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Preface

The “Panel on Sanskrit Studies” took place from 3 to 4 August 2012
as part of the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies. It was initi-
ated and organized by the late Dr. Helmut Krasser, who conceived
it as a continuation of the panel “Sanskrit Manuscripts in China:
State and Prospects,” which was held at the 2008 Beijing Seminar
on Tibetan Studies.

Almost all of the lectures delivered at the 2012 panel presented
reports on and results of research based substantially on information
derived from Sanskrit manuscripts preserved in the TAR, as do all
of the articles published in this volume. While none of these articles
is specifically dedicated to the preservation and safekeeping of the
Sanskrit manuscripts in China, to their cataloging, their digitaliza-
tion or the controlled dissemination of these images, nonetheless
each of them implicitly stresses the high importance of these tasks
and the need for carefully concerted international cooperation. They
do this through their research results, which individually as well as
together unmistakably testify to the exceptional significance and
unique value of the Sanskrit manuscripts in China.

For various reasons, a number of noteworthy papers presented at
the panel have not been published in this volume. We will therefore
record them here:

Shoryu Katsura/Diwakar Acharya, Paramata sections of
Jinendrabuddhi’s Pramanasamuccaya-Tika Chapter 3

Jowita Kramer, The Proofs of the “Store Mind” (alayavijfiana,
kun gzhi rnam par shes pa) in Sthiramati’s Paficaskandhaka-
vibhasa'

I_Cf. Jowita Kramer, “Some Remarks on the Proofs of the ‘Store Mind’
(Alayavijiiana) and the Development of the Concept of Manas.” Forthcom-
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Li Xuezhu, Study on The opening uddana of the Abhidharma-
samuccaya

Luo Hong, A Preliminary Report on Abhayakaragupta’s
Madhyamakamarnijart

Shinya Moriyama, Ratnakara$anti’s critique against pseudo-
Madhyamaka opponents?

Ulrike Roesler, As it is said in a Sutra: Freedom and Variation
in Tibetan Quotations from the Buddhist Scriptures in Early
Bka’ gdams pa Literature?

Shobha Rani Dash, Exploring Palm Leaf Manuscript Re-
search: With a special reference to Odisha

Ye Shaoyong, A folio of the Yuktisastikavrtti and Some Other
Sanskrit Manuscripts Newly Found in Tibet: A Preliminary
Report*

Helmut Krasser prepared the panel with great care and enthusiasm.
Even though he had been diagnosed with lung cancer and hospital-
1zed for several weeks, he was determined to travel from Vienna to
Beijing to participate in the event himself. But in the end, he had to
give in to the advice of his doctors and so did not hear the presen-
tations in person. His terrible disease could however not diminish
his dedication to his academic work and especially to the “Sanskrit
manuscripts in China” project. The editing and publication of this

ing in Bart Dessein and Weijen Teng (eds.), Text, Philosophy, and History:
Abhidharma Across Buddhist Scholastic Traditions (Proceedings of the Con-
ference “From Abhidhamma to Abhidharma”, Ghent 2013), Leiden: Brill.

2 Cf. Shinya Moriyama, “Ratnakara$anti’s criticism of the Madhyamaka
refutation of causality.” China Tibetology 20 (2013), pp. 53-66.

3 Cf. Ulrike Roesler, “As it is said in a Sutra: Freedom and Variation in
Tibetan Quotations from the Buddhist Scriptures in Early Bka’ gdams pa
Literature.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 43/4 (2014), pp. 493-510.

4 Cf. Ye Shaoyong, “A Sanskrit folio of the Yuktisastikavrtti from Tibet.”
Annual Report of the International Research Institute for Advanced Bud-
dhology at Soka University 16 (2013), pp. 233-240.



proceedings volume was of great importance to him. After the panel,
he felt that his health was not yet good enough for such critical work,
and so he postponed it, waiting until his condition improved, keep-
ing the articles close to his heart and locked in his desk. Since he was
aware that he might need considerable time to recover sufficiently,
he agreed that short or preliminary versions of the contributions
could be published in the journal China Tibetology, if the authors
wish so. Helmut Krasser died March 30 2014.

Xuezhu Li, Beijing Horst Lasic, Vienna
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U 21, Jowita Kramer, “Some Remarks on the Proofs of the ‘Store Mind’
(Alayavijfiana) and the Development of the Concept of Manas.” Forthcom-
ing in Bart Dessein and Weijen Teng (eds.), Text, Philosophy, and History:
Abhidharma Across Buddhist Scholastic Traditions (Proceedings of the Con-
ference “From Abhidhamma to Abhidharma”, Ghent 2013), Leiden: Brill.
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2 2, Shinya Moriyama, “Ratnakara$anti’s criticism of the Madhyamaka
refutation of causality.” China Tibetology 20 (2013), pp. 53-66.

3 2 I Ulrike Roesler, “As it is said in a Sutra: Freedom and Variation in
Tibetan Quotations from the Buddhist Scriptures in Early Bka’ gdams pa
Literature.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 43/4 (2014), pp. 493-510.

*+ 2 Ye Shaoyong, ‘A Sanskrit folio of the Yuktisastikavrtti from Tibet.”
Annual Report of the International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhol-
ogy at Soka University 16 (2013), pp. 233-240.
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Rare manuscripts of works by Jitari'

Junjie Chu, Leipzig
Eli Franco, Leipzig

Part One: Introduction

An agreement between the China Tibetology Research Center, Bei-
jing, and the Austrian Academy of Sciences gave Junjie Chu the op-
portunity of staying for more than one month each year from 2009
at the Center, where he was able to study photocopies of two Sanskrit
manuscripts of works by Jitari (hereafter ms. A and ms. B). We take
great pleasure in presenting here some of the results of our work
on these manuscripts, mainly on manuscript A. We hope to return
to ms. B at a later stage; at the moment we are only able to make a
number of preliminary remarks about it.

Manuscript A

Ms. A, written in the so-called Proto-Bengali script, was copied
from an unknown source by three different scribes. The first hand
begins on folio 1b and continues up to folio 69b3. At the end of

! We would like to express our gratitude to Prof. Dram Dul, Director of
the China Tibetology Research Center, Beijing, for his full support, and
to our colleagues at the Center Dr. Li Xue Zhu and Dr. Luo Hong for
their kind cooperation and assistance. We also want to thank Prof. Ernst
Steinkellner for his continuous encouragement and help, without which this
project would not have been possible. We are very grateful to the German
Research Council (DFG) for a substantial grant to fund the research project
“Jitari: A critical edition and historical-philosophical study on the basis of
a new Sanskrit manuscript at the China Tibetology Research Center (Bei-
jing)” (FR-2531/5-1). For further results of this project see Franco 2015
and Chu forthcoming.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
Jing 2016, pp. 15-43.
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this part (i.e., at 69b3), which is also the end of the treatise entitled
Bhavikaranavada, there is a short colophon in which the name Jam-
bhaladhara appears, presumably that of the owner or the commis-
sioner of the manuscript: likhitam idam jambhaladharasya. “This
was written for Jambhaladhara.” Alternatively, one may consider
Jambhaladhara to be the name of the scribe, even though we have
been unable to find any other colophons in Sanskrit where the name
of the scribe appears in the genitive case as it does here.

From folio 69b4 the manuscript continues in a different hand up
to folio 77b3, after which a third hand begins and continues up to
folio 112b, where the manuscript ends. The leaves are inscribed on
both sides. In the part written in the first hand, each leaf contains six
lines on each side, with approximately 60-65 aksaras per line, while
in the parts written in the second and the third hands, the number of
lines per leaf varies from 4 to 7 (there are few leaves containing only
3 lines) with roughly 50-55 aksaras per line. With the exception of
a few folios (for example, folio 55b), the parts written by the first
and second scribes (1b1-77b3) are generally quite clear and legible.
In contrast, many passages in the third hand are illegible as the ink
is often too faint to read. Two folios, 97b and 111a, are almost com-
pletely illegible.

Previous editions of works by Jitari

As is well known, Jitari (ca. 940-980 CE) was a renowned and in-
fluential Buddhist philosopher? in the later period of the history of
Indian Buddhist philosophy. Until now, however, a substantial part
of his work has remained largely inaccessible and little known. So
far only seven works by Jitari are available in the original Sanskrit.?
These are:

2 Jitari is also known as the author of several Tantric works. However, these
works lie beyond the scope of our project.

3 Although a considerable number of the philosophical texts authored by
Jitari were brought to Tibet, few were included in the Tibetan canon. In
the Tshad ma section of the bsTan ’gyur, the following three works were
included:
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1. Jatinirakrti

2. Hetutattvopadesa

3. Anekantavadanirasa
4. Vedapramanyasiddhi
5. Sarvajiasiddhi

(1) Hetutattvopadesa (=gTan tshigs kyi de kho na nyid bstan pa, DT 4261,
authorship in the colophon: Jetari). As mentioned below, this text also sur-
vives in the original Sanskrit and was published in Tucci 1956 (cf. his “In-
troduction”: 249-260).

(2) Dharmadharmiviniscaya (=Chos dang chos can gtan la dbab pa, DT
4262, authorship in the colophon: Jetari). According to Iyengar (1952: viii),
this text is extant in the original Sanskrit, and the manuscript has been
examined by Rahula Sankrtyayana. Kyuma 2003 offers an analysis of its
contents.

(3) Balavataratarka (=Byis pa ’jug pa’i rtog ge zhes bya ba, DT 4263,
author: dGra las rgyal ba=Jitari/Jetari). This is a treatise on epistemol-
ogy for beginners which follows Dharmakirti’'s Pramanaviniscaya and
Nyayabindu. 1t is divided into three chapters: Pratyaksa, Svarthanumana
and Pararthanumana. It is also clearly influenced by Dharmottara, but fea-
tures some new ideas such as the division of non-cognition (anupalabdhi)
into sixteen varieties. The entire text is critically edited in Shirasaki 1981:
32-52, supplemented by Sanskrit fragments from other post-Dharmakirti
authors of the Buddhist Pramana tradition. In the introduction (Shirasaki
1981: 23-27) the author offers a brief discussion of the relationship be-
tween Jitari and other authors of this tradition and concludes that “Jitari, as
a senior contemporary of Ratnakirti and DurvekamiS§ra and a predecessor
of Moksakaragupta and Vidyakarasanti, may be placed between the middle
of the tenth century and the beginning of the eleventh century.” (Shirasaki
1981: 26).

One text attributed to Jitari is included in the Madhyamaka section of the
bsTan ’gyur: the Sugatamatavibharnga which consists of verses (karika) and
auto-commentary (bhasya) (bDe bar gshegs pa gzhung rnam par ’byed pa’i
tshig leur byas pa [DT 3899] and bDe bar gshegs pa gzhung rnam par
‘byed pa’i bshad pa [TD 3990]). The work follows the pattern of Aryadeva’s
Jiianasarasamuccaya, explaining the four Buddhist philosophical systems,
namely, the Sarvastivada, Sautrantika, Yogacara and Madhyamaka. The
fourth chapter on Madhyamaka was translated into Japanese in Shirasaki
1986.
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6. Nairatmyasiddhi

7. *I§varavadimatapariksa*
The first work of Jitari listed above, the Jatinirakrti (no. 1), was also
the first to be edited. It was published by Tucci (1930: 54-58, with
two lacunae) on the basis of a manuscript he discovered in Nepal. A
second edition of the same treatise was prepared by Iyengar, using
a manuscript found by Sankrtyayana; this edition was published in
1952 with the title Vadasthana (Iyengar 1952: 72-80, which also
contains a lacuna). Finally, a third edition was published by Biihne-
mann (1985: 30-38, where the colophon is missing). These three edi-
tions demonstrate considerable variance in their readings, and our
manuscript offers many others.

The Hetutattvopadesa (no. 2) was first “restored” into Sanskrit
from the Tibetan by Durgasharan Chattopadhyaya (Chattopadhy-
aya 1939). Subsequently the original Sanskrit text was edited and
published by Tucci (1956: 261-274). Miyasaka (1964) compiled
Sanskrit-Tibetan and Japanese indices for this treatise. As Tucci
pointed out in his introduction, in this treatise Jitari closely follows
the Nyayapravesa of Sankarasvamin. He starts with the introductory
verse of the Nyayapravesa and then follows its content and structure
very closely, with many sentences from the Nyayapravesa repeated
verbatim. This shows that even as late as the 10th century Dignaga’s
logic had not been completely superseded by that of Dharmakirti.

The Anekantavadanirasa (no. 3) was edited and published in Iy-
engar 1952: 80-85. In the colophon, however, this treatise is called
“Digambaramatapariksa.” In this text, Jitari criticizes the Jaina
doctrine that propounds a multiplicity of viewpoints with regard
to reality (anekantvavada) and illustrates it with “the maxim of the
blind men and the elephant” (andhagajanyaya). Shirasaki 1974 of-
fers a brief analysis of the contents of the treatise. Tamaru 1978 also

4 The title was suggested by Bithnemann; cf. below.

5 This is attested by both our manuscripts, text no. 19 in manuscript A and
text no. 6 in manuscript B. Cf. below n. 18.
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provides a brief analysis of Jitari’s criticism of the Jaina position and
a brief account of Jitari’s dates and works.

The Vedapramanyasiddhi (no. 4) was published in Biihnemann
1985: 23-26. This treatise aims at criticizing orthodox Brahmanical
accounts (Nyaya and Mimamsa) of Vedic authority (pramanya). It
criticizes the epistemic validity of the Veda both as an authorless
(akartrka, apauruseya) scripture and as the teaching of a trustwor-
thy person (apta). The core of the treatise refutes the Mimamsaka
attempts to develop inferential relations other than identity of nature
(tadatmya) and causation (tadutpatti). The text was analyzed and
translated into French in Eltschinger 2003.

