readings of the manuscript as little as possible (see
the comments on pp. xi—xii), since the editors held that it “bore
no substantial damage, was copied by a fairly good scribe with
good scripts, and its reading was, in general, reliable.” While ac-
knowledging that in a number of places the manuscript failed to
agree with the Tibetan and/or the Chinese translations, the editors
found the relationships between the various witnesses unclear, and
expressed the hope that more detailed study of the individual cases
would clarify the situation, and enable their own rather minimalist
emendations to be improved upon.

The Chinese translations of the VKN are only half the number
of those of the Vaj, but stretch over a somewhat longer period.
Three complete translations survive, as follows:?

1. T 474: Weimojie jing 4EFEZE4K, by Zhi Qian 73, in the pe-

22 For a complete list of such citations see Lamotte 1962: 91-95, and
for the text of those in Sanskrit, with Tibetan and Chinese versions as
appropriate, see VKN Intro., pp. 23—41. The most important are the eight
citations in Santideva’s Siksasamuccaya. Lamotte lists nine, but the third
(in Bendall’s edition at 153.20-22) is a reference to the text, not a citation
as such (cf. VKN Intro., pp. 24-25). Lamotte’s list of citations in the
Sitrasamuccaya attributed to Nagarjuna (but certainly not by him) is
incomplete: there are 7, not 3, as follows: 73-76 (116—12), 163 (I1V.14), 163
(VIIL17), 182-183 (IV.17), 183-185 (IV.20), 187-188 (XI1.17-19), 188—
190 (V.20). References are to Bhikkhu Pasadika’s edition of the Tibetan
text. It is unfortunate that the Sirrasamuccaya is extant only in Tibetan
and Chinese, since its citations of the VKN are quite extensive.

% For full details, including other attributions of allegedly lost
translations, see Lamotte 1962: 2—14, from which the following details
are taken.
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riod 222-229 (= Q).

2. T 475: Weimojie suoshuo jing 4EFEZERTEREE, by Kumarajiva,
406 (= K).

3. T 476: Shuo wugoucheng jing i ffEI55E4%, by Xuanzang, 650
(=X).

Here again we are faced with the handiwork of Kumarajiva and
Xuanzang (and their respective teams), but this time we also have
to deal with a product of a much earlier period, from one of the
pioneers of Chinese Buddhist translations, Zhi Qian.?

What are the implications of the Sanskrit versions of these two
texts, especially the new finds, for the study of their Chinese trans-
lations? The appearance of the VKN, in particular, is likely to be
welcomed by those who still adhere to older ideas about the inad-
equacy and undependability of Chinese versions for the study of
Indian material. Gregory Schopen (2005:4) provides a recent and
carefully worded statement of such scepticism.

Chinese translations have also been used — less successfully, I think
— to try to track what have been seen as developments within a given
Indian text. The nature and number of assumptions and methodologi-
cal problems involved in such a use have not, however, always or ever
been fully faced, and it is not impossible that some — if not a great deal
— of what has been said on the basis of Chinese translations about the
history of an Indian text has more to do with the history of Chinese
translation techniques and Chinese religious or cultural predilections
than with the history of the Indian text itself.

There are indeed some serious difficulties to be faced, among them
the challenge of understanding the language of these translations,
especially the older ones, which is often obscure, or downright cha-
otic, or the challenge of working out in full the modus operandi of
the individual translators and their collaborators, and then there are
the vagaries of an uncertain and still largely unexplored Chinese
manuscript tradition to contend with. But sometimes scepticism
and caution can be taken too far. Edward Conze, for example, was

24 On the work of Zhi Qian 7 3, see now Nattier 2008. On his version
of the VKN, see pp. 139-141.
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inclined to dismiss Kumarajiva’s version of the Vaj, despite its an-
tiquity, as throwing little light on the problems of textual criticism
“partly because it was not made directly from a sanskrit original,?
and partly because it is less concerned with literal accuracy than
the later Tibetan translations were” (1957: 1-2). While forced to
concede that some of its testimony was borne out by other early
sources, he suggested (p. 2) that “[m]any of the verbal differences,
abbreviations and omissions may very well be accounted for by
Kumarajiva’s methods of translating rather than by a divergent
sanskrit original.” Conze’s assessment in this regard surely result-
ed from taking Miiller’s 1881 edition as the standard by which to
judge all the Chinese translations, but it should have been clear to
him even from the subsequently discovered Stein and Gilgit manu-
scripts that this would not do, and that Kumarajiva’s text may in-
deed represent more accurately an earlier — and considerably short-
er — recension of the Vaj, even allowing for the distortions arising
from his “methods.” Scepticism, then, is all very well, but it is no
better than blind faith when it chooses not to look at the evidence.

Scholars working in this field need no further persuasion in re-
spect of the value of Chinese sources, even though they are for
the most part well aware of the problems attached to their use.
Nevertheless, I still think it useful to submit the assumption that
we can track changes in Indic texts through their Chinese trans-
lations to some kind of test. To do this, I shall in this paper take
a small number of short passages from our two siitras and carry
out what is in effect a kind of “core sample” experiment, arrang-
ing the various Chinese versions in chronological order to see how
they change over time, and assessing the results against a similarly
stratified arrangement of the Indic manuscripts. This is of course
virtually impossible to do with the VKN, but even a comparison of
the unique 11th—13th-century manuscript®® with the Chinese ver-

% Conze provides no evidence for this blunt claim.

% This is the conclusion about the date reached by the Taisho team.
See VKN Intro., pp. 74-75. However, if the script suggests such a date,
then the King Gopala mentioned in the colophon is very probably the
third and last to bear that name, whose regnal years are variously given
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sions furnishes us with some useful results. We start with the Vaj,
picking out three sections (§§7, 12 and 26) for closer scrutiny, be-
fore turning to the VKN, from which four samples are taken.

For the Vaj the Sanskrit text of each passage is given first, in
two forms, according to the Shorter (in the case of the Vaj presum-
ably earlier) and Longer (presumably later) Versions.?” The Shorter
Versions are represented by the Gilgit (G), Schgyen (S) and Stein
(P) manuscripts, as well as by various Central Asian fragments.?®
The Longer Versions reflect the text established by F. Max Miiller
(MM), which Conze (Cz) reproduces with minor changes, as noted.
The presumed exemplars of MM’s Japanese witnesses (K1, K2)
have also been collated, as well as Nel (Nepalese ms, NAK Acc.
No. 5/186 [NMPP B 90/16]) and T2 (§7: fols. 13a—15a; §12: 25b—
26b; §26a—b: 63a—64b). In order not to encumber the apparatus
with excessive detail, the use of class nasals instead of anusvara
and gemination of consonants after r are not noted in K1 and K2,
while minor spelling mistakes in Nel & T are also ignored. Bold
in the text of the Longer Versions indicates where the wording dif-
fers from the Shorter Versions, bold with underlining indicates
an amplification of the wording. A double asterisk after a footnote

as 1128-1143 or 1143-1158 (see ibid., p. 18). This would narrow down the
date of the manuscript to around the middle of the 12th century.

2" In an earlier version of this paper I used the terms “Shorter
Recension” and “Longer Recension” in the singular, but now realize that
this could be misleading, not simply because “recension” may imply de-
liberate editorial revision, but chiefly because it might give rise to the
idea that all these older, shorter versions of the text are somehow copies
of a single form of the work (the Shorter Recension), and so too with the
later and longer copies. In other words, one would dispose of the fantasy
of the Vaj as a single text only to replace it with the illusion of the Vaj as
two texts. Nor is it always and necessarily true that the shorter versions
— or, we might better say, performances — of a work are older than the
longer ones. However, in the case of the Vaj the weight of the manuscript
evidence is certainly in that direction. These and other related issues will
be discussed at greater length in the introduction to my forthcoming edi-
tion of the text.

28 See Harrison & Watanabe 2006 for full bibliographical details.
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indicates that the reading of K1 and K2 is in substantial agreement
with the Shorter Versions.? The Chinese translations of each pas-
sage are then given in chronological order.*® Each translator is as-
signed his own colour (in the case of the Vaj, Kumarajiva maraschi-
no red, Bodhiruci maroon, Paramartha clover green, Dharmagupta
black, Xuanzang blueberry blue, and Yijing magenta; for the VKN
Zhi Qian black, Kumarajiva maraschino red, Xuanzang blueberry
blue), but this colour is applied only to the wording which is original
to that translator’s text. In this way one can easily see, even without
reading Chinese, how much of the wording each translator has tak-
en from his predecessors. An exception is made for Dharmagupta,
since his version of the Vaj is not a translation like the others, and it
would be very difficult to ascertain the extent to which he borrowed
anyone else’s wording. Instead his Chinese rendition of all three
passages is given again at the end of the Vaj section, set against the
Sanskrit, which it follows verbatim in Sanskrit word order.

In the case of the VKN the Sanskrit text has come down to
us in a single version, so it is presented once only, with minimal
or no apparatus (the Tibetan version is also supplied, as given in
VKN Text). After the presentation of the VKN passages, I present
some remarks about the significance of the general patterns which
emerge from this exercise. Within the confines of this paper it is
unfortunately not possible to discuss all the points of interest and
problems of interpretation which can be found in each passage, so
notes on specific variants have been kept to a minimum.

29 In this paper the readings of K1 and K2 are given in the apparatus to
the Longer Versions since copies derived from them were collated by Max
Miiller when he established his edition, and since it is important to show
the extent to which he suppressed their testimony in his own apparatus
(on this point see below). However, it is evident that this is not their proper
place, since they tend very often to agree with the Shorter Versions, i.e.
G, S, P and the Central Asian fragments, as will be abundantly clear in
the apparatus to my new edition of the complete Sanskrit text.

% The text is taken from the CBETA version, checked against the
printed copy in the Taisho, and repunctuated. Variant readings are
generally not noted.
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Text Passages

Vaj §7 Sanskrit (Shorter Versions)®

punar aparam bhagavan ayusmamtam subhiitim etad avocat® |
tat ki<m> manyase subhiite kacit tathagatenanuttara{m}c sam-
yaksambodhir abhisambuddha | kaScid va dharmas tathaga-
tena deSitah | subhitir aha| yathaham bhagavan’ bhagavato
bhasitasyartham ajanami nasti sa kaScid dha(r)m(o ya)s tathagate-
nanuttara{m} samyaksambodhir abhisambuddha | nasti sa kascid
dharmo y(as tatha)g(at)ena de§itah <> tat kasya hetoh <[> yo ’sau
tathagatena dharmo desit(ah® | agrahyah s)o ’nabhilapyah’ </> na sa
dharmo nadharmah <[> tat kasya hetoh <> asamskrtaprabhavitas
hy aryapudgalah <[>

? This section missing in P and G. Text here that of S and Frag d (see Harrison
& Watanabe 2006). Underlining indicates where there are gaps in Frag d, so
that for these sections of the text we have only the testimony of S.

b It can be inferred from the number of missing aksaras in Frag d that it did not
contain this sentence in this form. There appears to be enough room for aha
alone, or,morelikely,nothingatall,in which case Fragd would have read with K.

¢ Frag d reads: [an]w)[f](ta)[r]a.

4 It can be inferred from the number of missing aksaras in Frag d that it did not
contain bhagavan.

¢ Frag d (desita agrahya sau anabhila) supports our reconstruction of S, in
which what can be seen of the missing aksaras renders desifo impossible.

f Frag d: agrahya sau anabhila.

& S reads: asamskrtathabhavita. This scribal error is accounted for by the close
resemblance of the aksaras pra and tha in this script.

Vaj §7 Sanskrit (Longer Versions)

punar aparam® bhagavan dyusmamtam subhiitim etad avocat | tat
kim manyase subhtite asti sa ka§cid dharmo yas® tathagatenanuttara
samyaksambodhir® ity abhisambuddhah® kascid va' dharmas¢
tathagatena deSitah |

evam ukta ayusman subhiitir bhagavamtam etad avocat" | yatha-
ham bhagavan' bhagavato bhasitasyartham ajanam# nasti sa kascid
dharmo yas* tathagatenanuttara' samyaksambodhir ity™ abhisam-
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buddhah" nasti dharmo® yas tathagatena deSitahe | tat kasya hetoh! |
yo ’sau’ tathagatena dharmo ’bhisambuddho® desito va agrahyah'

SO

'nabhilapyah” | na sa dharmo nadharmah"| tat kasya hetoh" |

asamskrtaprabhavita* hy aryapudgalah ||

a
b

- » = 0

B < (=

aparam MM, Nel, T2: aparan®* K1, K2 (not noted by MM)

asti sa kascid dharmo yas MM, Nel, asti sa kaccid dharmo yas T2: kacit K1,
K2 (not noted by MM).**

samyaksambodhir MM, Nel, K2, T2: samyasambodhir K1, corrected to
samyaksambodhir K1 (not noted by MM).

So MM, but he notes that his Ch, J & T all read samyaksambodhir abhi- (thus
K1, K2, Nel, T2). Ity is thus his emendation.

MM notes that his J reads abhisambuddha (thus K1, K2). abhisambuddhah
Nel, T2.#*

va MM, Nel, T2: om. K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

dharmas MM, Nel, T2: dharmmah K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

evam ukta ayusman subhiitir bhagavamtam etad avocat MM, Nel, T (T2:
subhiiter): subhiitir aha K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

bhagavan MM, Nel: bhagavamn T2, bhagavam K1, K2 (not noted by MM).
ajanami MM, T2: ajanami K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

MM notes that Ch & T read dharmas for dharmo yas (thus T2, so too Nel).
dharmmo yas K1, K2.**

tathagatenanuttara MM: tathagatenanuttara T2, tathagatenanuttaram K1,
K2 (not noted by MM).**

MM notes that his J reads samyaksambodhir abhi- (thus K1, K2). ity Nel,
T2 %

abhisambuddhah MM, K1: abhisambuddha K2, abhisambuddha Nel, T2.
nasti dharmo MM, Nel, T2: nasti sa kascid dharmmo K1, nasti sa kascid
dharmmo K2 (not noted by MM).**

MM notes that Ch & T read bhasitah and bhasitah respectively (thus T2).
bhasitah Nel.

hetoh MM: heto K1, K2, hetor T2 (not noted by MM). heto Nel.

sau MM, Nel: ’so T2, K1, K2.

’bhisambuddho MM, Nel, T2: om K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

desito va agrahyah MM, T2 (agrahyas): desito *grahyah K1, K2 (not noted by
MM). yasito [!] va agrahyas Nel **

‘nabhilapyah MM, K1, K2: *nabhilapyo T2.

nadharmah MM, T2: nadharmmoh K1, nadharmmah K2 (not noted by MM).
hetoh MM: hetor K1, K2, T2 (not noted by MM).

asamskrtaprabhavita MM, K1, K2: asamskrtaprabhavita T2, na samskata-
prabhavita Nel.
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Vaj §7 Chinese

1. Kumarajiva (T 235, 8:749b12-18)

UREIR | INE A ? WIS HE 2 5 = 55 SRR ? WK A PR
ERR?
JAERES | TUIRERAEATER S A E VAR M =3 =S

TN TE A AT ES « I LLE ? AR A 2 B A nTH A a] 3 - IR
720 JRIEE « BB ? — VB B U Ry A A 221 -

2. Bodhiruci (T 236, 8:753b17-23)
EXpE AT E SR VRS ? ARG =5
=R ? AR AT ARR 7

HERE RIS A AR S B
HE AR T RIS T3R » (DA 2 AR 5 B T HL o oo
IEs5 o FETEE - (AL P —TE A B LU B e

3. Paramartha (T 237, 8:762¢c16-22)

B e (variant: FR{R)EFa T2 UHEIR VLE R 2 05KS
Bele 20 4 — 35 — S HRER ? WA Frait AHR 7

JHERE S« TR AR R 2% SEFTA DA TS MR % A =50
=R N AR ATER o An] DAL ? B AU AR FTER AR BT EG AR H]
5 IEE FEIRE o Dl ? — DI BE NS DU A AP R AL -

4. Dharmagupta (T 238, 8:767c3-10)

EXRMEaESHENES + RES EE VA UKELEA
f B IEMRAIEE R P ATEAAIARER 7

EEE R B EEER RN A A SR IR R
B AR WGES - AT IR 2 S5 e A AR R AN AT LR » A |]
St AL JEAE » (AT 2 S Ry« BRI EE A

5. Xuanzang (T 220(9), 7:980c29-981a8)

PESEFERS « TSN PNLE R ? A/ DE A E IS
e P P 22 2 — S — S PR - BV TR E IE SRR 2 P B 2

FWES T T VR AR EE - A AR E AR
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1SPuhs 22 2 — 3 — 512 IR /DA R AR E IE AR sl » {7 A
i ? | AR I TR s © il S % - BN aT G A A E
st 0 JE  JEIRE » fAILAES ? DA B B R 2 o T Je Ry TR o

i
6. Yijing (T 239, 8:772b22-27)

T | BT T R SR AT 2 (A A AR
72,

WAEE T TR TR 0 BN B LR AR ATES - IR T
st o AT LAI 2 (Pt 7A A AT L A Al 3 (R > IEIRIE « fAILAE 2
DAGHEE & e e R

% Here and in the next clause K inserts the word ding & (“settled,” “definite,”

“fixed”), for which there is no support in any Sanskrit text. B replicates this.
Here and in the next clause Z drops the word ding 7 inserted by K (and B).
The appearance of wuweifa #5572 in Dh increases the likelihood of K re-
flecting an actual Sanskrit reading asamskrtadharmaprabhavita, rather than
being a commentarial amplification made in China.