The Sarvajiiasiddhi (no. 5) was edited in Biihnemann 1985: 27-
28. The manuscript she used is incomplete; one folio is missing and
thus the edition was supplemented by a quotation from RN 31,13-
21.2. Our manuscript provides a complete version of this text, which
consists of a formal proof (prayoga) that the Buddha is omniscient
(sarvajiia).

The Nairatmyasiddhi (no. 6) was edited in Biihnemann 1985: 29.
This is a very short text, consisting of approximately one folio. It
disproves the tenet that an everlasting Self (sthiratma) is connected
with a living body (jivaccharira).

Finally, the *Ivaravadimatapariksa (no. 7) was edited in Biihne-
mann 1985: 39-43. According to Biithnemann 1985: 19, the end of
the text is missing and thus its title has not survived. Biihnemann
suggests ISvaravadimatapariksa as a tentative title for this work on
the basis of similarities in structure with the Anekantavadanirasa
(1985: 19). The final passage containing the title is available in our
manuscript, where it is called Isvaranirakarana.® In Shirasaki 1995

¢ Bithnemann (1982: 20) assumes that Sankrityayana’s manuscript con-
tains one additional unidentified work. Thanks to our ms. A, it iS now
clear that this is the same work, namely, the ISvaranirakarana. Biihne-
mann’s *Isvaradimatapariksa (work 9) ends with tasyaiva pratibandhasid-
dher asiddher ity alam bahubhasitaya. tasmad avasthitam etat. akartrkam
idam; from the unidentified work 10, where only the end is legible:
visvakarmanirmitavaicitryam iti. krtir iyam mahdapanditajitaripadanam.
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the author offers an analysis and a Japanese translation of the text.
The main topic of this treatise is the refutation of Nyaya-VaiSesika
theism.

Of the newly available manuscripts, ms. A offers us many more
works, of which more than ten were hitherto completely unknown.
Furthermore, it seems from the introductory verse that the above trea-
tises were not originally independent works, but sections or chapters
in a larger work, which we have tentatively called Vadasthanani.
Obviously these chapters, being independent in content from one
another, also circulated singly and in various combinations.

The title of the work

At the beginning of the manuscript, after a salutation to the Buddha and
a somewhat Tantric margala-verse, Jitari prefaces his work as follows:

Cf.,however, ourms A 11b2-3: tasyaiva pratibandhasya prasiddhe: Or apra-
siddher ity alam bahubhasit{{a}}aya | tasmad avasthitam etat akarttrkam

idam visvam karmma+nirmmitavai | cittryam iti || || isvaranirakaranam
samaptam iti ||

7 namo buddhaya ||
mugdhangulikisalayanghrisuvarnnakumbha-
vantena kantipayasa ghusrnarunena |
yo vandamanam abhisiiicati dharmmardjye
Jjagartu vo hitasukhaya sa maiijuvajrah ||

“May Maifijuvajra, who anoints the worshipper over the kingdom of dhar-
ma by means of the lovely saffron reddish water pouring from the golden
jar [which are his] feet with shoots [in the form] of beautiful toes, be intent
on your wellbeing and happiness.”

This verse also appears (with some variants) at the beginning of the
Jatinirakrti published by Tucci (1930: 56,2-5), and by Bithnemann (1985:
304-7; Tucci’s different readings are noted and corrected in footnotes 2-4,
ibid). Furthermore as Luo Hong has kindly pointed out to us, this verse is
included in the Subhasitaratnakosa (Kosambi and Gokhale 1957: 6,9-12)
and translated by Ingalls (1965: p. 67). We also thank Gudrun Bithnemann
for discussing this verse with us.
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suhrdam® anurodhena yathasakti® yathasmrti' |

hriyam vihaya likhyante vadasthanani kanicit ||

“In compliance with the wish of friends, putting my shyness
aside, some topics of debate [between Buddhists, Brahmins
and Jainas] are written [here] according to my ability, accord-
ing to my recollection'’.”

It would thus seem that Vadasthanani was the title of the collection
as a whole. However, titles of philosophical works in Sanskrit do not
usually appear in plural form, and the term might be used merely as
a description of the content of the work, not as its title. Since there
is no colophon at the end of the manuscript, no certainty on this
matter can be arrived at. But for lack of anything better, we will use
vadasthanani as the title of the work.

The table of contents

The cover page (folio 1a) of the manuscript lists in four columns the
topics of the sections/chapters contained in the manuscript, consti-
tuting a sort of “table of contents,” probably written by a user of the
manuscript. The list is similar, but not identical, to the titles of the
works/chapters/sections that appear in the respective colophons. Un-
fortunately, the legibility is very poor, especially on the right-hand
side of the page. The numeration is ours.
Column a

1. jatyadinisedha'*

2. samanyanisedha

3. iSvaranirakarana

4. nairatmyasiddhi

8 Iyengar 1952: 72,2: buddhanam.

° Bithnemann 1985: 30,7: yathamati.

10 Tyengar 1952: 72,2: Srutismrti.

11" An alternative translation would be “according to the tradition.”

12 Next to the titles one finds leaf numbers. However, these are often illeg-
ible, and some of the legible ones do not match the exact folio number of
the manuscript. We therefore do not mention them here.
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5. vedapramanya

6. vijiiaptimatratasiddhi
Column b

7. avayavinisedha

8. apohasiddhi

9. vyapakanupalambha

10. brahmanyanisedha

11. aksanikavadavicara

12. sarvvajiiasiddhi

Column ¢
13. bhavikaranavada
14. sabdapramanya
15. Srutikartrsiddhi
16. samagribharga
17. ksanabhangasiddhi
Column d
18. jativada
19. ...
20. ...

The colophons

The titles in the “table of contents” correspond roughly to the ti-
tles of the works as they appear in the colophons. Needless to say,
colophons cannot always be relied on to convey the original title
of a work. In our case, it is clear that most if not all of them were
not written by Jitari himself, who appears in honorific forms such
as jitaripada and mahapanditasrijitaripada (always in the plural),
which he was unlikely to have used to refer to himself. We assume,
therefore, that the colophons were added by later scribes. Jitari does
not seem to make any reference to a formal division of his work
and this strengthens the assumption that we are indeed dealing here
with a single composition. He does, however, regularly point out the
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changes of subject matter by clearly introducing new topics.* What-
ever the case may be, the colophons provide the following titles:

1. Samanyanirakrti (1b1-5b6)

2. Samanyanirakrti'* (6al-8a5)

3. ISvaranirakarana (8a5-11b3)

4. Nairatmyasiddhi (11b3-12a3)

5. Vedapramanyanirakrti (12a3-14b4)
6. Vijiiaptimatratasasiddhi (14b4-20a6)
7. Avayavinirakarana (20a6-24b6)

8. Apohasiddhi (24b6-32b1)

9. Ksanabhangaprakarana (32b1-46al)
10. Dvijatidiisana (46a1-57b4)

11. Ksanabharngasiddhi (57b4-62b2)
12. Sarvajiiasiddhi (62b2-64a4)

13. Bhavikaranavada (64a4-69b3)

14. Jativada® (69b3-70b3)

15. Srutikartrsiddhi'® (70b3-77b4)

16. Sabdapramanya'’ (7705-85b4)

17. Samagribharga (85b5-87b1)

18. Ksanabhangasiddhi (87bb1-93b4)

3 Cf. for instance 1b2: tatradau tavat jativada eva nirakriyate. 8a5: idanim
iSvaravadimatam pariksyate. 11b3: nairatmyam idanim prasadhyate. 14b4:
idanim bahirarthavado vyavadhiiyate.

14 As pointed out above, these two chapters, bearing identical titles, consist
of two different refutations of the universal. The first chapter appears as
Jjatinirakrti in Tucci 1930 and Bithnemann 1985: 30-38, and is published
with the title vadasthana in Iyengar 1952: 72-80. A further work or chapter
refuting the existence of universals appears in the manuscript as Jativada;
cf. no. 14.

5 Presumably the title is incomplete or defective; one would expect
Jativadanirakarana or something similar. Cf. the following titles.

16 This chapter refutes the Mimamsa tenet of apauruseyatva.
17 This chapter targets the Vedic word as a source of knowledge.
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19. Digambaramatapariksa'® (93b4-97b5)

20. Dvijatidiisana (97b5-112b2)
It is remarkable that Jitari wrote several chapters or treatises on the
same topic. Three of the above refute the existence of universals (1, 2,
14) and three prove momentariness (9, 11, 18). We have not yet been
able to investigate the relationships between these portions of the
text in detail, but it is clear that they consist in different arguments on
the same topic. Thus, the three refutations of the universal are based
on three well-known arguments that appear in Dharmakirti’s writ-
ings: the universal is unreal because (1) it cannot be said to be dif-
ferent from or identical to the individual, (2) it is not perceived even
though it is assumed to be perceptible (upalabdhilaksanaprapta),
(3) it is incapable of producing efficient action (arthakriya). The
two texts called Dvijatidusana (10 and 20) are merely two different
copies of the same text (the beginning of the text is missing in the
second copy). Since they display the same scribal errors, they would
seem to have been copied from the same source.

Immediately after the colophon of the the Dvijatidiisana (93b4-
112b2), the last text in the above list, one reads granthapramanam
200 ||. This indication of the length of the treatise cannot refer to
the work done by the last scribe alone or even to the last chapter,
Dvijatidiissana, which contains about 250-300 slokas.

The remaining part on 112b, consisting of less than six lines,
is a new text. However, the legibility is very poor and we are un-
able to offer a complete transliteration. Nonetheless, enough of the

18 As we mentioned at the beginning of this paper, folio 97b is almost com-
pletely illegible. Thus, this title is not really attested by the colophon of the
text, for only the first two aksaras, i.e., diga, can be identified. However, the
title appears clearly in ms B. As mentioned above, this text was published
with the title Anekantavadanirasa in Iyengar 1952: 80-85.



Rare manuscripts of works by Jitari 25

blurred traces can be made out to identify the text as the beginning
of Apasabdanirakrti, which is available as nr. 10 in manuscript B.

Works in Manuscript B

Manuscript B contains the following works:

1. Samanyanirakrti (1b1-6b3)

2. Samanyanirakrti (6b3-10al)

3. Nairatmyasiddhi (10a1-10b3)

4. Sarvajiiasiddhi (11b1-12b3)"

5. Ksanabhangasiddhi (18a-22b)

6. Digambaramatapariksa (23a1-25b3)
7. Srutikartrsiddhi (26b1-31b3)

8. Apohasiddhi (32a1-40b3)

9. Avayavinirakarana (41al1-46b1)

10. Apasabdanirakrti (47a1-48b5)

11. Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi (49a1-55b2)

All these texts are included in manuscript A.

Text nr. 5, Ksanabhangasiddhi, is identical with nr. 11 in ms. A,
Ksanabhangasiddhi. However, in ms. B the beginning of the text is
missing.

Text nr. 10, as mentioned above, is the same text as the last frag-
mentary text in ms. A. The title Apasabdanirakrti appears in the
colophon at the end of the text (48b5).

Generally speaking, the legibility of ms. B is poorer than that
of ms. A (especially in the first part, 1b- 69b3, written by the first
scribe). Ms. B is written in rapid cursive style; in some cases the ink
is too faint to read, and in other cases it is extremely blurred; thus,
meaningful readings can sometimes only be obtained by consulting
ms. A. However, in many cases the manuscript is in good condition
and displays a beautiful fluent writing style; needless to say, it offers
a valuable aid in determining the readings of ms. A.

1 Folios from 13 to 17 are missing. Folio 12 is photographed together with
folios 18 and 19.
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Concerning the differences between the texts in two manuscripts,
the following should be noted:

1. Different words with similar meaning are used in two manu-
scripts, for instance, avadya in A27b2 and avacya in B35a3, amsena
in A31al and angena in B39a2.

2. Different verb forms, such as the optative and the indicative,
alternate; for example, anurudhyeta in A25a3 and anurudhyate in
B32a4, sambaddhyate in A30b6 and sambaddhyet(a) in B38b5.

3. Some words are either added in one manuscript or omitted in
the other, in most cases this concerns indeclinable particles such as
tavat, tu, ca, api, etc.

4. Ms B uses dandas more frequently. In ms. A some dandas have
been added by a later scribe.

Conclusion

As observed above, the newly available manuscripts contain a num-
ber of hitherto unknown works. Even with regard to the texts that
have already been edited and published they offer valuable new
readings which can be used to improve upon older editions, es-
pecially as some of the published editions are incomplete. We are
therefore confident that an edition of the Vadasthanani will signifi-
cantly improve our understanding of Jitari’'s work in particular and
of tenth-century Buddhist philosophy in general.