X is the first and only Chinese translation to reflect the asti sa kascid dharmo
yas of the Longer Versions.

¢ X is the only translation to reflect the (dharmo) *bhisambuddho ... va of the
Longer Versions. It also adds a third term to the series, suo-siwei FTEE,
“pondered,” “meditated on.”

Here Yijing resorts to a device favoured by Kumarajiva, albeit not in this sec-
tion. See below.

Vaj §12 Sanskrit (Shorter Versions)®

api tu khalu® subhtite yasmin prthivipradese ito° dharmaparyayad
amtasas’ catuspadikam® api gatham' bhasyeta va deSyeta va" sa!
prthivipradesa§ caityabhiito bhavet* <[> sadevamanusasurasya'
lokasya kah punar vadah subhute™ ya imam dharmaparyayam®
dharayisyamti® paramena te? aScaryena samanvagata bhavisyamti \
tasmim§ ca? prthivipradeSe §asta viharaty anyataranyataro va
gurusthaniyah’ |

# Text that of S, with notes on readings of P and Frag e (see Harrison &
Watanabe 2006). Underlining indicates where the Stein ms (P) has gaps. G
not extant for this section.

bp Frag e omit: khalu.
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Pargiter’s reconstruction omits ifo, but there is enough room for it in the gap.
Lacuna in Frage.

P apparently omits: amtasas. Frag e has anta .. .

P: catuspadam (originally catuspadapi, with ma inserted above da). Lacuna
in Frag e.

Frag e: gatha.

P: bhasyate; Frag e: bhasisyate.

P, Frag e: tena for va desyeta va.

P: sah.

P: prthivipradesah.

P: bhavisyati for bhavet. Frag e reads syati, therefore must have read with P.

Frag e sadevaman|u]sya(surasya). Lacuna in P. Both S (| indicates the use of
virama in the ms) & P punctuate before this term, but punctuation seems un-
necessary. Frag e does not have it.

Frag e omits: subhiite. Lacuna in P.

Lacuna in P, but P probably read with S. Frag e reads with S.

Frag e: udgrhnisyan(t)i for dharayisyamti. Lacuna in P, which may have read
either udgrhnisyanti or dharayisyanti, but has in any case only enough space
for one verb. Frag e breaks off at this point.

P adds: satva.

P: (tas)[m](im) (without ca, since it is followed by (p)[r]-).

Lacuna in P would apparently permit vijiiaguru®.

Vaj §12 Sanskrit (Longer Versions)

api tu khalu punah subhiite yasmin® prthivipradese ito dharma-
paryayad® amtasas catuspadikam® api gatham“ udgrhya°® bhasye-
ta va samprakaSyeta’ va sa prthivipradesas® caityabhuito" bhavet
sadevamanusasurasya' lokasya kah punar vado ya imam’ dharma-
paryayam sakalasamaptam® dharayisyamti vacayisyamti' pary-
avapsyamti parebhya$ ca vistarena samprakasayisyamti™ | para-

mena te subhiita aScaryena” samanvagata® bhavisyamti | tasmims
ca subhute’ prthivipradeSe $asta? viharaty anyataranyataro’ va vi-
jilagurusthantyaly |

o o o o

yasmin MM, Nel, T2: yesmim K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

dharmaparyayad MM, T2: dharmmaparyayad K1, dharmmaparyayad K2
catuspadikam MM, Nel, T2: catuspadikam K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**
gatham MM, Nel: gatha K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

udgrhya MM, Nel, T2 (in Nel & T2 followed by va): om K1, K2 (not noted
by MM).**

samprakasyeta MM, Nel, T2: deseta K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**
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& °pradesas MM, T2 (T2 regularly prthivi®): °pradesah K1, K2 (not noted by
MM).

- caityabhiito MM, Nel, K1: cetyabhiito K2 (not noted by MM).

U sadevamanusasurasya MM, Nel, T2: sadevamanusyasurasya K1, K2 (not
noted by MM).

I imam MM, K1, T2: imam K2 (not noted by MM).

k sakalasamaptam MM, Nel, T2: om K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

U dharayisyamti vacayisyamti MM, Nel, T2: udgrhisyanti dharayisyanti vaca-
visyanti K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

™ paryavapsyamti parebhyas ca vistarena samprakasayisyamti MM, T2: om.
K1, K2 (not noted by MM); parebhyas ca vistarena samprakasayisyanti Nel
(omits paryavapsyanti).**

" paramena te subhiita ascaryena MM, Nel, T2 (subhiite): paramenascaryena
K1, paramenascaryena K2 (not noted by MM).**

® samanvagata MM, Nel, K1, T2: samanvagata K2 (not noted by MM).

P subhiite MM, Nel, T2: om. K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

4 sasta MM, Nel: sasta K1, sasta K2, ccasta T2 (not noted by MM).

' anyataranyataro MM, T2: anyataro K1, K2 (not noted by MM). anyataro
nanyataro Nel.

S vijiiagurusthaniyah MM, T2: gurusthaniyah K1, K2 (not noted by MM). vi-
jiasubhasthaniya Nel **

Vaj §12 Chinese

1. Kumarajiva (T 235, 8:750a6—-10)

TS SR B A TY WA T B —
RN IR B R - AT » (0T A 2 © SRS~ 30 -
IR | IR NP, L — A 0% s AT AE > e B
Bl EEEAF o
2. Bodhiruci (T 236, 8:754a19-24)

D AR | BT - SR TR AR I —
DR « A P 2 TR - AR « (T A B 5 <
SRULAR - SR | SR AR LA 205 s R
7 e BB R T -

3. Paramartha (T 237, 8:763b19-25)

TEO T | BEATERR > 5 A A REE AL Ty B A E T 5
sisRas © B AR > PRI IR 1 — VA K~ B2 B e
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FEEL - A N FRREZ 7 ~ sEam A AL - E R A IS A
ZIEMAEARNE » & -3z - KRETAET » SR — R BE A

4. Dharmagupta (T 238, 8:768b17-22)

"HEPRE I  FE | MY HEAT RIS R it R
Rl B SR AR A PIgERTE - (R S 0 =
F I EIEARE HE E  tERORERE R m AR
REA- I ZH | M BENETT IR EEEM DL HRE T

5. Xuanzang (T 220(9), 7:981c27-982a5)

MEIGEH | E TR IEIEART 2 Ry E R BER I At - 1K
Ji R e Ryt EIRE K R AP 2RI& F 2 AT s an (b g B - rli A RERY
BAPTEJE IR E R~ 237 sl  JUR A S B R fth =50 B »
WIERPETE > AR A T R s 75 Thi > LEsth 5 R RRETART(E > 2
— W EH T SR A AR TE

6. Yijing (T 239, 8:773a17-22)

b A VR A AR Rt i - T g it E R
RIEMHIE » — PR ~ A Pl R 28 » S B SR Ry At - A RE 2
R~ S BTN A R B —A )5 BIA AR - R
EEC RN

# With only one verb here, K reads with the Shorter Versions as represented by
P and Frage.

Here and at the start of the last sentence, K inserts the words dang zhi ‘&%,
“one should know that ...” presumably to improve the balance and clarity of
the translation. Unsupported by any Sanskrit version of the text, this stylistic
amplification is repeated by B and Z, and survives even in Y.

K is either translating a shorter version with sakalasamaptam, or, more like-
ly, adding the word jin 55 to bring out the undoubted implication of the text.
Only X provides a clear equivalent for sakalasamaptam, which itself looks
like a commentarial amplification. All Sanskrit mss of the Shorter Version
group lack it, including K1 & K2.

K suggests dharayisyanti (or udgrhisyanti) vacayisyanti, and lacks the fur-
ther amplifications of the Longer Versions, first evident in Dh.

Reflects the Shorter Versions (no equivalent for vijiia-, which is not attested
in the Chinese until X).

Emend text from [A].
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Vaj §26a—b Sanskrit (Shorter Versions)®

[26a] tat kim® manyase subhiite laksanasampadac tathagato drasta-
vyah |

aha | evam‘ etad® bhagaval’ laksanasampada tathagato drasta-
vyah |

bhagavan aha" | sacet punah subhtite laksanasampada’ tathagato
drastavyo *bhavisyad rajapi cakravarti tathagato *bhavisyat |!

aha* | yathaham' bhagavato bhasitasyartham ajanami | na laksa-
nasampada™ tathagato drastavyah ||

atha khalu" bhagavams® tasyam velayam ima gatha abhasatar : ||

ye mam riipena adraksur? ye mam ghosena anvayuh |
mithyaprahanaprasrta na mam’ draksyamti te janah’ || 1 ||

[§26b] drastavyo dharmato buddho dharmakayas tathagatah |
dharmata capy avijfieya na sa $akyam vijanitum'|| 2 ||

Base text is G. Underlining indicates where the Stein ms (P) has gaps. Frags
h & i (see Harrison & Watanabe 2006: 94) contain material from this section,
but it was not possible to collate them when this paper was prepared. See now
Harrison 2009 for their testimony (No. 1; cf. also No. 6).

b kim G: kin P.

¢ laksanasampada G: laksanasampadayas P.

4" Gha | evam P: ahaivam G.

¢ etad G: eva P.

' bhagaval G: bhagavam P.

& laksanasampada G: laksanasampaday(as) P.

" bhagavan aha G: aha P.

U laksanasampada G: laksanasampadayas P.

i P adds here: tasmad alaksanasampadayas tathagato drastavyah.

aha G: ayusmam subhiitir aha P.

P has space here for bhagavan (cf. Dharmagupta).

™ laksanasampada G: laksanasampadayas P.

" atha khalu G: atha P.

® bhagavams G: bhagavam P.

P abhasata G: ...sit P. Pargiter conjectures abhasisit, but the form adhyabhasit
(often written adhvabhdsit) occurs frequently enough to be more likely.
adraksur G: adraks(i) P.

mam G: me P.

janah G: na(rah) P.

q
T
S
' P omits the second verse in its entirety (cf. K).
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Vaj §26a—b Sanskrit (Longer Versions)

[26a] tat kim manyase subhiite laksanasampada® tathagato drasta-
vyah |

subhiitir aha| no hidam bhagavan| yathaham bhagavato
bhasitasyartham® ajanami° na laksanasampada tathagato drasta-
vyah'|

bhagavan aha | sadhu sadhu subhiite evam etat subhiite evam
etad yatha vadasi| na laksanasampada tathagato drastavyah |
tat kasya hetoh® | sacet punah subhiite laksanasampada tathagato
drastavyo ’bhavisyad’ rajapi¢ cakravarti tathagato ’bhavisyat" |
tasman' na laksanasampada tathagato drastavyah |

ayusman’ subhutir bhagavamtam etad avocat| yathaham
bhagavato bhasitasyartham ajanami* na laksanasampada tathagato
drastavyah ||

atha khalu bhagavams' tasyam™ velayam ime gathe" abhasata |

ye mam riipena cadraksur® ye mam ghosena canvaguh |
mithyaprahanaprasrta na mam draksyamti te janah' || 1 |

[§26b] dharmato buddho® drastavyo' dharmakaya® hi nayakah" |
dharmata ca na" vijfieya na sa* §akya’ vijanitum?* || 2 ||

°sampada MM, K2, Nel, T2: °sampada K1 (not noted by MM).

bhasitasyartham MM, Nel: bhasitasyartham T2.

ajanami MM, Nel: ajanami T2.

no hidam bhagavan| yathaham bhagavato bhdsitasyartham dajanami na

laksanasampada tathagato drastavyah MM, Nel, T2: evam etad bhagavam

na laksanasanpada (K2: °samnpada) tathagato drastavyah K1, K2 (not not-

ed by MM). [K1, K2 read with Shorter Versions except for insertion of the

negative![¥*

sadhu sadhu subhiite evam etat subhiite evam etad yatha vadasi | na laksa-

nasampada tathagato drastavyah | tat kasya hetoh (hetos T2)] MM, Nel, T2:

om K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

T “bhavisyad MM: *bhavisyen K1, ’bhavisyet K2 (not noted by MM). *bhavisyat
Nel, drastavyah bhavisyat T2.

& rajapi MM, K2: rajapi K1 (not noted by MM). tad rajapi Nel, T2 (not noted

by MM).

’bhavisyat MM, T2, Nel: *bhavisyet K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

tasman MM, Nel, T2: tasman K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

ayusman MM, Nel, T2: athayusmat K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

ajanami MM, T2: ajanama K1, ajanami K2 (not noted by MM).

bhagavams MM, T2: bhagavan K1, K2 (not noted by MM).

[~V e -

—_ o e e
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™ tasyam MM, K1: tasya K2 (not noted by MM).

" ime gathe MM, Nel, T2: ima gatha K1, K2 (not noted by MM).**

® cadraksur MM, T2: adraksuh K1, adraksuh K2 (not noted by MM). madraksu

Nel (Nel is very corrupt in this verse).**

canvaguh MM: MM notes that J reads anvayuh (thus K1, K2), Ch reads

canvayo, T reads canvayot (in fact T2 reads candhayo, with the pada end

marker being misread by MM as a 7). Conze changes to canvayuh. yandhayo:

Nel.#*

°prasrta MM, Nel, K1, K2: °prasrta T2.

janah MM, Nel, K1, K2: jana T2.

buddho MM: buddha K1, K2, T2 (not noted by MM). buddha Nel. Conze

changes to buddha.

Y drastavyo MM: drastavya T2, K1, drastavya K2 (not noted by MM).

drastavya Nel. Conze changes to drastavya.

dharmakaya MM, K1, Nel, T2: dharmakaya K2 (not noted by MM).

V' nayakah MM, Nel: nayaka K1, K2, nayaka T2 (not noted by MM).

Y ca na: MM notes Ch & T read casya (thus T2), J reads ca na (thus K1, K2).

marrya Nel (corruption of casya?)

sa: MM notes that Ch & T read sa (thus T2), J reads sa (thus K1, K2). sa Nel.

Sakya: MM notes that J reads sakyam (thus K2; K1 sakyam, corrected in red

to sakyam), Ch & T read sakya (in fact T2 reads Sakya). sakya Nel **

* vijanitum MM, Nel, T2. MM notes that J & T read janitum (i.e. vijanitum?).
Thus K1, K2: vijanitum.

=l

= o

»

(=

>

«

Vaj §26a—b Chinese

1. Kumarajiva (T 235, 8:752a11-18)

UREAR R ? SIS ARAOR 2, R R
U1« LU= AR ) 575 1 R R | B =+ A
o R AR ) B SR ¢ T AR TR 2
HEL = A - ) R RS TR s

EMEEE  UEERR  RATIE R4
2 Bodhiruci (T 236, 8:756b14-23)

RS AL ? TR AR AR 7, EERE | TR
WEAKFTR e - F LR AR A =, B : TR AR - 3
12 IR LU AL AT -, (b TSR L R S
B E A - TSRS R - ) B ST

all

GUERE  DEEkIK  BEATHE AR
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ansbis  BASREG  JEEARRE ERAAEEA
3. Paramartha (T 237, 8:765¢26-766a7)

RS VL A ? A DL B R AR 7, R S ¢ TR
FEFTaEE A LLE e MBI A - 5« TS SR L A - R
PAR e AH R a2k » eI LS 225 LR e A0 - il B T 2
WA » TEACA LU e AHRERR A2 - ) R B TE5 e

HUER DEEekiEk B ATHE S AEERIK
HUAMERGE  SREARS WAIRER  ROAEER

4. Dharmagupta (T 238, 8:771a15-28)

MESEEHERNRRIE?, SEE - T HE | 40k
HERREMAR MR R AE . HES: E=22F 1 42 4
& 28 U WIFEL - AHE R 207 FLUIE - fR{nF R 2 218 > =8 |
FHE R AI2K AR > 1 T Em U A - A E S 0k JUFE - It
FRIEREHC AR R - | il ST HEENES « TRt
HEERF T AHEE AR ZE - | BB RIS LL e -

HERE R, FHEREK FRFRRRTT AN
ERSERIE  ABRER JEREE AR R (variants:
% & WA )BEH]

5. Xuanzang (T 220(9), 7:985a15-26)

hE=E TR A ? o DGR R R Bk A 2, SHES - T

IR FTERE S NELGEHE BN | s TS 1 Z=5)

SR WE > W | AL FTai o AELIEEMH B @ BN 12K - =30 | 45

DIFEMHE BB AT #llm R T FE B 405K - iU ELGEH A e B

JAHIZK « A B FELAGEFE I FAHE A 15K o BRI s A -
LB DIEEER HAEETE FREEREK
JEEIRAM  BIEaNES AMIERTER BURRRE

6. Yijing (T 239, 8:77529-17)

PO VA B ofel o JE DL B AR AR - ) TR S | R FEDLE
FHER 02K o ) T A | 35D BRI A2 > il EE F e B 402K - &
HORFELLEARE A A02K - E LASEAHT EAHER A 202K o I TR
E=E
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GUERE DiEEk BARIE  ArEERK
JEBREYE  BIEANES  JRMIRATE SURCARE

K is the only Chinese translation to accord with the Shorter Versions in the
structure of this passage, and to have Subhiiti come up with the wrong answer
for the first time in the text. See Harrison 2006: 156, n. 112 for a brief note on
this important recensional variant.