In what follows we would like to present a diplomatic edition of
the first two sections/chapters that deal with the refutation of univer-
sals. Variant readings from manuscript B have been noted, but we
did not attempt to produce a critical edition.
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Part Two: A Diplomatic Edition of Jatinirakarana (1 and 2)

Editorial sigla and abbreviations

Editorial sigla

avagraha

| danda

|| double danda

i danda-like sign at the end of lines or before string-holes
virama

absence of virama

© string-hole

illegible aksara

illegible part of an aksara

+ gap-filling sign in the manuscript equivalent to the size
of one aksara

X empty space in the manuscript equivalent to the size of
one aksara

{{}} enclose aksara(s) deleted by means of erasure

{} enclose aksara(s) deleted by means of the of deletion
symbol (normally one or two small strokes written di-
rectly above aksara)

[] enclose barely legible aksaras whose reading is uncertain
A manuscript A

add. added in

B manuscript B

om. omitted in

Sigla describing insertions in the manuscript

\

sign of insertion (kakapada) added at the top of the line
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sign of insertion added at the bottom of the line
T aksara(s) added in the top margin
<> aksara(s) added in the bottom margin

line-number (#) usually added after aksara(s) in the top or
bottom margin

<> insertion above or below the line, directly between two
aksaras, or in margin/string-hole area, in most cases a
danda, a vowel symbol or single aksara

1. Samanyanirakrti (1b1-5b6)

1b

1. namo buddhaya® || mugdhangulikisalayanghrisuvarnnakumbhav
a[nt]ena [ka]ntipayasaghusrnarunena | yo vandamanam abhisificati
dharmmarajye jagartu vo hitasukhaya sa mafjuvajrah || suhrdam
anu

2. rodhena yatha$akti yathasmrti hriyam vihaya likhyante vadastha-
na®ni kanicit” || tatradau tavat™' jativada eva nirakriyate [<|>] yad
vastuno bhedabhedabhyam abhidheyan na bhavati |

3. tat sarvvam vastu na bhavati’> yatha vyomakamalam na ca va-
stuno bhedabhedai(®bhyam abhidheyam?* samanyam iti vyapakanu-
palabdhih | na tavad** ayam asiddho hetuh | na hi vyaktibhyo bhin-
nam abhinnai

4. +++m va samanyam + Sakyam abhidhatum?® ubhayathapy asa-
manyasvabhai@®vataprasangat® | tatha hi yadi tavad vyaktibhyo

20 pamo buddhaya : namo ratnatrayaya B

2! tatradau tavat : tatra tavad adau B

22 na bhavati : na bhavati | sa nihsvabhavah | B

B yvyomakamalam : vandhyasutah rupadivyatirekavyatirekabhyamii ca
vyavasthapaniyasvabhavan na bhavati B

% tavad om. B

% | add. B
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’rthantaram eva samanyam abhimatam vastu tada katham ta‘<..»™®
samanyan na

5. ma | yat” khalu yato rthantaran na tat tasya samanyam?”’ yatha gor
a$vah | a@rthantarai ca gor ggotvam iti viruddhavyaptopalabdhih?
nanu ca* vyaktibhyo rthantaraii ca®* <[syat]>’! samanyam tasam
viruddhan* na pai

6. Syamah | na caitan mantavyam arthantarafi ced arthantarasya
samanyam sarvvam sarvvasya samanyam syat” viSesabhavat” <|> yad
dhi khalv ekam vastu anekatra samaveta¥«n ta,>"t tadlyam samanyam
gosu casvo na samave

2a

1. ta iti katham asau gavam samanyam syad iti |** kuto vi§esabhavabh |
tad ayam an[ai]kantiko hetuh katham istasiddhaye paryavapnuyat™* |
tad etad api® balaprala[pa]m anuharati | sa*® viSeso

2. buddhima{a}ta vaktavyo® yah samanyabhimatapadarthamatra-
bhavi © san na sankarena vyavastham upasthapayati* | ayan cane-
kasamavayah samkhyasamyogakaryadravyadisv apy a[sti]

2 katham tac..> : tasam katham B
Y | add. B

B | add B

® caom. B

0 caom. B

31| add. B

32 tasam viruddhan : ca syad iti na viruddham B
3] om B

3 iti add. B

35 api om. B

3 hi add. B

37 vaktavyo : prayoktavyo B

38 upasthapayati : upadayet B
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3.titany api samkhyadimatam® samanyani syuh | atha manyethah*’ ©
saty apy anekarthasamavaye yad eva samanajfianabhidhanapravrtti-
nimittam tad eva samanyam nanyat | sai

4. ma+nanam hi bhavah*' samanyam bhavato smad abhidhana-
pratyaya(Ov iti bhavah | yad ahaksapadah samanajfianabhidha-
naprasav[a]tmika jatir iti | etad api svaprakriya

5. matradipanam* | tatha hy atra vikalpadvayam udayate | kin te
bhei(Odah svariipena samanah svahetor utpanna yesu tat samanyam
tathavidhabodhabhidhanavidhanapravana

6. m* ahosvid asamana eveti | tatra yadi te svata eva samanah*
samane jianabhidhane svayam* eva pravarttayisyanti*® kin tatra
samanyenarthantarena | tatha ca tad asamanya[m e]

2b

1. va | tadbalena samanajfianabhidhanayor apravrtteh | athasamana*’
na tarhi tesam samanyam asti <[> samananam hi*® bhavah samanyam
ity uktavan asi*’ asamananaf ca® bhavah samanyam iti

% samkhyadimatam : samkhyadibhedavatam B

| add B

| add. B

42 gvaprakriyamatradipanam : etad api prakriyamatrapradipanam B
4 °abhidhanavidhanapravanam : °abhidhanaprasavanimittam | B
* tatra add. B

45 svayam : svata B

4 janayinti add. B

47| add. B

“ hi om. B

| add. B

% caom. B
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2. bruvanah §laghaniyaprajiio devanampriyah® svayam asamana-
svabha(®va api tenaiva {sa} samanas ta™ iti cet” | kin te kriyante3
kim nu V«<va " vyavasiyante> | tatra na tavat” kriyante

3. tesam svahetubhir eva krtatvat® | krtasya ca karanayogat” (© abhu-
tapradurbhavalaksanatvat karanasya | samanatmana kriyanta iti
cet” | tan na | tesan nispaxx

4. nnataya kriiah karmmata nasti* katham te kri+yante nama | syad
eOtat” yena dharmmiriipena nispanna na tena karoteh karmmabha-
vam anubhavanti | samanena puna riipena

5. nispannas tena>® kriyanta iti na kificid”’” anupapannam® | evam
tarhi® tad eva samanartipam’® samanyena Kriyata iti syat” | tasya ca
tannispattav>’ annispannasya karanantara;

6. tah p{{a}} ascad upajayamanasya tadbhavasvabhavata® brahma-
napi na Sakya sadhay[i]tum | arthantaram eva tad bhavatu na kificid
anistam apadyata iti cet” <|> samanyantaram eva tarhi nityasa®!

3a

1. manyajanyam® abhyupetam syat" | tatha v«ca® tad api,»" bhedanam
asamananan katham samanyam iti paryanuyoge tenapi tat” vyatirik-
tasamanarupakaranopa[g]ame saty aparaparakaryasamanya

1| add. B

2 evaadd. B

33 kin te kriyante : tatha hi sati kim kriyante B

3% kim nu «<va> vyavasiyante : ‘tha vyavasiyante B
% | add. B

% tena om. B

57 atra add. B

% | add. B

% tannispattav : bhavanispattav B

6 tadbhavasvabhavata : tatsvabhavata B

! There are some unidentified insertions in the bottom margin of A.
%2 pityasamanyajanyam : nityasamanyam B

6 tatha ca om. B
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2. kalpanatmakam anavasthanam aprativi[dha]nam asajy[e]t™* | na
ca bheda®nam asamanam riipam® pracyaveta || napi dvitiyapaksa-
Srayanam S$reyah | na hy anyena[ny]e samanah prati

3. yante tadvanto nama pratiyeran” bhutavat kanthe gunenanyatha hi
© yena kenacid anyena ye kecana samanah pratiyeran pratiniyama-
nibandhanabhavat” | ekenaneka

4. samavayina anyenanye samanah pratiyante tato natiprasa(onga iti
cet'{{]|}}varttametat’<|>nakhaluavayavidravyadvitvadisamkhyanam
apy ekatvaxnekasamavayi

5. tve na stah | yena tato ’vayavadayo na tathavagamyeran” | atha
tesam svasrayesu s{{a}}amanajnanabhidhanasamarthyabhavad®
adosa esah | nanu samanyam api bhedesv e
6.katvanekasamavayabhyamevasamanabhidhanapratyayahetutaya®’
parikalpita[m] {{ | } } tau cavayavyadinam api yusmabhir abhyupetav
iti tesam api tatha bhavah katham apa

3b

1. kriyeta®® | asamanyasvabhavatvan na te samanajianabhidhanahe-
tava® iti cet” | nanv asamanajnanabhidhanahetutve’™ saty asamanya-
svabhavata <|> tasyaii ca satya<m®> samanajfianabhidhanahetutvam’!
iti sphu

6 asajyle]t : ajyata B
5 asamanam rupam : asamanarapam B

% s{{a} }amanajnanabhidhanasamarthyabhavad : °jiianabhidhanavidhana®
B

7 samanabhidhanapratyaya® : samanapratyaya® B

=N

% apakriyeta : apakriyet” B
% °jinanabhidhanahetava : °jiianahetava B
"0 nanv asamanajiianabhidhanahetutve : nanu samanajianahetutve B

-

! °jfianabhidhanahetutvam : °jianahetutvam B
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2.tamitaret{ {a} Jarasrayatvam|tathahyekatvanekasamavayabhyam’
sama(®nyabhimatabhavavad arabhya dravyader api kin na sama-
nyariipateti’® paryanuyoge samanabhidhanapratyayapratyai

3. yatvad’™ ity uttaram’ uktavan asi | tatas’® tad api samanapratitini-
mitta®tvam nimittasya samanatvat” samanam avayavyader’’ api kin
na syad ity asmadiye punah paryanuyoge saty asama

4. nyarupatvad iti bruvanah katham itaretarasrayadosan muktim
ai(Osadayasi | etenaitad api pratyuktam | yad uktam uddyotakarena
na gavi gotvam yena gotvayogat” prak® gaur evasav i

5. ti vyarthan gotve” syat” | api tu yadaiva vastu tadaiva gotvena
sambadhyai(Dte” gotvayogat™ prag vastv eva nasti | na cavidyama-
nam®’ gaur ity agaur®! iti va §akyam vyapadestum?®? iti | tatha hi

6. {{..}} yadaiva vastu tadaiva yadi gorlipam tat svahetor evo®it-
pannam kin tasyanyena gotvena | athagortipam na tarhi tasyasvader

2 ekatvanekasamavayabhyam : ekatvadeh samanatvan nimittasya B
| add B

4 °abhidhanapratyayapratyayatvad : °abhidhanapratyayatvad B
75 uttaram om. B

76 tatas : tasmat B

7 avayavyader : avayavyadinam B

8 gotve : gotvam B

| add. B

8 vastu add. B

81 agaur : agaur va gaur va B

82 yyapadestum : abhidhatum B

8 evotpannam : utpannam B
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eva gotvena saha sambandhah® | na cagor® bhavo gotva+n nama |*
tasman na ||

4a

1. rthantaram arthantarasy{{a}}a samanyam ity asamanyaruipataya
arthantaratvam vyaptam samanyatmtam®’ apahastayatiti kuto 'neka-
ntah | abhinnam eva tarhi®® samanyam astu®® vyatiriktasamanyani-
«aak{{a} }arane® datta

2. sahayakah sankhya idantm pratyavatisthate | sa evam vaktavyah |
kim nu © vai bhavan® vyaktinam samanyasamjfiakaranakama’! aho-
svid atmatiSayapratipadanakamah | adye pakse na

3. smakan”? kificit® [ksa]*’yate®* | na hi vayan namni vivadamahe®
dvitiyo pi pa®kso mahatim manorajyasampadam avedayati | tatha
hy atrapi®® vikalpadvayam udayate | kim vyaktibhyah samanyasya

8 syat add. B

8 na cagor : hy agor B
% | om. B

87 samanyatmtam : samanyatmakatam B

88 tarhi om. B

8 astu : astv iti | B

% yyatiriktasamanyani<ra>k{ {a} }arane : °nirakarakaranad B
ol °kama : °kamah | B

°2 na add. B

9 A sign that looks like a long 7 seems to have been falsely placed on top of
the aksara below ksa; we assume that ksi was intended by the scribe.

% ksayate : ksiyate B
% | add. B
% atrapi : atra B
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4. bhedah | “’vyakt{i}inam va”’® samanyad® abhedah'” | adye vikal-
pe vyaktivad anei®katvam anityatvafl ca samanyasya syat” <|> pra-
yogo vyaktibhyo yad abhinnam tad anekam'?' anityadi ca | yatha
tasam pratisvi

5. kam!® rupam® |'® vyaktibhya$§ cabhinnam samanyam iti svabha-
vahetuprasangah | na®naikantiko hetuh | ekatvanityatvayoge'™
samanyasya virudhadharmmadhyasena vyaktibhyah sukhadibhya
iva cai

6. tanyasyaikantena bhedaprasangat” | dvitiye smin'® punar vvikalpe
samanyavad vyaktinam apy ekatvanityatve syatam® |'°° prayogah |
yat samanyad abhinnan na tad anekan nanityam yatha tasyaiva sama

4b

1. nyasyatma <|>!” samanyad abhinnafi ca vyaktinam rapam iti
vyapakaviriidhopalabdhiprasangah | na canekantah | samanyad
abhinnam hi!® samanyam eva «|> tac caikan nityaf ceti!® kathan tad
abhinnam anekam''® ani

97 uta add. B

% vaom. B

% iti add. B

100 abhedah om. B

101 anekam : bhinnam B

102 pratisvikam : pratisvikam B
131 om. B

104 °yoge : °yogat B

195 dvitiye smin : aparasmin B
1 | om. B

07 | om. B

108 hi om. B

109 ceti : cet B

110 anekam : bhinnam B
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2. tyafi ca nama | evam hi!'! bruvanah samanyam evanekam anityaii
ca bruQyat* | tasya Y«ca>" saksad''? ekatvanityatve pratijiiaya punar
upadesantarena te eva prativahatiti kathan nonmattah!'

3.| tasmad bhedabhedabhyam avacyam samanyam'!“iti siddham | na-
nu cayam'" a@®naikantiko hetuh | yady api''® bheda'<bheda,>"bhyan
kevalayabhyam avacyam''” samanyan''® tathapi navastu''’ prakara-
ntarasya[py u]bha

4. yatmatalaksanasya sadbhavat” | bhinnabhinnam eva hi samanyafi
jaina[jai]®Ominiyah pratijanate | yad ahur ghatamaulisuvarnnarthi
naSotpadasthit[i]sv ayam §okapramodamadhyasthyam

5. jano yati sahetukam || na samanyatmanodeti na vyeti vyakta®Om
anvayat” | vyety udeti viesena sahaikatrodayadi sat || +yatha kalma-
savarnnasya yathestam varnnanigraha

6. h | citratvad vastuno py evam bhedabhedavadharana || yada tu
Sabalam | vastu yugapat pratipadyate | tada ‘nyananyabhedadi sarv-
vam eva praliyate || ekatmakam bhaved ekam iti neSvarabhasitam |

5a

1. tatha hi ta{{..} }d upaitavyam ya[d y]athaivopalabhyate iti || atra
pratividhiyate | bhedabhedayor anyonyapratisedharupatvad ekavi-
dher aparapratisedhana'*’ntariyakatvat” | katham anayor ekadhi

1 evam hi : evail ca B

112 gaksad : samanyad B

13 pratijfiaya punar upadeSantarena te eva prativahatiti kathan nonmattah
: punar api tadviparyayena sa punar vyapade$antarena te eva prativaktim
sajjyati B

!4 avacyam samanyam : samanyam avacyam B

115 cayam om. B

16 yady api : yady api hi samanyam B

W | add. B

118 samanyan om. B

9 navastu : vastavaprakara® B

120 aparapratisedhana : aparanisedhana® B
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2. karanatvam'?! unmattetarah'? pratipadyeta'?* | tatha hi tan nama
tasmad'?* abhinnam © tad'® eva yat” <|> bhinnaii ca tat tasmad yan
na bhavati | ata$ ca vyaktibhyah samanyam bhinnam abhinnaii ceti
bruvano vyakta

3. yah samanyan na ca vyaktayah samanyam iti briite | kathafi ca
svasthah ce(tasy api tad etad aropayet” prayogah yad yad eva na
tad atad bhavati | yathosnnam vahniriipam nanusnnam vyaktaya eva
[ca]

4. samanyam iti svabhavaviruddhopalabdhiprasangah | ubhayatha
prati®ter ubhayopagama iti cet | nanu pratitir apratiter bbadhika na
tu mithyapratiteh | vitathasyapi {pra}

5. pratitidar§anat” | anyatha hi'?® pratitipathanusarina bhavata'?’s ©
dvicandradayo pi na ni{..} <hno[,]>,tavyah | badhakavasan'* nihnii-
yanta iti cet” | ihapy etad anumanam asi

12 ekadhikaranatvam : ekadhikaranam B
122 ynmattetarah : anunmatteh B

123 pratipadyeta : pratipadyet B

124 tasmad : tato B

125 tad : yad B

126 hi om. B

127 bhavata om. B

128 tu add. B
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6. ddhyadidosatraya'”rahitalinga+jam badhakankin na paSyati
devanampriyah | na samvido yuktibhir asti badheti cet” | nanu kim
iyam rajajia'* yenavicarya grhyeta | pratyaksasvabhava

5b

1. samvit" | tac ca jyestham'?! pramanam'? ato na badhyata iti cet |
kim punar anumanam'® laksanopetam api'** badhyate'®> | evam iti
cet” | na tarhidam'*® anumanam pramanam syat” | laksanayukte hi'¥’
badhasambhave!'*

2. ta[l la]ksanam eva dusitam syad iti'* sarvvatranasvasah | athanu-
mana(®bhaso badhyate | pratyaksabhaso pi kin na badhyeta'*’ | ba-
dhyatam adhyaksabhasa[<h>] pratyaksaiva punar iya'*! samvittis ta
3. t katham badhyata iti cet'* nanu ceyam api'* pratyaksabhasa-
ripaivanu®manena badhyamanatvat® | athadhyaksam'# eva pratya-
ksasya tadabhasatam badhakatvat sadhayati'*’ na tv anumanam ity a

12 traya om. B

130 rajajia : rajiiam ajiia | B
1 jyestham : jyestam B

132 | add. B

133 api add. B

134 api om. B

135 padhyate : badhyet B

136 tarhidam : tarhi tad B
137 hi om. B

138 sarvvatra add. B

139 | add. B

140 badhyeta : badhyatam B
141 jya : iyam B

42 | add. B

143 api om. B

144 athadhyaksam : atha pratyaksam B
145 | add. B
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vya@Oktyapeksaya pratyaksabhasata'*® vyavasthapyate'* | na khalu
jvaladinam api ksanikatvam adhyaksam avadharayati |

5. tasmad anumanam eva jvaladinam ksanikatvam sadha,<ya,> t'
badhakam asya@it{{i}y akama+kenapi kumarilenabhyupaganta-
vyam®! | na ca §akyam vaktum samanyam eva kevalan'** taya'>* visa
6. yikriyata [i]ti <|> tathabhave hi'** tad evedam +++jvalatvam iti'>
syan na tu saiveyam jvaleti | tasman na hetur anaikantika'¢ iti | alam
bahupralapitaya || || samanyanirakrti[h]"” ||+

2. Samanyanirakrti (6al-8a5)

6a

1. yady atropalabdhilaksanapraptam san nopalabhyate sa ta'<tra-
sa,"dvyavaharavisayah | yatha'™® turangottamange™ Srngam'®

46 | om. B

147 jvaladivisayayah : jianadivisayayah B

148 pratyaksabhasata : praksabhamatam B

149 yyavasthapyate : vyavasthapayet B

150 | add. B

151 kumarilenabhyupagantavyam : abhyupaitavyam B
152 kevalan om. B

153 Above the ya in A there seems to be a kakapada, and the bottom mar-
gin contains an insertion with five aksaras; a tentative reading might be:

154 tathabhave hi : tatha ca sati B

155 evam add. B

136 na hetur anaikantika : nanaikantiko hetur B

157 samanyanirakrti[h] : krtir iyam mahopadyayapandita$rijitaripadanam
iti|| || B

158 yatha : tad yatha B

159 turangottamange : turangamottamange B

10 | add. B
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na copa‘<abdhil,]>"laksana praptam'®’ samanyam upalabhyate'%*
vyaktisu | iti svabhavanupalabdhih |'% na tavad ai

2. yam asiddho hetuh | tatha hi viSesanasiddhya <>>siddhir asya sam-
bhavyate i visesyasidhya va | tatra na tavad visesanasiddhya ’sid-
dhir asyapadayitum'® §akyate'® | na hi samanyasyopa |

3. labdhilaksanapraptabhave vivadah sambhavati | vi§esanatvat ta-
sya sva(®buddhya viSesyam anurafijayad vi§esanam bhavati | yad
aha svabuddhyarabhyate yena viSesyan tad viSesanam i

4. ti | na ca'®nupalabhyamanam atmiyaya dhiya rafjjayitum Tste
viSesyai®Om" | vaiSesikenapi dr§yam eva samanyam istam | yad aha
nagrhitavi§esana buddhir vvisesye'®” varttata

5. iti | atha samanyapalapavadino'®® dr§yatvam'® asiddham | tu-
rango(ttamange pi §rngasya tadabhavavadino dr§yatvan na kim
asiddhame | visanasya deS§akalantare drstatvad i

1ol ypalabhyate | add. B

162 ypalabhyate om. B

13 gvabhavanupalabdhih : °lambhah | B

164 *siddhir asyapadayitum : ’siddhir apadayitum B

165 gakyate : Sakyate kutah B

166 na canupa® : nanupa® B

197 buddhir vvisesye : viSesye buddhir B

168 samanyapalapavadino : samanyapalapinah samanyam B
169 dr§yatvam : dr§yam B



Rare manuscripts of works by Jitari 4]

6. ti cet''" na | yadi tatra drstam katham anyatra drSyam | aropitatvad
iti cet” | samanyam api tarhi tathaiva'”! tadabhavavadino dr§yam!”
astu | dar§anapurvvakatvad aropasya tasya ca'’? tadabhava

6b

l.nnaivamiticet’<|>dar§anamvaropanimittam'’*parabhyupagamova
na viSesam pasyamah'” | svatantre ca sadhane paropagamapeksanad
ayuktam iti'’® cet’ | nanv atra nasty eva paropagamapeksa'’’ na hi
paranurodhe

2. na nopalabhyata iti Y<ucyate,»™”° | Kin tarhi vastusthityaiva |
nanupalambhamatram sadha(nam savi§esanasya tathabhavat tatra
casty eva paropagamapekseti cet” | bhavatu ko dosah | avastav{{a}}
ata svatantrya

3. virodhiniti cet® | nanu dr§yanupalambha[m] sarvvatravastavam
eva visesa®nam'” aropitatvat tasya <|> na hi yo yatra nastiti sadhyate
tasya'®’ tatra!®! dar§anavisayata vastavi tasmad yatha drSyataya

4. ropitam anupalabhyamanam a$vaSirasi §rngam asadvyavahara-
gocare cai@rati | tatha dr§yatayaropitam aniriipyamanariipam sa-
manyam api | ato viSesanasidhidvarakam asiddhatvam ai

170 | add. B

171 tathaiva om. B

172 dr§yam om. B

173 ca om. B

174 yaropanimittam : varopasya nimittam B

175 paSyamah : utpasyamah B

176 °apeksanad ayuktam iti : °apeksa na yukteti B
7| add. B

178 paranurodhena nopalabhyata iti ucyate : paranurodhan nastiti B
1% | add. B

130 tasya om. B

181 tatra : tatrasya B
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5. sya nasankate ka$[ci]d vipascit® | viSesyasiddhyapy asiddhir
abuddhimatai®m eva manasi niviSate | tatha hi |'*> upalabdhir asya
sambhavantindriyadhiya'®® va bhaven'®* manomanisaya va | tatren-
driyabui

6. ddhau spastatarasadharanetaraniladyakarayan naparam anvayi-
nam akaram abhasamanam laksayamah | tat katham indriyadhiya
tadiyagrahanam abhyupeyat” || {yo} «trilocana>, py aha gam upala-
bhya gava§vam paSya na gam sai

7a

1. ripamn turang{ {a} }am asartipan ni+riipayati | tatra yaiva gavam
sariipyapratitih saiva samanyapratitih | na hi sarupyat samanyam
anyad eva yat tasya grahane py agrhitam syad iti | sariipyamaty{e}a
hi vyaktaya V<....>™% ucyante

2. | tadabhave tv asariipabhyas tasan ko viSeso yena ta eva sartipa
syuh || © atra briimah | sartpanam bhavah saripyam sartipyam api
sariipam vyaktim antarena katham® |'*¢ tata$ ca yavat sariipyan na
sidhya

3. titavat sartipa vyaktayo na sidhyanti <|>'*” yavat saripam na sidhyati
tavat sart(Opyam api na sidhyati <|>'3® sphutam'® itaretarasrayatvam
sutaram avatarati | atha manyase na sartipavyaktisapeksa sartipyasi
4. ddhir yenaivam syat” | api tu tad eva tah sarlipayati <|> sartpayatit[i]
ko rtha[<h>] kim sai®rupavyavaharagocarah karoti kim va sartipa
eva | tatra yadi sariipavyavaharagoacarah karoti tarhi tatha vya

182 1 om. B
183 sambhava® : bhava® B
184 | add. B

185 The insertion is illegible. Ms. B has only saripya and ucyate (not ucya-
nte); between these words in A there are 6 or 7 blurred aksaras.

186 | om. B

87 | om. B

188 sidhyati <|> : sidhyatiti B
189 sphutam : sphutaram B
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5. padiS§yeran aparam | na punas tatha pratibhaseran | dvitiye tu pakse
sai®rupah sarlipayata pistam pistam syat” | asartipas tu sartipayatah
pratiniyatahetvabhavat™*’ | sarvvasartipasartipana i

6. prasangah | athasartpa[Sra]ya'®! kasc[i]t svahetuparamparayatar
tpavisesah!®? sarupyante <|> nanv idam eva tasam sarupya[m] yad
ataddhetujanyavyavrttena riipenotpattih | tasmat svahetubalayatasa-
m(a]

7b

1. narupavyakta[']<ya> eva param'® pratibhasante | na punar asam
samanya iti kuto hetvasiddhih | yo pi manyate'** d[t]ravasthitesu
pindesu viSesagrahane'® samanyam'* astiti'’ so pi Socaniyamatir'*®
manisinam'®’ yadi vi

2. Sesagrahane pi samanyagrahanam isyate tada tatasthasamanya-
pratii(®Obhasaprasangah na caitad asti** kin tu vy{a}aktinam eva ta-
tra vankanan nanadesavarttininam pratibhaso nubhtiyate avai

3. Syaii caitad estavyam® | anyatha varnnasamsthanakarapratyayo®"
na syat” | yadi*”> © viSesa eva grhitas tarhi grahananusarina niscaye-
napi viesavisayena bhavitavyam® | bhavaty eva na hy a

19 pratiniyatahetvabhavat : pratiniyatabhavat B

191 athasartipa[$ralya : asartpa ’pi B

192 Ms. B seems to read: svahetuparamparayd ayataripavisesah; however
the text is blurred and does not allow a definitive reading.
193 param : paramparam B

194 yo pi manyate om. B

195 pi add. B

19 samanyam : samanye grahanam B

197 astiti : astiti yo manyate | B

1% §ocaniya® : Sodhaniya® B

99| add. B

20| add. B

201 yarnnasamsthanakarapratyayo : °akarapratibhaso B
22 hi add. B
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4.nyatha gavaimaiti pratitir ghatate | samanyavisayatve hi goiOtvam
e{{x}}tad iti syat" || napi manomatih samanyapratibhasini | tatha hi-
ndriyajiiananantarabhavini taditara