K alone lacks the second verse, in line with the Shorter Versions as repre-
sented by P.

Although coded maroon, this sentence shares much of the wording with its
counterpart in K, but it occupies a different position.

Selected sections of the Vaj according to Dharmagupta

Sanskrit underlined and in bold indicates amplifications not found
in the Shorter Versions. Word order has not been changed in either
language. Punctuation has been removed.*

Vaj §7 (T 238, 8:767¢3-10)

{872 punar [+ aparam?] tHEZi bhagavan @i ayusmamtam =&
#2 subhutim %1/ etad = avocat {7 tat {a] kim =75 manyase 3=
‘H subhiite & kacit %1% tathagatena [f£ arhata | samyak &
%1 sambuddhena # [~ anuttara [F#@%] samyaksambodhir 5%
abhisambuddha 7 kascid {§ va ;£ dharmas %17k tathagatena 7
desitah

=5 subhutir = aha %1 yatha ¥, aham tHZi bhagavan tHZi bhaga-
vato i bhasitasya # artham £ ajanami #f na 75 asti — sa kascid
72 dharmo #5 yas %17 tathagatena #f [ anuttara [~ samyak ¥z
%1 sambodhir &% abhisambuddha ff na 75 asti - sa kascid £
dharmo #5 yas %17k tathagatena 7 deSitah {7 tat fa[f7 kasya
hetoh 5 yo 7 ’sau 17k tathagatena ;£ dharmo &7 deSitah N H]HY
agrahyah 17 so ‘N A% 'nabhilapyah “f~ na 1§ sa ;% dharmo JE na
K% adharmah f§7 tat {a] kasya [N hetoh #f f% asamskrtadharma
#HHH prabhavita [hi unrepresented] B2 A\ aryapudgalah
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Vaj §12 (T 238, 8:768b17-22)

#EZR api tu f§2CHF khalu punah =% subhute L yasmin [?] #f,
prthivi 47 pradese [I: ito j7:4~ dharmaparyayad /54 amta$as PUh)<
catuspadikam [api unrepresented?] {& gatham fyfthZ parebhyah
[?] 57 bhasyeta #5 va 47! deSyeta [?] #5 va F:ii samprakaSyeta
[7] % va ff% sa i prthivi 43 pradesa§ 377 caitya[bhuto unrep-
resented?] 75 bhavet KX [sa?]deva A manusa [F[{FZE asurasya it
lokasya fi] kah 1§ punar = vadah 3% subhite #5 ya [if imam ;£

EEESNS
=AY

dharmaparyayam #F& udgrhnisyanti ;&& dharayisyamti [?] 55
& vacayisyamti {fl<5 parebhya§ Kz ca 437l vistarena [?] [E&R
‘= samprakasayisyamti 5} paramena {f7 te %7/ asScaryena EL/¢
samanvagata 75 bhavisyamti [} tasmin [ca not represented, cf.
P] =% subhiite # prthivi 43 pradese ZEf Sasta ##{T viharaty jl
L anyataro [va not represented] B8 guru FEfH{LL sthantiyah A%
{7 sabrahmacari [?]

Vaj §26a—b (T 238, 8:771a15-28)

# tat fi] kim =& manyase #E subhiite fH laksana HJE
sampada %13 tathagato . JE drastavyah 3% subhiitir &= aha
A~ no it hidam t#% bhagavan %1 yatha £ aham 1% bhaga-
vato =i bhasitasya 3§ artham fi#¥ ajanami -f na ff laksana E
J& sampada 17K tathagato FJE drastavyah tHZL bhagavan &
aha ¥ sadhu 3= sadhu =% subhiite {1/& evam %[ & etat =&
subhiite %[l evam [etad unrepresented?] 41 yatha 54 vadasi
na ff laksana 5./t sampada %17 tathagato &J& drastavyah 7§
tat {i]FfT kasya [ hetoh {57 sa[cet unrepresented?] 18 punah =&
subhiuite f laksana E./& sampada %17 tathagato 5 drastavyo
A ’bhavisyat {i7[= tad] T raja ##ifi; cakravarti [api unrepresented)
17K tathagato /5 ’bhavisyat {f7# tasman “f na f#f laksana H
/& sampada 417K tathagato 7 & drastavyah It tallor evam?] £
JEAHEY laksanalaksanatas %12 tathagato 7 drastavyah
i% atha fjE ayusman =F subhutir 2% bhagavamtam %]
‘& etad = avocat %] yatha 7t aham {HZi bhagavan tHZi bhaga-
vato :ii bhasitasya 3 artham i ajanami “f na fH laksana H &
sampada 17K tathagato 7 drastavyah F§HF atha [+ khalu?] fH2

EWaAN

bhagavams {7 tasyam H velayam [it ima {fif gatha i abhasata:
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# ye ¥k mam & ripena &, ¥ ye Fk mam # ghosena 3K

adraksur anvayuh

5 mithya f#ffi prahana 17 A na I mam F, draksyamti
prasrta 17 te A janah

7£#8 dharmato {#; buddho R JE A5 dharmakayas {7 [=?] 41
drastavyo #& tathagatah

7E#e dharmata J% ca [capi?] & “K na {f7 sa® gt Sakyam %]
na [or a-?] % vijiieya vijanitum

? The punctuation of T 238 is more than usually unreliable, since it tends to
construe the text as Chinese, rather than Chinese characters arranged in
Sanskrit word order. It should be ignored entirely.

Here we accept the variant (see p. 771, n. 2) which accords best with the
Sanskrit. The other readings are easily explained as attempts to turn the text
into something which makes better sense in Chinese.

VKN §III.36

atha tau bhikst etad avocatam | prajiiadharo vinayadharo® ’yam
upasakah | na tv ayam bhadantopalir yo bhagavata vinayadharanam
agro nirdistah |

tav aham evam vadami | ma bhiksa atra grhapatisamjfiam utpa-
dayatam |tat kasmad dhetoh" | tathagatam sthapayitva nasti kascic
chravako va bodhisattvo va ya etasya pratibhanam acchindyat
tadréa etasya prajfialokah |°

? There is no equivalent for this word in any Chinese translation or in the
Tibetan.

® Neither Q nor K has anything corresponding to the wording in bold, although
it is represented in X and Tib.

¢ Cf. Tib.: de nas dge slong de gnyis ’di skad ces mchi’o| khyim bdag ’di ni
shin tu shes rab dang ldan te | bcom ldan ’das kyis ’dul ba ’dzin pa rnams kyi
mchog tu gsungs pa btsun pa nye bar khor di ni de tsam ma yin no ||
de gnyis la bdag gis ’di skad ces bgyis so || dge slong khyed kyis “di la khyim
bdag snyam pa’i ’du shes ma skyed cig | de ci’i phyir zhe na | de bzhin gshegs
pa ma gtogs par gang dag di’i spobs pa’i rgyun gcod nus pa’i nyan thos sam |
byang chub sems dpa’ de | gang yang med de | ’di’i shes rab kyi snang ba ni de
dang *dra’o |.
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1. Zhi Qian (T 474, 14:523a26-29)

PR S TR | B8 EE [ Three Editions insert: AR &
ARE e R N =R

RES: THEEUER REBTLEERA 5 WIt[Three
Editions: 2 |HEEFE 7 - |

2. Kumarajiva (T 475, 14:541629—c3)
PR b s TEEER | R EERT N AE B e R B RREER -
J

FRENEN omitted in Three Editions| &= : EHIEUIAR » AHEH K
ErERe AR 2 B A EHE Rn ittt -

3. Xuanzang (T 476, 14:563c14—18) (Underlining: amplification be-
yond known Sanskrit text.)

LR ECEARGA  BFES | "ok B ARSIk
SR R NE K Fhai R R R L BT NRERR ¢ -
HEVES © DL A8 - LB ] ? MERRANER R
B AR AL HA AR AE -

a

“... and yet he is unable to speak!” Here X, like K, picks up Q’s way of un-
packing the implication of the text with words for which there are no direct
equivalents in the Sanskrit (or the Tibetan).