5. tha?® sarvvaiva manomanisa niladiparimandalavastusamstha-
nam?®** abhasa@yati | na ca varnnasamsthanavat samanyam>” vyak-
tes tallaksanatvat™® | na canuvrtt[i]vyavrtt[1] varnnatmike jativyaktt
tat’dvi

6. tiyapratibhasaprasangat™”’ | vyakter evasau®”® varnnadipratibhasa
iti cet” | ko ’paras tarhi samanyasyanugatakara iti cet” | nanu varnna-
samsthane virahayya kim aparam anugami gamyate |

8a

1. jativyaktyoh samavayabalad vibhavitavibhagayoh ksirodakayor
iva parasparamis§ranena pratipattir iti cet” | na [tarhi] samayaviSesayor
ekatarasyapi svartipan grhitan®” na ca svar[d]

2. pagrahane tayor api grahanam iti niralambanaiva sa tadrsi
praQtipattir iti sphutataram®'’ aveditam bhavata nira'a,"mbanaya
ca’!! pratitya vyavasthapyamanam samanyam?'> suvyavasthapita

203 taditaratha : taditara va B
204 niladiparimandalavastusamsthanam : nilaparimandaladi® B
25 | add. B

2

=3

% vyaktes tallaksanatvat : vyaktes tu tallaksanam B

207

B

208

=]

tat"dvitiyapratibhasaprasangat : varnnadidvibhavapratibhasaprasangah

evasau : evam asau B
29 | add. B

2

0 sphutataram : parataram B

211 ca om. B
2

2 samanyam om. B
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3. m**!3 | tasmad vise[s]yasiddhyapi nayam asiddho hetuh | sapakse
vartta®mano?'* viruddha iti na vaktavyam®?!'° | anaikantikatapy asya
na sambhavanam arhati asadvyavahare anapeksa

4. tve na'® dr§yanupalambho vyaptah | sa’'’ yadi*'® sann api tan na
pravartayet” sape(Oksah?" syat | tato vipaksat® vyapakaviruddhat"
vyavarttamano ’sadvyavahare visramyana®* tena vyapta iti ku

5. to ’naikantikah || samanyanirakrtir’*! iyam panditajitaripada®-
nam?2 ||

213 samanyam : samanyam suvyavasthapyam samanyam B
214 tha add. B

215 yaktavyam : mantavyam B

216 hi add. B

217 sa om. B

218 hi add. B

219 tadapeksah add. B

220 yisramyana : viSramyanas B

221 samanyanirakrtir : krtir B

222 jti add. B
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On the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions of the
Pramanaviniscaya

A look into the translator’s workshop of rNog Blo 1dan
$es rab!

Pascale Hugon, Vienna

Introduction

The contribution of rNog Blo ldan Ses rab (1059-1109) (hereafter:
rNog Lo) to the developments of Buddhist scholarship in general at
the beginning of the Later Diffusion of Buddhism in Tibet (phyi dar)
is a highly significant one. In the field of epistemology in particular
rNog Lo’s translations and commentarial works constituted the cor-
ner stones for the emergence of a leading tradition of Tibetan zshad
ma at the monastery of gSan phu Ne’u thog.?

Tibetan epistemologists in rNog Lo’s time and the generations
that followed up to the thirteenth century used the Pramanaviniscaya
(PVin) by Dharmakirti (7% c. or 6™ c. according to Krasser 2012) as

' The work on this paper has been generously supported by the Austrian
Science Fund (FWF) in the context of the Project P23422-G15 “Early bKa’
gdams pa scholasticism.” Part of the material was gathered in the course of
the FWF-Project P19862 “Philosophische und religiose Literatur des Bud-
dhismus.” This paper elaborates on the results presented at the Panel on
Sanskrit Manuscripts at the Fifth Beijing International Seminar on Tibetan
Studies held at the China Tibetology Research Center, Beijing, China, from
August 1-5, 2012. Part I was the object of a pre-publication in the journal
China Tibetology. 1 am grateful to the participants of the panel for their
useful feedback. Thank you also to Katharine Apostle for reviewing my
English.

2 On rNog Lo’s life and works see Kramer 2007.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
Jing 2016, pp. 49-114.
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their main source.? The translation of this text preserved in the Ti-
betan canon was carried out by rNog Lo, Parahitabhadra and anony-
mous “others” while rNog Lo was residing in Kashmir between 1076
and 1093. The same team also translated the Pramanaviniscayatika
by Dharmottara (8" c.) (PVinT).* A concurrent translation of the
PVin existed of which we find traces in the citations of the PVin
in Jianasribhadra’s commentary, which dates from the 11" c. The
way the PVin is translated in these citations is very different from
the canonical translation. According to a source this translation was,
like the translation of JfianaSribhadra’s own commentary, the deed
of Jiianasribhadra himself together with Khyun po Chos kyi brtson
’erus.’ More research will be necessary to ascertain whether it had
any impact.6

tNog Lo’s Tibetan translation of the PVin and PVinT became
the original by proxy for most Tibetan thinkers who did not rely
on the Sanskrit version of the text. Modern scholars, for lack of an-

3 Cf. van der Kuijp 1989.

4 This attribution is made in the colophon of the canonical versions (cf.
Kramer 2007: 63 and 66). tNog Lo’s biography by Gro lung pa confirms
this information (ibid., p. 103—104). The colophon groups the “others” with
Parahitabhadra (pandita gZan la phan pa bzan po la sogs pa dan / bod kyi
lo tsa ba blo ldan Ses rab), suggesting that they were members of the Kash-
mirian part of the translating team rather than Tibetan scholars or students.
With no intention of downplaying the role Parahitabhadra and the anony-
mous “others” had in this task, I refer for simplicity’s sake to this transla-
tion as “rNog Lo’s translation” throughout the rest of the paper.

3> Van der Kuijp 1989: 19 gives this information based on the Myar yul stod
smad bar gsum gyi no mtshar gtam gyi legs bsad mkhas pa’i jug rogs, a
work questionably attributed to Taranatha.

¢ In this regard I examined in particular the commentary on the PVin by
Chu mig pa, who was an abbot of gSan phu in the 13" c. First referred to in
van der Kuijp 1993: 295-296, this text has now been published in the bKa’
gdams gsun ’bum, vol. 87, 5-307. Chu mig pa indicates in the colophon of
this work that he knew Jfianasribhadra’s commentary. My examination of
Chu mig pa’s citations of the PVin is yet far from being exhaustive, but the
passages I considered hint in the direction of rNog Lo’s translation rather
than that used by Jiianasri.
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other way, also relied on this Tibetan translation for the study of this
fundamental source until the fortunate surfacing of Sanskrit manu-
scripts of these texts. The availability of the Sanskrit version of the
PVin and PVinT now enables a detailed comparison with the Tibet-
an translation. While this comparison confirms the high quality of
rNog Lo’s translation, it also discloses a number of differences. As
far as it could be assessed by the editors of the third chapter of the
PVin, there are few cases that qualify as “major divergences” in the
strong sense once transmission mistakes have been discarded. This
speaks in favor of a careful preservation of Dharmakirti’s text and
of the translator’s competence. There remain, however, a number of
variations and unexpected translations that deserve to be examined.

Part I of this paper focuses on preliminary methodological issues
pertaining to the comparison of the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions.
We must indeed first clearly determine what we are comparing be-
fore we can draw any conclusion on the work of the translator. In
the first section, I review the extant material and show that the “ideal
comparands” are not available to us. In the second section, I attempt
to retrieve some of rNog Lo’s original translation by relying on new-
ly recovered Tibetan commentaries on the PVin. In Part II, I discuss
the factors responsible for the differences between the Sanskrit and
the Tibetan, highlighting among other things the significant input of
the translator as an interpreter. I hope thereby to be able to bring to
the fore additional aspects of the translating technique of the rNog
Lo, the “Great translator,” a topic for which Lasic already set some
corner stones in his study of the Nyayabindutika.’

7 See Lasic 2006, which deals with fragments of the Nyayabindutika trans-
lation preserved in Tabo Monastery, and Lasic 2007 on fragments of an
old Nyayabindu translation from Dunhuang. Lasic’s studies reveal in par-
ticular rNog Lo’s priorities about the execution of a revisional work, since
his translation of the Nyayabindutika relied on an earlier translation by
Dharmaloka. Lasic (2006: 76) shows that rNog Lo’s main concerns were
(1) to improve the technical terminology and (2) to better represent the
structure of the Sanskrit text. In the case of the Nyayabindu, Lasic (2007:
491) concludes that “we can without hesitation exclude that the canonical
version is a new translation by Blo ldan §es rab.” He notes that the canoni-
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Although my discussion concentrates on rNog Lo’s translation of
the PVin and PVinT, I trust that the questions raised in both parts of
the paper are similarly applicable to a broader corpus and can con-
tribute to our understanding of commentarial techniques and issues
linked with text transmission on a larger scale.

Part I — Methodological considerations

1. What are we comparing?

Ideally, a comparison of the original Sanskrit text and the Tibetan
translation aimed at assessing the translator’s contribution should
take as comparands (1) the Sanskrit text in the version as it was
known to the translator and (2) the Tibetan text as it was established
by the translator. In the present case (as for most texts in the context
considered) this turns out to be problematic.

(1) The Sanskrit text

PVin

The Sanskrit material of the PVin currently at our disposal consists
of two complete and three incomplete manuscripts, plus a folio from
a sixth manuscript.® Features of this material such as recognizable
typical scribal mistakes, notably eye-skip errors, indicate that none
of these manuscripts qualify as what I call a first-generation manu-
script, that is, either an autograph by Dharmakirti himself, or an
exemplar of the work written down under Dharmakirti’s dictation.
The absence of a first-generation manuscript is not excessively
problematic for our purpose. Indeed, it is likely that rNog Lo, who

cal version is merely extracted from the translation of Vinitadeva’s com-
mentary, with slight revisions but no perceptible effort at improving on the
translation. On the possibilities of retrieving parts of the “original version”
of rNog Lo’s revised version of the Nyayabindutika, see also Hugon 2014,

8 On this material see Steinkellner’s introduction to the edition of PVin 1
and 2 and the introduction to the edition of PVin 3 by Hugon and Toma-
bechi.
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lived several centuries after Dharmakirti, did not have such material
at his disposal either but, like us, had access to a later copy. Which
version of the text did he rely on? How similar was it to the Sanskrit
versions available to us?

The manuscripts of the PVin at our disposal suggest that the text
was well preserved. Once scribal mistakes have been excluded, most
of the remaining variants between them do not involve a significant
change of meaning — the available Tibetan translation can in these
cases indifferently reflect either one or the other Sanskrit reading.

At the risk of anticipating our conclusions pertaining to the suit-
able comparand for the Tibetan version, we can observe an overall
correspondence of the Tibetan translation preserved in the canon
with the Sanskrit version of the text in these manuscripts. This indi-
cates that rNog Lo’s Sanskrit source was not exceedingly different.
There are no notable additions, lacks or changes in the location of
extended portions of text. The variations (to be investigated in Part
II) are all local, usually restricted to a single word.

Could rNog Lo’s source have been one of the manuscripts avail-
able to us? The Tibetan translation preserved in the canon does not
side unilaterally with any of our five later-generation manuscripts
taken individually. And among the variants, there are separative
readings that hint at the translator’s reliance on a version of the text
that is different from these five.’

° See Steinkellner’s introduction to PVin 1&2: xxxix and Tomabechi and
Hugon’s introduction to PVin 3: xxxiv-xxxvi. Steinkellner (PVin 1&2:
xxxix) notably mentions (i) a case in the first chapter where manuscripts
ABC share the mistaken reading visesyajiianavisesad (probably due to an
eye-skip error), whereas the Tibetan (khyad par gyi Ses pa dan khyad par
can gyi Ses pa khyad par med pa’i phyir) supports the correct reading vise-
sanajiianavisesyajiianavisesad, and (ii) the presence in the Tibetan of the
phrase de dan bral ba'o, which cannot be interpreted as a gloss, whereas
all the available manuscripts omit *faya rahitam. Steinkellner’s discussion
assumes the pertinence of the canonical version of the Tibetan translation
as a comparand.
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But we cannot simply assume that the Sanskrit comparand, rNog
Lo’s source, is a later-generation copy different from ours. Indeed,
we lack information not only on the sources, but also on the ac-
tual process of translation involved. We do not know whether rNog
Lo and his team relied on one or several versions of the text, nor
whether their source was written or memorized, or a combination
of both.l° Further, we do not know what their “editorial policy” was:
how did they proceed in the event of illegible portions, scribal or
mnemonic corruptions, variants, etc.? What amount of emendations
did they apply before proceeding to translate? Assuming that Para-
hitabhadra and rNog Lo were accomplished thinkers, a likely hy-
pothesis would be that they made informed choices and corrected
whatever material was at their disposal when they felt it was neces-
sary. From this angle, even part of the separative readings mentioned
above may be viewed as the product of expert editorial work based
on faulty manuscripts."!

PVinT

If we look for an ideal comparand for the PVinT, we meet with the
same issues but this time on two levels:

First, we lack information about Dharmottara’s source and edito-
rial policy when he composed his commentary!? A single (incom-

10 In the colophon of some translations revised by rNog Lo one finds
mention of the use of exemplars of the text. For instance, the colophon
of the Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita specifies that rNog Lo used exem-
plars of the text from Kashmir and Magadha that were ‘collected’ (bsags)
(or maybe one should understand it as ‘collated’?) (kha che’i dpe dan yul
dbus kyi dpe dum bsags nas gtan la phabs pa) (Kramer 2007: 53-54). The
Nyayabindutika was revised based on an exemplar from Magadha (ibid., p.
66—67).

1 Tn particular Steinkellner’s (i) (see the note 9) and possibly the one men-
tioned by Hugon and Tomabechi (discussed in Part I1.3 [5]). It is less likely
in the case of Steinkellner’s (ii) that the translators would have emended the
text without relying on an alternative Sanskrit version.