VKN §VI.6*

aha | "abhuitaparikalpasya kim miilam |
aha | abhitaparikalpasya¢ viparyasta sam;jfia mtilam |
aha | viparyastayah samjfiayah kim miilam |
aha | viparyastayah samjfiaya® apratistha® miilam |
aha | apratisthayah kim miilam |
aha | yan maiijusrih’ apratisthanam tasya¢ kim" miilam bhavisyati' |
iti hy apratisthanamillapratisthitah sarvadharmah |
@ Sanskrit is that of the Ed., with variants in the Siks citation according to
Bendall’s edition (Bendall 1897-1902), pp. 264.6-9.
® Siks citation begins here. )
¢ abhitaparikalpasya Ed.: Siks omits [not noted in Ed.].
4 viparyastayah samjiiaya Ed.: Siks omits [not noted in Ed.].
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apratistha Ed.: apratisthanam Siks (in error?) [not noted in Ed.]

manjusrth Ed.: mafijusrir Siks [not noted in Ed.].

apratisthanam tasya Ed. (noting that MS reads apratisthanat (tasya)): aprati-
sthanam na tasya Siks [not noted in Ed.]. Read MS as apratistha na {t}tasya
and correct edition accordingly? But cf. Tib.: ’jam dpal gang rten med pa de’i
rtsa bar *gyur ba ci zhig yod de | de ltar chos thams cad ni rten med pa’i rtsa
ba la gnas pa’o|. Although the switch between feminine and neuter forms
(apratistha, apratisthanam) is a little awkward, the Sanskrit text as given in
the giks seems more in line with the Chinese versions, while Tib. is much
closer to the MS.

kim Ed.: kificin Siks [not noted in Ed.].

bhavisyati Ed.; Siks omits [not noted in Ed.].

Cf. Tib.: smras pa | yang dag pa ma yin pa kun rtog pa’i rtsa ba gang | smras
pa | yang dag pa ma yin pa kun rtog pa’i rtsa ba ni phyin ci log gi du shes so ||
smras pa | phyin ci log gi ’du shes kyi rtsa ba gang | smras pa | phyin ci log gi
‘du shes kyi rtsa ba ni rten med pa’o || smras pa | rten med pa’i rtsa ba gang |
smras pa | ’jam dpal gang rten med pa’i rtsa bar *gyur ba ci zhig yod de | de
Itar chos thams cad ni rten med pa’i rtsa ba la gnas pa’o ||.

1. Zhi Qian (T 474, 14:528b20-22)
SRS ARG s B A 2

H

PINMERA R CF | MEZ AT B A e MEARIL T

e
2. Kumarajiva (T 475, 14:547c19-22)
N TR RSB ?

H: TEREE RA -

SR TEAEIRS R A ?
EH: TRERA
S MR A,

H = MR SOREA | P AT -

3. Xuanzang (T 476, 14:573b17-22) (Underlining: amplification be-
yond known Sanskrit text.)

N T IR AR 2

H

: Mgl 4t [variant: FH] 25 Ace |
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S MR R AR 7
H: MR
WETEES - AR A

ESERE S ¢ THTRZEEE o FrDASE ] © S fe A B A IR o
FhEECAS » PR B L —VIREA -

VKN §VI.16*

aha | itas tvam devate cyuta kutropapatsaye |

aha | yatraiva tathagatanirmita upapatsyate tatraivaham upapatsye |
aha | tathagatanirmitasya na cyutir nopapattih |

aha | evam eva sarvadharmanam na cyutir nopapattih |*

& Cf. Tib: smras pa | lha mo khyod 'di nas shi 'phos nas gang du skye
smras pa | de bzhin gshegs pas sprul pa de gar skye bar bdag kyang der
skye’o ||
smras pa | de bzhin gshegs pas sprul pa la ni ’chi pho ba yang med | skye ba
yang med do ||
smras pa | chos thams cad kyang de bzhin te | ‘chi 'pho med cing skye ba yang
med do ||.

1. Zhi Qian (T 474, 14:529229-b2)
EFFBRIR : G IE A ?
KHE: M BT EEOR A -

H: M bEIR g 4t

KHE: TRE ARG EE -
2. Kumarajiva (T 475, 14:548c9-12)
EFNFERIR : L G E AT 2,
KH: "L EER 4 -

H: "I &t

KHE: TRAERMIRILG -
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3. Xuanzang (T 476, 14:574c9-13) (Underlining: amplification be-
yond known Sanskrit text.)

IR0 - D g variant P21 & AR 2,
RuE= TR EERTE R EER -
é—\ﬂ?:ﬁ "N pr b fiei g [variant 52 AR - o] S EFTAERE 2,
KE: "EF | A BERINE R MAE - 2T E AT ?,

? Here Q implies the reading evam eva sarvasatvanam, etc., as opposed to the
evam eva sarvadharmanam of the Sanskrit text (and Tib.). This is followed
by K, but oddly enough, X reflects both readings, suggesting that Xuanzang
was consulting one or both of the earlier translations.

VKN §IX.13°

atha tato bhojanat sarva® sa parsat trpta krta® 1
ksiyate | yai§ ca bodhisatvaih §ravakaih® §akrabrahmalokapalais
tadanyai§ ca satvais tad bhojanam bhuktam tesam tadr§am sukham
kaye ’vakrantam yadr§am sarvasukhapratimandite’ lokadhatau bo-
dhisatvanam sukham | sarvaromakiipebhyas$ ca tesam tadr§o gan-
dhah pravati | tadyathapi nama tasminn¢ eva sarvagandhasugan-
dhe" lokadhatau vrksanam gandhah |

@ Sanskrit is that of the Ed., with variants in the Siks citation according to

Bendall’s edition, pp. 269.13—-270.3.

sarva Ed.: sarvavati Siks.

© krta Ed.: bhita Siks.

4 tavad Ed.: tat Siks [sic Bendall’s edition; Cambridge MS actually reads zal.

® §ravakaih Ed.: §ravakais ca Siks [not noted in Ed.].

f sarvasukhapratimandite Ed.: sarvasukhamanditayam Siks [not noted in
Ed.].

& tasminn Ed.: tasyam Siks [not noted in Ed.].

h sarvagandhasugandhe Ed.: sarvagandhasugandhayam giks [not noted in
Ed.].

U Cf. Tib.: de nas zhal zas des *khor thams cad la tshim par byas kyang zhal
zas de zad par ma gyur to || byang chub sems dpa’ dang | nyan thos dang |
brgya byin dang | tshangs pa dang | ’jig rten skyong ba rnams dang | sems can
gzhan dag gis zhal zas zos pa pa de dag kyang ji ltar ’jig rten gyi khams bde
ba thams cad kyis rab tu brgyan pa byang chub sems dpa’ rnams kyi bde ba
ci ’dra ba de lta bu’i bde ba las lus las skyes so || de dag gi spu’i khung bu nas
kyang °di lta bu’i dri ’byung ba ni ’di lta ste dper na ’jig rten gyi khams spos

b
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thams cad kyi dri mchog de na shing rnams las dri *byung ba bzhin no ||.

1. Zhi Qian (T 474, 14:532c4-8)

FATERA R B » B 7 - S IE AR T REARIEIRE R
EZ G B aR T A S E D - KA EE LS 2 IR
B BER

2. Kumarajiva (T 475, 14:552¢17-20)

FRIR RS B E A Milvariant 75, read 7] - Ha s [E]
RANEIER T B2 thas B — P98 A S - EERAL
BT TR LA F

3. Xuanzang (T 476, 14:580a29-b6) (Underlining: amplification
beyond known Sanskrit text.)

AR S BB RIS IO 1M M B e Mah SR
FURGRIERE HE%8 EO—U 2 85 S —
V)2 8E 2 Frfflvariant (E1Ff - BEEAETOE - B0V EFE
SRR T B HH i AR D -

% Q here suggests a confusion of vrksanam and some form of aksana, possibly
as a result of using a text in Gandhar1 written in Kharosthi.
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Analysis of the results

The samples taken from our two Mahayana siitras are small, but
sufficient to demonstrate a number of important points. In the Vaj,
for which we have abundant manuscript evidence, we see a con-
tinuing development of the Sanskrit text. The trend is generally in
the direction of enlargement and addition. Some aspects of this are
documented in Harrison & Watanabe 2006, although the inventory
given there (pp. 99-103) is far from exhaustive.* Two comments
need to be made about this kind of textual development. First, we
should never assume simple linear progression, as if all available
witnesses can be placed on a single line, stretching from shortest
(and oldest) to longest (and latest). Rather, we ought to expect mul-
tiple branching of the manuscript tradition, with enlargement and
other textual changes not fully present in some of the branches,
despite the late date of their witnesses. This presents the editor of
texts like this with considerable problems which cannot be gone
into here, but to put it in a nutshell, the idea that the wording of any
Mahayana siitra can be restored to some original and perfect state
by text-critical processes must be abandoned: all lines do not con-
verge back on a single point. Second, it is useful to think of sitra
texts not as fixed quantities, but as prompt books or scores, which
could be performed vistarena or samksiptena (i.e. in amplified or
condensed form), and therefore we might also expect this aspect
of their character to be reflected in the manuscript tradition.® A

% In broad terms we are dealing with the amplification of stock formu-
las, the insertion of the names of speakers and persons addressed, a much
more liberal use of vocatives, and so on, all of which tend to increase the
volume of the text without significantly altering its message. Mixed in
with these changes, of course, are others which do make a substantive
difference to the meaning.

%2 A good example is the sequence of actions to be performed with a
siutra (learning, retaining in memory, reciting, mastering, etc.). While
the Shorter Versions typically have only one or two verbs, are they to be
taken as a genuinely shorter text or as cue words intended to evoke or
trigger the longer sequence that we often find given in full in the Longer
Versions?
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further consideration relates to the distinction between what we
might call “hard” and “soft” parts of the text, i.e. those portions
(the “hard” or “firm” parts) whose memorisation is not difficult, or
which are so distinctive that little or no change can be expected,
and those which are “soft” insofar as they can easily have other,
equally plausible elements substituted, without any loss of overall
coherence. All that said, the general trend is toward amplification
of the text over time, or towards more extended performances, and
we see this reflected in the later Sanskrit manuscript tradition of
the Vaj, while the older mss, by contrast, normally carry a shorter,
more compressed form of the text. By the later tradition we mean
that reflected in Miiller’s edition, which seems almost always to fol-
low his Ch and T (whose readings are confirmed by our examina-
tion of T2), and to be generally, but not always, consistent with the
Nepalese manuscripts (as, e.g., our Nel). Miiller, as we have seen,
tended to set little store by the readings of his Japanese copies, not
knowing that they would turn out to be surprisingly congruent with
the older manuscript witnesses which were in his day still undis-
covered (P, S, G and the Central Asian fragments).** He outlines his
approach in his introduction (1881: 17):

The text of the Vagrakkhedika, as handed down to us in China and
Japan, is on the whole the same. Even what seem to be mere useless
repetitions occur in all. When there is a difference, the Japanese text
generally gives an independent and shorter form, as compared with
the text of the Chinese and Tibetan books. But we must not ascribe
too much importance to this, for it is known that some of the Chinese
translators, Kumaragiva, for instance, shortened the Sanskrit texts of
the Buddhist Siitras in their translations, and this may have reacted on
the originals.

I have restored the text as well as it could be done, following chiefly
the Chinese and Tibetan authorities, though occasionally giving pref-
erence to the Japanese text. I have not attempted to give all the various
readings, many of which are misprints only, easily corrected by any
one who is accustomed to the style of the Mahayana-stras.

% This is abundantly evident even in the few short passages dealt with
in this paper, as can be seen by the number of footnotes to the Longer
Versions followed by asterisks.
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So it was that, in virtually the same breath, Miiller excused his edi-
tion from the need to meet the standard required for truly scientific
work in this area and accused Kumarajiva of lack of fidelity to his
Sanskrit text, while in effect suppressing the evidence that could
have been used to exonerate the great Kuchean translator of the
charge. And that evidence, the testimony of the Kokiji copies, since
Miiller’s day backed up by many other manuscript finds, confirms
the existence of the Shorter Versions of the Vaj, copies of which
had clearly reached China by the beginning of the 5th century, and
continued to circulate there, at least until the Tang period, since
it is then that the ancestor of the Kokiji copies was sent to Japan
by Ennin.** However, there are also several Chinese translations
which reflect the Longer Versions, and are thus more consistent
with the later Sanskrit copies of the Vaj, but this is not uniformly
so. In some cases the Chinese translations contain material which
we may assume was present in Indic versions still inaccessible to
us, which may remain so indefinitely. This is especially true of
X. However, there is another possibility, which is that Xuanzang
in particular amplified the texts himself, i.e. “performed” them
vistarena as he translated them. There need not be anything inau-
thentic about the versions of the text so produced, especially if he
did this in Sanskrit first (or even perhaps if he did it in Chinese). He
would thus have been part of a long tradition of Indic text recita-
tion, according to which it was regarded as appropriate and merito-
rious to give the siitra one was reciting its most elaborate possible
form, the “full monty.”

So much for the Indic text, an ever-flowing stream of variations
which are never fully regular or predictable. In the Chinese transla-
tions, we see this variability reflected, but we also see a demonstra-
ble tendency for some translators to go about their work with more
than a backward glance over their shoulders at the work of their

3 Miiller’s editorial policy, which viewed in the light of our current
knowledge seems astonishingly cavalier, condemned the Kokiji manu-
scripts and their valuable testimony to over a hundred years of oblivion.
Had people known what was sitting on the shelves of the Bodleian, to say
nothing of the holdings of Kokiji itself, the work on all the Vaj manu-
scripts discovered since 1881 would have been greatly facilitated.
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predecessors, and we have given some particularly clear examples
of this, where translators have borrowed their predecessor’s word-
ing wholesale, or modified it only slightly, to produce their own
version of the text. We observe, for example, that Bodhiruci was
heavily indebted to Kumarajiva, and that Paramartha also recycled
much of his wording. It is clear at the same time that they both
had access to copies of the Sanskrit text which were not quite the
same as Kumarajiva’s exemplar, so that they sometimes modified
his wording in the light of that text, or their different understanding
of it. Dharmagupta’s version, falling in the middle of the sequence
of Chinese translations, is entirely different and cannot easily be
compared with the others, although its word-for-word adherence to
the Sanskrit text allows us to arrive at a reasonable approximation
of what that may have been. That Sanskrit text cannot, however, be
reconstructed on this basis, at least not with certainty, for various
reasons.*® Xuanzang’s version is for the most part a genuine new
translation of the Indic text. Although some of Kumarajiva’s word-
ing survives in it (and thus in our samples quite a lot of red appears
among the blue), this is almost always because his terminology had
become the standard coinage by Xuanzang’s day, and not because
Xuanzang’s text is derivative. Yijing’s “translation,” on the other
hand, turns out to be the most unusual and derivative of the lot, and
seems to have been put together with material taken from K and X
in particular, often in an abbreviated or reworded fashion which we
can assume has little to do with any Sanskrit sources, and much to
do with Chinese notions of style and elegance. Yijing also seems to
be ready to go to any length to maintain a four-character prosodic
pattern. All in all, his translation of the Vaj is little more than a
pastiche of previous versions, heavily reworked; its value for text-
critical purposes is practically nil.3

% The two most important considerations in this regard are our in-
ability to determine the degree to which the Sanskrit of Dharmagupta’s
copy of the Vaj had been regularized from the earlier Prakritic forms
of the type we see in P and the Central Asian fragments, and the fact —
clear enough in our sample passages — that Dharmagupta did not supply a
Chinese equivalent for every single word or inflection in his Sanskrit text.

% This suggests that other translations by Yijing should be approached
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Out of the six translations, then, we have to admit that only
three can be trusted to any significant degree, K, Dh and X. As
for the others, we simply cannot be sure of the extent to which the
translators were paying attention to the Indic text in front of them
in manuscript form (or being recited for them from memory), and
the value of their testimony is therefore compromised.