12 On this topic, see Freschi (2015), where the example of Dharmottara is
discussed as an illustration of a problem that affects the broader context of
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plete) manuscript of the PVinT is currently available, which bears
the mark of being a copy (numerous scribal mistakes of all kinds
attest to this). Comparing this version with the extant manuscripts of
the PVin, we can see that Dharmottara includes words and expres-
sions from the PVin in three different ways: (i) explicit quotations
with a lexical mark (followed by ifi); (ii) explicit quotations with-
out a lexical mark (when explaining a word by giving a synonym;
in such a case, the Tibetan has the mark re/ste/de); (iii) embedding
words in his explanation.

The first type amounts to a verbatim citation of the source text.
The same is true for the second type but only the root of the word
is representative of the source text because it is often part of an ex-
pression or compound that is being explained. The third type is only
recognizable when one refers to the source text. In this regard the
Tibetan might be misleading due to its lack of certain nuances;'? thus
an identical expression in the source text and in the commentary in
Tibetan does not necessarily indicate that the Sanskrit versions of
the PVin and PVinT have matching expressions.

Example

Source text: PVing, 1,2-3 (prose passage on PVin 3.lab); PVin,

Skt

D187a7-bl; P285a7-8™4

commentarial literature.

13 In this regard Steinkellner (1988: 106—107) points out the lack of preci-
sion that can follow from working with texts exclusively available in Ti-
betan.

14 “Inference for others is the statement of the triply characterized reason
by [a proponent] wishing to generate in [the mind of] another, on the basis
of a triply characterized reason, an understanding of that which possesses
the reason, [an understanding] just like the understanding of that which
possesses the reason which arose in his own [mind] on the basis of the
triply characterized reason.” (Adapted from the translation of PSV in Til-
lemans 2000: 3—4)
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yathaiva hi svayam trirtupal lingal lin-
gini jianam utpannam, tatha paratra
lingijianotpipadayisaya trirupalinga-
khyanam parartham anumanam

jiltar ran fid tshul gsum pa’i rtags las
rtags can la (P las) Ses pa skyes pa
kho na ltar gZan la rtags can gyi Ses
pa bskyed par ’dod pas tshul gsum
pai rtags (P rtag) ston par byed pa ni
gzan gyi don gyi rjes su dpag pa ste |

Dharmottara’s commentary: PVinT  1b4-6 (reading of the manu

script); PVinT, D2al-3; P2b1-3
I use the following marking:

Explicit quotations with a mark

Explicit quotations without a mark

Embedded words from the PVin

yathaiva hiti |
yathaiva yenaivarthakramena trirt-

parokse ‘rthe atmano jfianam utpan-
nam tatha tenaivarthakramena para-
tra parasantane lingino ’rthasya yaj
jfianam tasyotpipadayisaya tririipa-
lingasya yad dakhyanam prakasanam
tat parartham anumanam

ji Itar ran fiid ces smos te |

ji Itar te don gyi tshul* gan gis tshul
gsum pa ste | tshul gsum gan la
yod pa’i rtags de las rtags can lkog
tu gyur pali don la bdag fiid §es pa
bskyed pa de kho na Itar te | don gyi
rim pa de fiid kyis gZan la ste rgyud
gZan dag la rtags can gyi don gyi Ses
pa gan yin pa de bskyed par ’dod pas
tshul gsum pa’i rtags ston par byed
pa ste | gsal bar byed pa gan yin pa
de ni gZan gyi don gyi rjes su dpag
pa yin no ||

2 Note the difference of translation: here don gyi tshul renders arthakrama
but in the correlative one finds don gyi rim pa for arthakrama.

The examination of explicit quotations for the third chapter did not
reveal significant differences with the text of the PVin based on our
manuscripts. When the two complete manuscripts showed divergent
readings, our manuscript of Dharmottara’s text supported each of
them against the other in equivalent proportions.!> Dharmottara’s
source thus did not appear to have sided unilaterally with one of the
versions of the PVin at our disposal. It may be that Dharmottara had

15 See the introduction to the edition of PVin 3, p. xxxvii.
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access to another version, or that he relied on several versions and
chose from the variants on a case-to-case basis.

On the second level, we meet again with the question of the transla-
tors’ source when translating the PVinT. If rNog Lo’s team relied on a
single manuscript, it was probably not the one at our disposal. Indeed
we can point out several separative cases that are more conclusive than
in the case of the PVin. Notably, the canonical versions of the PVinT
(so far D and P have been consulted) lack a translation for phrases pres-
ent in our Sanskrit exemplar.'® Since these phrases are sometimes quite
long and such lacks are not rare, I would exclude the possibility that all
these omissions are the result of scribal oversights. Conversely, there
are sentences in Tibetan where our Sanskrit exemplar does not have
any equivalent. Further study of the PVinT will show whether some of
them could be glosses by rNog Lo himself or by a revisor, or notes by
a reader included by a copyist. But there are cases that hint to the exis-
tence of an alternative Sanskrit source where these sentences are pres-
ent!” Other cases suggest another manuscript with a variant reading®

' For example: etad uktam bhavati na vayam briima ekatvasyanekatvam ava-
Syam evan tu brismo nekatvavyaptasya sambhave vyapakasambhava esitavyo
vyapakabhav{o}e <va> vyapyabhava iti | (PVinTg 8a3-4); so rthas tat-
samarthyena vyaptas (PVinTg  17b2); dvayos ca bhojaniyatvavisesayoh
pratisedhe (PVinTg, 19a6); asparsatvasya hy anvayo vyaf{tijrekasahayah |
(PVinT, 103a3); the expressions gamayan and nanyatheti in the Tibetan
translation of the sentence hetur vipaksavyavrttim gamayan® prakrtasya sa-
dhyasya gamako bhavati nanyatheti Sesaih paksadharmmair ayam arthah
kathyate | (PVinTg 71b5; PVinT, D75b45, P89a6-7: phyogs kyi chos 'di
rnams kyis ni mi mthun pa’i phyogs las ldog pa dan ldan pa’i gtan tshigs ni
skabs su bab pa’i bsgrub bya go bar byed pa yin no Zes bya ba’i don 'di brjod
pa yin no ||).

17 For instance, the phrase de Iltar ’gyur gyi Zes bya ba ni grub par ’gyur
gyio || (PVinT D22a7; P25b7), which refers to evam syat in PVing 174;
or gcig rnam par gcad pa fiid gnas pa yin pd’i phyir | miian bya fiid go byed
du ’gyur ro || (PVin, D71a5).

18 For instance, the translation gal te de Itar yin na Zes bya ba ni the tshom
med pa’i phyir ro || (PVinT_ D10a2; P11b7) for yadi evam iti sandehena-
bhidhana{vajd iti | (PVing, 9a6), which suggests that the translator read
*sandehabhavad.
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But as in the case of the translation of the PVin, it is possible that the
translators used several sources and chose from one or the other or ad-
opted an emended version on a case-to-case basis. An additional ques-
tion concerns their editorial policy when their version(s) of the PVinT
presented a variant with their version(s) of the PVin.

(2) The Tibetan text

When modern scholars speak of rNog Lo’s Tibetan translation of the
PVin or the PVinT, they usually refer to the version of these texts
that was preserved in the canonical bsTan ’gyur collections of sNar
thang, sDe dge, Co ne or Peking, or the compilation (dpe sdur ma)
of these four recently published in Beijing (1994-2008: krun go’i
bod rig pa’i dpe skrun khan). Paul Harrison summarizes the constitu-
tion of the bsTan ’gyur collections as follows: !

The transmission of the bsTan ’gyur which was also compiled
at the beginning of the fourteenth century at sNar thang has
been considerably less complicated. To the best of my knowl-
edge, there are five complete editions in existence, all of which
apparently go back to Bu ston’s substantial revision of the Old
sNar thang bsTan ’gyur at Zha lu in 1334. The woodblock prints
made in Peking (1724) and sNar thang (1741-1742) are both
based on the second enlarged copy of Bu ston’s edition made
in 1688 at "Phying ba sTag rtse by the regent Sangs rgyas rgya
mtsho. This consisted of 224 volumes, and included over 200
texts translated or discovered since Bu ston’s time [...]. There
is also a Golden Manuscript bsTan ’gyur, recently published
in Beijing, which is possibly an offspring of the 1724 Peking
print. On the other hand, the sDe dge woodblock edition of
the bsTan ’gyur (1737-1744) was compiled using a number
of manuscripts, some if not all of which were derived from
the Zha lu edition [...], but it preserves an earlier stage in the
development of the tradition: even though it was subsequent-
ly enlarged from 209 to 214 volumes, it contains far fewer

19 Harrison 1996: 91, n. 55.
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texts than the Peking or sNar thang prints. The Co ne edition
(1753—1773) was based on the sDe dge; complete in 209 vol-
umes, it lacks the later additions. To these must be added the
two incomplete editions made at Urga or Ulan Bator (1937)
and Wara (ca. 1945), both of which are also based on sDe dge.

All the canonical versions are the result of a complex process of text
transmission, compilation and editorial work, and the earliest ca-
nonical collection was completed two and a half centuries after rNog
Lo’s translation. The canonical versions of the PVin and PVinT are
thus not representative of a “first-generation translation,” that is, the
Tibetan text as it was established by rNog Lo in Kashmir, or even
of the text established by rNog Lo after subsequent revision of the
initial translation.

Old individual manuscripts of the text might bring us a step clos-
er to the original translation. But if they are copies, one must reckon
with scribal mistakes, such as omissions or substitution of terms,
mistakes that are not automatically identifiable as corruptions of
the text being copied (in the way typos and dittos are). In addition,
whether their colophon says so or not, these old versions may in-
volve some editorial input and are thus not necessarily mere copies
of the original translation.*

To summarize, our ideal Sanskrit comparand, the translator’s
source, might not be a unique manuscript — and if it is, it is not
available to us at present — but a kind of “critical edition” to which
we do not have direct access. And our ideal Tibetan comparand is
also not available to us; we only have access to later-generation ma-
terial that does not result from a vertical transmission by way of

20 Van der Kuijp (1994: 1-3) describes, for instance, a 110-folio manuscript
of the PVin in cursive script (dbu med) preserved at the Tibetan Library of
the Cultural Palace of Nationalities in Beijing (catalogue no. 004780[1]).
A postscript written below the colophon of this manuscript specifies that
the text at hand is an edited version of rNog Lo’s translation. Van der Kuijp
identifies the editor — who is referred to as “sTag sde pa” in an inter-
linear note — as the thirteenth-century sTag sde pa Sen ge rgyal mtshan
(1212-1294).
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successive copies of the first-generation translation. However there
may be some hope of getting closer to rNog Lo’s original version.

2. Attempting to retrieve the first-generation translation of the
PVin

The surfacing of tNog Lo’s commentarial work on the PVin, the
dKa gnas, appears to offer a promising way to palliate, at least to
a certain point, the lack of an integral first-generation exemplar of
the translation. Indeed, as can be expected in a commentary, tNog
Lo frequently quotes words from the PVin in this work. It makes
sense to surmise that he is citing the Tibetan version according to
the translation that he himself produced. Other Tibetan commentar-
ies on the PVin by authors linked to the monastery of gSan phu (of
which rNog Lo was the second abbot) are also of interest in this
regard, because it is quite likely that their authors knew rNog Lo’s
translation.

In order to assess the contribution this newly recovered material
can make to retrieving rNog Lo’s first-generation translation, I have
collected all the explicit quotations of words from PVin 3 in rNog
Lo’s dKa’ gnas (a selective commentary on the PVin), Phya pa’s "Od
zer (an extensive commentary on the PVin) and bsDus don (a syn-
optic table of the PVin), and gTsan nag pa’s bsDus pa (an extensive
commentary on the PVin). I have then confronted them with the
reading found in the D and P bsTan ’gyur.

2.1 Words cited as “markers”

A first observation is that the majority of the explicit quotations from
PVin 3 in these works have the specific function of being a “marker.”
Namely, they point to a specific sentence or paragraph in the source
text by way of indicating its first (sometimes also last) words. For
example, this would amount to referring to §2 of the present paper by
saying “[In the paragraph starting with the words] ‘The surfacing’.” If
not indicated explicitly, the end of the passage that is pointed to can be
understood implicitly in view of the content of the explanation or can
be inferred by the quotation of the next marker, especially when the
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commentary bears on the totality of the source text. In the dKa’ gnas,
only parts of the PVin are explained. But Phya pa’s bsDus don carries
out a full hierarchical organization of the PVin: the text is divided into
more than 1200 portions (sometimes of the length of one sentence or
less), and each of them is referred to by such a marker.?!

The use of quotations as markers has a negative and a positive
consequence for our purpose:

The negative aspect is that the words cited in this way provide
us with an extremely partial access to the original translation (only
one expression per subdivision). Further, the words cited in this aim
instantiate parts of the text that are in most cases far from being cru-
cial. Indeed, countless paragraphs start with “then,” “therefore,” or
“in this regard” (de nas, de’i phyir, de la...).

On a more optimistic note, these markers imply the existence
of a specific version of the translation shared by the author of the
commentary and his intended readership. Otherwise indeed a reader
would not be able to figure out which division of the text is being
explained — it would be like trying to locate a chapter in a book by
referring to the page numbers in the table of contents of this book in
a different edition. It is thus also likely that the author was careful to
accurately reproduce the words cited. While the difference between
“here” (’di la) and “there” (de la) might not matter much for the
understanding of a passage, such a difference does matter when the
expression is cited as a marker. This remark, however, holds true
only for the very first word cited. In the (less frequent) case of longer
expressions used as markers, the author of the commentary could
afford to be less careful with the subsequent words because they are
no longer decisive for identifying the passage being discussed.

A variation of markers given in different commentaries that dis-
cuss the same topic can be explained in various ways: commentators
may have divided the root text in different ways®*; they may have
adopted the same divisions of the root text but relied on translations

21 On this text see Hugon 2009a and 2009b.
22 On this topic see Hugon 2009a: 651f.
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in which these particular words only vary; or they may have relied
on completely different translations. Yet another possibility, which
as we will see below is frequently met with, is that the variation may
have been caused by a careless copyist.

2.2 Classification of variants

My comparative analysis of all the markers collected from the texts
mentioned above has not revealed cases that indicate the use of a
substantially dissimilar translation in which the whole syntax of the
sentence would be different. There is an overall correspondence also
in the way these authors divide the root text. The variants of markers
and other citations of words of the PVin due to the translation can be
classified in the following categories:

2.2.1 Variants due to corruption

Most variants can be identified as the result of a corrupt transmis-
sion of the text. Such mistakes are well known by scholars who rely
on the canonical versions. The other texts considered here are all
extant as single manuscripts with the exception of the dKa’ gnas, for
which there are two manuscripts and a modern edition based on one
of them. All these texts bear the stigmata of the copying process.
Copying mistakes also affect citations, including markers. For the
latter I am more prone to attribute these mistakes to scribes and
copyists than to postulate carelessness on the part of the author for
the reason indicated in §2.1.

The devil’s advocate may ask how, apart from grammatically or
orthographically incorrect Tibetan expressions, one may safely clas-
sify a variant as a copying mistake and not as the result of a transla-
tion based on a different Sanskrit version. The hypothesis that the
Sanskrit text of the PVin was well preserved in the course of its
transmission, confidence in the competence of the translator togeth-
er with a dose of good judgment and editorial expertise allows one
to make such a decision with a safe degree of certainty in the major-
ity of cases. Here are some examples:
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(a) Faulty readings in the dKa’ gnas

There are numerous cases where a copying mistake affects only one
of the two manuscripts while the other retains a correct reading.

dKa' gnas 3804-5; Ms A 93a6 rgyu las ’bras bu btags pa’i phyir
1O

dKa gnas Ms B 104a3 rgyu la ’bras bu btags pa’i phyir
1O

The reading of Ms B is supported by

PVing 13-4 karane karyopacarat

’0Od zer 143b7 rgyu la ’bras bu btags pa’i phyir
IO

PVin_ D187b1; P285a8 rgyu la “bras bu btags (P brtags)
pa’i phyir ro

The confusion of la and las is a frequent scribal mistake.

dKa gnas 43712; Ms A 106b3 don rnam par dgag par mi nus
pa’i phyir ro

dKa’ gnas Ms B 118b3 don rnams la dgag par mi nus
pai phyir ro

The reading of Ms B is supported by

PVing 355 ’rthesv aSakyapratisedhatvad

’Od zer 171al don rnams la dgag par mi nus
pa1i phyir ro

PVin D198b4; P296b2 don rnams la dgag par mi nus
pa’i phyir ro

The mistake can be explained by a resemblance of the characters involved
in cursive script.

The modern edition itself is not exempt of copying mistakes. For
instance:

dKa’ gnas 401,6 de ni ji ltar
dKa' gnas Ms A 98a5 da ni ji ltar
The reading of Ms A is supported by

PVing 12,1 katham idanim asriiyamanah
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dKa' gnas Ms B 108b7
’Od zer 154a2
PVin D190b4; P288b3

da ni ji ltar
da ni ji Itar ma thos na

da ni ji Itar ma thos na

(b) Faulty readings in the 'Od zer

'Od zer 187b1

but

PVing 82,10

dKa’ gnas 491,13
bsDus pa 198a5

PVin D213a4, P319b7

Omission of la, or copying mistake of der.

de ni

tatra hi
de la ni
de la ni

de la ni

’Od zer 186a7

but
PVing 78,1

bsDus pa 197b5
PVin_ D211b7; P309b2

Copying mistake of dir.

’di gan zig mi mthun phyogs su
gtogs

kam punar atra bhavan vipaksam
pratyeti

*dir
’dir gan Zig mi mthun pa’i phyogs
su gtogs

(c) Faulty readings in the bsDus don

bsDus don 12a4
but
PVing 102,6

’Od zer 191a5
PVin_ D218b4; P316b5

Omission of da.

de cini

tat kim idanTm pakso ’pi vipa-
ksah

de ci da ni phyogs kyan
de ci da ni phyogs kyan
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bsDus don 12a4
but
PVing 102,8-9

'Od zer 191a8
bsDus pa 202a8
PVin_ D218b5; P316b6-7

Confusion of /a and las.

gan la skyon

na ca hetoh sambandhopadarsa-
nakale paksadivikalpo ’sti, yato
’yam dosah syat

gan las skyon “dir "gyur ba
gan las

gan las skyon ’dir "gyur ba

(d) Faulty readings in the bsDus pa

bsDus pa 206a4

but

PVing 12311

PVin D225b5; P332b4

Possibly confusion of a tsheg for a final —.

dan ni

kim idanim nairatmyad

da ni bdag med pa las

bsDus pa 166bl
but
PVin, 38

Skt

PVin D188a2; P286a2

yid pa’i

san khalv apy arthah

yod pa’i don ni

Here the scribal mistake can be explained by the occurrence of the expres-
sion blo yid spyod las earlier in the sentence in the bsDus pa.

bsDus pa 201a2

but

PVing_ 92,10

PVin D215b7; P313b3

de ran yan

tatrapi hi

der yan
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The mistake can possibly be explained by a confusion of a tsheg with ra or -i
and the proximity of the expression gZan dag.

(e) Faulty readings in the canon

The availability of these earlier texts, together with that of the San-
skrit version, offers strong support to correcting faulty readings in
the canon.

For example:

PVin  D193a2; P291a2 de’i phyir chos ’ga’ Zig kho na
but

PVing_ 18,9 tasmat kevala eva dharmo

dKa' gnas 480,21-481,1 rnam ries ’di fiid | de’i phyir chos

’ba’ zig kho na

PVin_ D209a3; P306b5 don de ni

but

PVin, 688 na ca sa evarthah
dKa gnas 474,19 don de iid
bsDus don 11a3 don de iid

2.2.2 Minor variations

A number of other variations do not count as significant variants: they
consist of fluctuations of orthography and the alternative use of the
abbreviated or full form of some expressions, for instance rjes dpag/
rjes su dpag pa, gnod bya/gnod par bya ba, bsgrub bya/bsgrub par
bya ba, etc. The variant rfog pa/rtogs pa is a borderline case. Indeed,
in twelfth-century manuscripts the orthography for the Tibetan word
that corresponds to vikalpa or kalpana is also rtogs pa, whereas clas-
sical Tibetan distinguishes between rtog pa (equivalent to vikalpa,



On the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions of the Pramanaviniscaya 67

kalpana, etc., negatively connoted as mistaken) and rtogs pa (prati-
patti, adhigama, etc., positively connoted as a correct understanding).

2.2.3 Variants indicative of revisions

The overall correspondence of divisions of the source text, of the
markers and other types of citations of the PVin in the various com-
mentaries considered supports the hypothesis that their authors re-
lied on the Tibetan translation prepared by rNog Lo (or on a ver-
sion deriving from it) and followed to a large extent also tNog Lo’s
analysis of the source text.

There is, however, a third category of variants that indicates that
rNog Lo’s translation was modified over time and that these revi-
sions, which remained isolated, occurred at an early stage. Below |
list some cases that illustrate this process. Note that the line is often
difficult to draw between intentional revision and corruption made
by a scribe or even the author himself. Indeed we have no certitude
that the authors concerned relied on a written version of the trans-
lation and consulted it whenever they cited the source text. If they
did not proceed in such a way, the variants considered here can also
be explained as the result of an inexact memory of the wording of
the translation, to which the authors creatively palliated. In all the
examples considered below, there is no reason to postulate that the
variation is consecutive to access to a Sanskrit source containing a
variant reading.

Examples
[1] PVing 9,5 (PVin 3.5) paksoktih

dKa' gnas 378,21; Ms A 93a2; Ms B phyogs kyi nag

103b6

(citation of PVin 3.4-5)

’Od zer 151a9 phyogs tshig
(to be emended to phyogs kyi
tshig for the sake of metrics)

PVin D190a2; P288al phyogs kyi tshig
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PVinT, DI14a5; P16b6 (Skt. 13a4 phyogs kyi tshig
paksoktih)

The translation phyogs kyi tshig appears to be influenced by the transla-
tion of paksavacana as phyogs kyi tshig in the preceding sentences.

PVing 70,3 avadhatte

dKa' gnas 475,2; Ms A 115a2; Ms B lhur len pa
129al

PVin  D209b3; P307a5 lhur gfier ba

PVinT, D99bl1; P117b5 (no Skt. lhur gfier ba
available)

(3]

PVing, 18,10 samudayasya
dKa gnas 481,2; Ms A 116a7; Ms B  tshogs pa

130b5
’0Od zer 15726 spyi
PVin D193a2; P291a2 spyi

PVinT, D25b4; P29b1 (PVinT, spyi
24al samudayah)

In the sentence that precedes the translation spyi for samuddaya (in this
context, the combination of subject and property to be proven) is also
attested in 'Od zer 156b8 and in PVinT, D25b2; P29a7 (PVinT 23b5).

[4]

PVing, 66,6 tattve
dKa gnas 471,10; Ms A 113a4; Ms B de iiid la

127b8
’Od zer 181a5 de fiid la
PVin_ D208a7; P306a2 de iid du

The translation de 7iid la appears to be inspired by Dharmottara’s inter-
pretation of tattve as padarthatatvasya (PVinTg, 90b4), translated drios
po de fiid la (PVinT, D94b1; P112al).
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[5] PVinSkt 82,7 (PVin 3.63) hetuna

dKa gnas 488,11; Ms A 118a4; Ms B rgyu las
132b7

’Od zer 187a2 rgyu las
PVinT D213a4; P310b7 rgyu yis

The choice of the ablative may have been influenced by the translation
of the similar verse PV 1.7. This verse reads hetuna samagrena instead
of hetuna samarthena but the Sanskrit instrumental is also translated
with the ablative rgyu tshogs pa las.

In the preceding prose sentence samarthena hetund is translated as rgyu
nus pas in the canon, but as rgyu nus pa las in "Od zer 187a2 and in the
citation of the words of the PVin in PVinT,. D113a7; P133a5 (PVinT,,
104b8—105al).

t

[6] PVing, 73,5 sadhyatam
dKa’ gnas48217;Ms A 116b6; MsB 131a4  bsgrub par bya ba yin mod
’Od zer 184b5 bsgrub bya yin mod kyi
bsDus pa 196bl bsgrub par bya ba yin mod
PVin D210b1; P308a3 bsgrub par bya ba yin du zad

mod

PVinT, D102b5; P121a6 (no Skt. bsgrub par bya ba yin mod
available)

Purely stylistic variation.

[7] PVinSkt 6,12 anyathabhyupagamya
’Od zer 150b2 de Ita ma yin na
bsDus pa 168al gZan du khas blans
PVin D189a5; P287a5 de Ita ma yin na ni khas blans
Jii D232a5 gzan du khas blans Zes bya ba smos

te | grub pai mtha’ las gzan du spyi
med par khas blans nas

Variant of translation revealing a different understanding of the sen-
tence.

I postulated at the beginning of §2 that rtNog Lo was citing his own
translation of the PVin in the dKa’ gnas. We may wonder, however,
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whether he did not revise some of this translation while composing
the dKa’' gnas. This is entirely possible.?® In view of the use of cita-
tions as a marker, one should in this case postulate that from this
point onward the revised translation was circulating among his stu-
dents. But did it fully replace a prior translation? Did rNog Lo revise
his translation even after composing the dKa’ gnas? rNog Lo’s direct
successors (whose works are not available to us) may have relied on
the Kashmirian translation (either because it was the only one or be-
cause they chose to ignore the revisions) or on a revised translation
that may be the one attested in the dKa’' gnas, or not. The question
is even more complicated where later generations of commentators
are concerned. Namely, we cannot establish which version of the
translation they knew, but only which version of the translation they
chose.

We can however draw some conclusions from the examples above.
The readings of the citations of the PVin in the dKa’ gnas (with the
exception of readings corrupted in the course of the transmission of
the text), whether they are identical with the translation produced in
Kashmir or a slightly modified version of the latter, are witnesses to
rNog Lo’s first-generation translation. On the other hand, readings
found in other early commentaries that postdate rNog Lo and in the
canonical translation, unless confirmed by their occurrence in the
dKa' gnas, cannot be assumed to match the first-generation trans-
lation (even though they probably do in most cases). Revisions or
involuntary modifications of the first-generation translation indeed
took place in the course of the transmission of the PVin. Examples
[1] and [3] suggest revisions that took place before or in Phya pa’s
time, examples [4], [5] and [6] suggest revisions postdating Phya pa.
The nature and apparent reasons for these changes vary: they can

% Franco (1997: 287) notably interprets the variations between citations
of verses of the PV in Sa skya Pandita’s Rigs gfer and in the translation
preserved in the canon (for which Sa skya Pandita is traditionally held re-
sponsible) by arguing that “while composing the Rigs gTer he was not
only reading his own translation, but also consulting Dharmakirti’s original
again.”
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be purely stylistic ([6]), terminological ([1], [2] and [3]) or reflect a
different understanding of the sentence ([7]).%*

2.3. The translation of the PVinT

The PVin and the PVinT were translated by the same team, and
their translation appears to have been carried out more or less si-
multaneously. The translation of the PVinT presupposes an estab-
lished translation of the PVin. This can be observed in particular in
the translation of passages of the PVinT in which Dharmottara cites
words from the PVin as markers. In such cases, rNog Lo does not
translate the cited words themselves, but presents the first words of
the relevant section in the Tibetan translation of the PVin.