Now it would be rash to conclude that this is always the case.
Each set of translations has to be assessed on its merits. However,
we cannot simply assume that a given series of Chinese translations
reflects a corresponding series of Indic exemplars. This means
that, unless proven otherwise, the evidential value of later Chinese
translations is potentially undermined, so that, paradoxically,
the most reliable translation, i.e. the one most likely to reflect its
Sanskrit exemplar with minimal interference from other sources,
is likely to be the first and the oldest. Even then there may be other
kinds of interference. We can see in Kumarajiva’s case how he was
prone to inserting commentarial glosses into his translations, much
as we might nowadays (but he could not call on parentheses), to
clarify the meaning of the text or make it read more smoothly. Thus
his insertion of words like “definite,” “fixed” (ding x€) in §7 or
“really” (shi &) in other sections of the text can trap the unwary
reader, who might take them as reflecting the wording of the Indic
original.*” Another example is his addition of the words dang zhi
S0, “one should know that ...” in §12 (twice!). What this means is
that the work of individual translators needs to be made the object

with caution, especially when earlier Chinese versions of the same texts
are known to have existed.

87 So, for example, Alan Cole, in his Text as Father, makes a number of
claims about the intentions of the Indian author of the Vaj on the basis of
these interpolations by Kumarajiva (see, e.g., Cole 2005: 167-168, 183—
184, 186). More egregious still is his misconstrual of the last sentence of
Vaj §7 in Kumarajiva’s version (Cole translates: “All worthy sages are
distinguished by taking lack (wu) as their teaching (dharma).”), which
could only be excused if one were entirely unaware of the existence of
the Sanskrit text. Unfortunately, this blunder is then put to work carry-
ing a heavy analytical load which it has no hope of supporting (see pp.
183-185).
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of systematic study, so that their particular modus operandi can
be clarified. In this regard research like that of Jan Nattier on Zhi
Qian or Daniel Boucher on Dharmaraksa is welcome. With all that,
the attempt to reconstitute — or at least recognise the basic shape
of — the Sanskrit exemplars lying behind the Chinese versions will
never be an exact science, but I think we can gradually improve
matters somewhat, even if this only means making the guesswork
less wild. Taming our guesses may well be the most we can expect.

Looking at the problem from the Sanskrit side, we see that the
availability even of many manuscript witnesses of the Sanskrit text
(as in the case of the Vaj) does not eliminate the usefulness of the
Chinese. For example, we have seen some wording that must have
been attested in some recensions, for which no Indian testimony
survives.® Also in matters of interpretation, Chinese versions are
extremely useful, since they indicate how a Buddhist reader of the
3rd or 4th or 5th century construed the text.

The case of the VKN is quite different, in that, as far as the
Sanskrit text is concerned, we have a codex unicus. It is, to be sure,
a very exciting and important “find,” but we cannot take its appear-
ance as a reason to throw the Chinese and the Tibetan versions
away. Indeed, we can see that far from reducing their usefulness, it
increases it, since they become indispensable for the editing of the
Sanskrit text and for working out what interpolations and scribal
glosses have crept into it. It would in fact be most unwise to base
all future discussion on this Sanskrit text, and to claim that this
represents the VKN as an early Mahayana sifra, when it is quite
clear from Zhi Qian’s translation that the text has grown consider-
ably over the centuries. However, once the edition we have now is
translated into English, the danger is that this will then be taken
as the VKN, and used as a basis for all sorts of claims about early
Mahayana, the VKN as Nagarjuna read it, and so on. Again, Alan
Cole’s Text as Father shows that this is not a hypothetical situation,
since he bases his discussion of what the Indian author of the VKN
was about entirely on Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation of the sitra.

% A good example is the appearance of equivalents for Sanskrit
sabrahmacarin in Dharmagupta’s and Xuanzang’s versions of Vaj §12.
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However, in this case too we see that the first translation of the text
by Zhi Qian has thrown a long shadow, insofar as Kumarajiva often
picks up its wording, and this should make us circumspect about
relying too heavily on his version. Once again, Xuanzang’s VKN
seems to be a genuine retranslation, although even he appears to be
repeating some of the wording of his two predecessors, over and
above his use of established translation terminology, like shengwen
#2H] for sravaka and pusa = for bodhisattva, which is insignifi-
cant for our present purposes.

As far as the establishment of a truly critical edition of the
Sanskrit text of the VKN is concerned, the Chinese and Tibetan
versions remain absolutely essential. The existing preliminary edi-
tion leaves something to be desired in terms of its editorial choices
and in the application of its editorial conventions, although the
manuscript’s actual readings are — as far as [ have been able to de-
termine — recorded in the diplomatic edition with exemplary care.
My impression is that this single late manuscript is a rather unreli-
able witness, with a considerable number of scribal errors, and that
it also incorporates a fair amount of extra material, chiefly what
appear to be marginal glosses which have crept into the body of the
work.*® At the same time it also omits portions of the text,* and it
would therefore be quite a challenge to edit it properly, with some
serious methodological problems to sort out on the way.

The conclusion to this paper will therefore come as no surprise,
and is hardly likely to provoke disagreement. It is to reaffirm the
utility of the Chinese translations as sources in their own right,
but at the same time to emphasize the care required in their use,

39 Possible cases can be found at I11.33 (Text reads tat saharthayusmann,
Ed. emends to utsahdaya ayusmann; construe as gloss and read tatsahartha
ayusmann > tatsaharthayusmann?), V1.15 (gatam a gloss on krtam?), etc.
One example of an enlargement unattested in any other version can be
seen at I11.36 (vinayadharo).

40 Clear cases of lacunae in the Sanskrit ms where the Chinese and/or
Tibetan versions attest the missing text can be seen at, e.g., §§111.21 (emend
to mahavanasyanyatasmin), 111.24 (possibly one folio line dropped out?),
and 11145 (read sarvasamkhyavigatah | idrsasya kayasya?).
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and to draw attention to the importance of the earlier versions over
the later, along with the need for their systematic study. It is also
to remind Sanskritists that it would be a mistake to ignore these
sources, no matter how many more so-called “Sanskrit originals”
come into our hands in the next decades.

Abbreviations

B Bodhiruci’s translation of the Vaj.

Dh Dharmagupta’s translation of the Vaj.

Ch Sino-Tibetan blockprint used by F. Max Miiller (Sanskrit text
only in Lafitsha script).

Cz Sanskrit text of the Vaj after Conze 1957 [1974].

Fragd Cat. No. 1910 in Heinz Bechert, ed., Sanskrithandschriften aus
den Turfanfunden, Teil VIII (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag,
2000), pp. 93-94.

Frage Cat.No. 1939+4194ain Heinz Bechert, ed., Sanskrithandschriften
aus den Turfanfunden, Teil VIII (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner
Verlag, 2000), pp. 117-118.

G Gilgit manuscript of the Vaj, as edited in Schopen 1989.

K Kumarajiva’s translation of the Vaj or the VKN.

K1 Kokiji Text 0162.

K2 Kokiji Text 0165-0167.

MM Sanskrit text of the Vaj after Miiller 1881.

Nel Nepalese manuscript of the Vaj, NAK (National Archive,
Kathmandu) Acc. No. 5/186 (NGMPP B 90/16).

P Stein Ms of the Vaj, as edited in Pargiter 1916.

Q Zhi Qian’s translation of the VKN.

S Schgyen manuscript of the Vaj, as edited in Harrison & Watanabe
2006.

T Sino-Tibetan blockprint used by F. Max Miiller (Sanskrit in
Laifitsha script & Tibetan)

T2 Bilingual woodblock edition of the Vaj kept in the library of the
School of Oriental & African Studies, London. See Conze 1957
[1974]: 1, 17.

Vaj Vajracchedika Prajiiaparamita.

VKN Vimalakirtinirdesa.
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Intro. Study Group on Buddhist Sanskrit Literature (ed.), Introduction
to Vimalakirtinirdesa and Jiianalokalamkara (Tokyo: Taisho
University Press, 2004).

Text Study Group on Buddhist Sanskrit Literature (ed.), Vimalakir-
tinirdesa and Jiianalokalamkara: Transliterated Sanskrit Text
Collated with Tibetan and Chinese Translations, Part 1I: Vima-
lakirtinirdesa: Transliterated Sanskrit Text Collated with Tibetan
and Chinese Translations (Tokyo: Taisho University Press,
2004).

Ed. Study Group on Buddhist Sanskrit Literature (ed.), Vimalakirti-
nirdeSa: Transliterated Sanskrit Text Collated with Tibetan and
Chinese Translations (Tokyo: Taisho University Press, 2006).

X Xuanzang’s translation of the Vaj or the VKN.

Y Yijing’s translation of the Vaj.
Z Paramartha’s translation of the Vaj.
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