For example:

Source text

PVin, 44 PVin P286a5; D188a5

Skt
yas tu paraparikalpitaih prasangah gzan gyis kun brtags (P btags) pas
thal ba bsgrub pa... gan yin pa

Dharmottara’s commentary

PVing, 5b7 PVinT, P7b2; D6b1

yas tv iti... gZan gyis zes smos so ||

Conversely, the translation of the PVin relies on an understanding
of the text influenced by the PVinT, and its translation reflects the
translation of the PVinT. A pertinent instance of this influence can
be found when difficult terms of the PVin are rendered in the trans-
lation with a Tibetan word that actually corresponds to the transla-
tion of the synonym for the difficult term presented in the PVinT
(see Part II for some examples).

This joint translation ensures a noticeable regularity in the re-
spective Tibetan versions. Notably, words of the PVin quoted by

24 This line of inquiry could be extended by looking at other recently sur-
faced early commentaries on the PVin, such as the early-thirteenth-century
commentary by Dar ma dkon mchog (cf. van der Kuijp 2003) and that by
Chu mig pa (cf. n. 6 above).
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Dharmottara (either as explicit or implicit quotations) and words
embedded in his commentary are usually translated in the same way
as they are in the translation of the PVin found in the canon (see, for
example, the passage in §1 (1) PVinT, and examples [1] and [3] in
§2.2.3).

Unfortunately, it is not possible to retrieve parts of the original
translation of the PVinT in the way indicated for the PVin. Indeed,
there are no early Tibetan commentaries on the PVinT itself, nor
synaptic tables akin to Phya pa’s bsDus don on the PVin. rNog Lo
himself more frequently resorts to paraphrase than citation when
referring to Dharmottara’s interpretation in the dKa’ gnas. This pre-
vents us from clarifying what happened in the text transmission of
the translation of the PVinT. It is likely that it underwent revisions
and modifications as well. But, in the case of citation of the PVin in
the PVinT, were these carried out simultaneously when the transla-
tion of the PVin was modified? This question remains in suspense
for now: Cases where the canonical reading of the PVinT concords
with the canonical reading of the PVin but differs from earlier read-
ings of the PVin (such as [1] and [3]) could suggest a simultaneous
revision. But an alternative scenario could be that the first-genera-
tion translations of the PVinT had for some reason a different trans-
lation than in the PVin, and that the revision of the PVin consisted
in adopting the translation found in the PVinT. But there are also
cases where the translation of the PVinT agrees with citations of the
PVin in early commentaries but differs from the canonical transla-
tion of the PVin (for instance [6] and the remark in [5]). This would
indicate that both translations were initially identical and only the
PVin was revised.”

% There remains the possibility that both were revised in different ways,
with the result that the revised translation of the PVinT corresponds to the
original translation of the PVin. But I find this scenario unlikely.
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3. Summary and conclusion of Part I: Establishing a methodology
for a pertinent comparison

Reviewing the available material in the first section of Part I has
raised a troublesome methodological issue pertaining to the compar-
ison of the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions. Namely, we do not have
at our disposal the “ideal comparands” consisting on the one hand
of the Sanskrit version known to rNog Lo and on the other hand
of the Tibetan translation as it was established by rNog Lo. As for
the first, none of the extant manuscripts appear to be candidates for
rNog Lo’s Sanskrit source. Further, we do not even know the nature
of rNog Lo’s material — he might have had access to several manu-
scripts and/or oral versions — or which degree of editorial work he
might have exercised in order to establish the Sanskrit version that
was the source of his translation. As for the second, the available
versions of the Tibetan translation are the result of a complex pro-
cess of transmission that reveals the intrusion of scribal mistakes,
but also of early punctual revisions. In the second section of Part I
I have discussed the possibility of retrieving some of the lost origi-
nal translation by relying on citations of words of the PVin in rNog
Lo’s dKa’ gnas. This possibility exists but gives us access to a very
limited portion of the text, and often to parts of the text that are not
crucial to its understanding (e.g., beginnings of sentences such as

99 Gl

“therefore,” “in this regard,” etc.).

This preliminary investigation directs the adoption of the follow-
ing policy of comparison for the case studies to be carried out in
Part I1%¢: for the Tibetan version, I will consider the reading of the
canonical translation preserved in the Peking and sDe dge bsTan
"gyur. While doing so, one must keep in mind that, unless this read-
ing is confirmed by a citation in the dKa’' gnas, it might not exactly
match rNog Lo’s original translation. The conclusions pertaining to

% In Part II I take up selected cases from the third chapter of the PVin
where one can detect a difference between the comparands the origin of
which dates to the moment of the translation of the text rather than to the
hazards of transmission. In this connexion, see also Sakai (2010: viii—xii),
which deals with some examples from rNog Lo’s translation of PVinT 2.
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the translation that I will ascribe to rNog Lo might therefore have to
be attributed instead to a later revisor. This Tibetan version will be
compared to the Sanskrit readings of the available manuscripts but
without assuming a priori that these readings were the ones adopted
by rNog Lo as his source. Further, I take into account the potential
editorial input of the translator by considering that “adoption as a
source” can consist either in adopting as a source a reading extant in
the material available to him or in adopting as a source an emended
reading. This gives us the following options:

(1) A Sanskrit reading attested among our manuscripts was
the one adopted by rNog Lo as his source. This can be (1a)
because he had access to a manuscript or oral version with
this very reading or (1b) because he did not think any of the
sources available to him were correct and adopted an emend-
ed version that turns out to match the reading of one or more
of the extant manuscripts.

(2) rNog Lo adopted as his source another Sanskrit reading
than the ones in the extant manuscripts. This can be (2a) be-
cause he had access to a different manuscript reading or knew
this variant from an oral version or (2b) because he did not
think any of the sources available to him were correct and
adopted an emended reading that turns out not to match any
of the extant manuscripts.

Whenever a difference between the Sanskrit and the Tibetan com-
parands is examined, I will speak of the choice of translation as
being “source-related” when option (2) applies because it relies on
the existence or construction of an alternative source version as the
basis of translation. When option (1) applies, I will speak by contrast
of the difference as being “translator-” or “translation-related,” as
it does not presuppose a different source text, but is only a matter
of how the translator decided to render the given term in the target
language.

To give a fictional example, if one finds the Tibetan expression
Sin in a translation whereas the extant Sanskrit manuscripts read
SimSapa, it is a source-related difference if the translator was not
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actually translating the word simsapa, but intended to translate the
word taru; however, it is a translator-related difference if he was
actually proposing that sin should translate simsapa in this context.

As can be foreseen, it will be difficult, and often impossible, to
conclusively decide which of the two options applies in each case.
My goal here will not be to offer a final explanation. Rather, I would
like to highlight the often neglected role of the translator by show-
ing that most cases for which the unexpected or diverging Tibetan
version would, at first sight, appear to be source-related can be inter-
preted instead as translator-related insofar as a cogent explanation
can be given for the choice of translation, even when this choice
involves features such as the addition of words.

Part II — Translation style and techniques: case studies

It is obvious that the same text in a source language can give rise to a
variety of translations in a target language, even when these transla-
tions aim at staying as literal as possible.?” Regarding the PVin, it suf-
fices to compare rNog Lo and Parahitabhadra’s translation with the
portions cited in Jianasribhadra’s commentary, which was translated
by Jiianadribhadra himself and Khyun po Chos kyi brtson ’grus, to
realize the latitude involved in the translator’s choice. At what point
can one say that the Tibetan ‘differs” from the Sanskrit? I examine
below various phenomena that can be included under the heading
of “difference.” In the first section I consider the specific render-
ing of terms or expressions where the Tibetan can be described as
“unexpected.” That is, for instance, when the translator himself ad-
opted another Tibetan translation for other occurrences of the same
Sanskrit expression in the same text, when another translation for
this expression is more frequent in other texts or when the pair of

7 Regarding Buddhist philosophical texts Seyfort Ruegg discusses the case
of two different Tibetan versions of the same Sanskrit text, the Prajiia-
paramitastotra, in his 1992: 383-384. He points out differences that are
stylistic, terminological, and differences involving interpretation (“religio-
philosophical variations”). Other examples of multiple translations are
mentioned on pp. 384-385.
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comparands is not known to be attested in other texts at all, includ-
ing cases where the Tibetan does not carry the same meaning as the
Sanskrit term. I also consider in this context the alternative between
a calque translation (which mirrors the Sanskrit expression) and a
translation that favors meaning.

In section 2 I take up cases where the difference pertains to the
syntax of a sentence. While a difference in syntax is expectable be-
tween two different languages, one can still point out cases where
the syntax of the Tibetan does not reflect the structure of the San-
skrit sentence as well as cases where links between subsentences are
made explicit in the Tibetan.

The third type of difference that I will examine (section 3) is
the case where the Tibetan version contains one or more words that
have no equivalent in the Sanskrit version.

Lastly (section 4), I address two cases where the Tibetan version
lacks an expression present in the Sanskrit version.

In the passages cited below, the reading of the Tibetan passage in
D and P is given without emendations. Words in italics are words
from the PVin cited or re-used in commentaries, while expressions
under discussion appear in bold print. For PVinT I offer the dip-
lomatic reading of the manuscript when it is available. {} contain
words deleted in the manuscript, <> words added in the manuscript,
() indicate unclear characters. My emendations are given in square
brackets.

1. The rendering of terms and expressions

Various options often present themselves to a translator when trans-
lating isolated terms or expressions, insofar as the target language
may offer a range of synonyms. For example, in one passage rNog
Lo and Parahitabhadra translate the word pradipah (“lamp”) as
sgron ma (PVinT_ D217b5; P315b4), while Jfianasr1 and Khyun
po translate it as mar me (Jii D274b4).?® Both qualify as “expect-

28 See also Part I, §2.2.3 for cases of terms of which the translation was
changed in the course of the transmission of the translation of the PVin.



On the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions of the Pramanaviniscaya 77

able” translations.” Apart from synonyms another alternative that
translators have, especially for complex expressions, compounds or
derivatives, is to adopt a calque translation or to adopt a transla-
tion that conveys the same meaning but does not reflect the com-
position of the source expression. When opting for a translation in
which the meaning rules over the structure, the translator’s choice
may follow an established usage. But there are also cases where the
attested translation is unexpected. In some cases the chosen Tibetan
term approximates the meaning of the Sanskrit term; in other cases
it conveys a different meaning. When dealing with such cases, I will
debate whether a source-based explanation or a translator-based ex-
planation can best explain the Tibetan reading,

[1] avesa — ’brel pa

rNog Lo translates the expression avasthantaravesat as gnas skabs
gZan dan ’brel pa’i phyir. The expression avesa (“joining,” “taking
possession of”) is rare in Dharmakirti’s writing. It occurs only one
other time in PVSV 165,12 ad 1.312-313, where it is rendered by
goms pa (“being familiar with”).%°

In the PVinT, Dharmottara uses the expression avasthantarena
samsargad “due to combination/union with another condition (ava-
stha),” translated as gnas skabs gZan dan ’brel pa’i phyir.

One can think here of both a source-related explanation and a
translator-related explanation. The former would be that both Dhar-
mottara and rNog Lo had adopted avasthantarasamsargat as their
source text. The latter (more likely in my opinion) would be that
they both had adopted the reading avasthantaravesat. Dharmottara

% The Mahavyutpatti prescribes mar me for dipah (6117), and sgron ma to
translate pradipah in various compounds.

0 PVSV, 16511-13: tesam aviditarthaniyamanam atyaksavesad avidvan
eva dosopaplavah kascit tattvam vydcaste napara iti na nyayyam. PVSV
D358b4-5; P525b5-6: lkog tu gyur pa goms , pa’i phyir iies pas bslad (P
slad) cin mi mkhas pa ’ga’ Zig don nes pa rigs pa med pa can de dag de kho
na fiid du ‘chad par byed pa,, yin la | gZan ni ma yin no Zes bya bar rigs pa
ma yin no ||
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glossed avesat with samsargat. As for rNog Lo, in the absence of a
fixed translation for avesa, he attempted to render the meaning of
the whole expression by an approximating Tibetan term. The choice
of term here could be directed by Dharmottara’s explanation or al-
ternatively influenced by the translation of the related term sama-
vesa as 'brel pa in an earlier passage (PVing, 48,6-7).

PVing, 944

PVin_ D216a7-bl; P314a5

(avastha).”

PVinT,, 115al

PVinT D126b2; P148a7

vastv ekam evavasthantarave§ad bhedadrstir
iti cet |

dnos po gcig fiid gnas skabs gzan dan ’brel
pai phyir | tha dad par mnon par yin no ze
na

“Objection: One conceives the distinction (between avastha and avasthata)
because a unique entity can enter/be joined with another condition

avasthantarena samsarggad bhedadrstir bha-
vati

gnas skabs gZan dan *brel p@’i phyir tha dad
par mnon pa yin

PVing, 486-7

PVin,, D203a6-7; P300b8

PVinT,, 70b4
PVinT, D74b2; P§7b8

Jii D253b6

na hi sa eva brahmanas tajjatiyogad abrahma-
na$ ca dharmantarasamavesal loke pratiyate |

de’i rigs dan ldan pa’i phyir de fiid bram ze yin
la | chos gzan dan *brel pa’i phyir de fiid bram
Ze ma yin pa yan yin par ni ’jig rten na rtogs
pamed do ||

“Indeed, it is not recognized in the world that the very same person would be
both a Brahmin because he is linked (yoga) with the universal of this [i.e., of
Brahmin-hood] and not a Brahmin because he is endowed by/joined with
(samavesa) another property [i.e., a property other than being a Brahmin].”

abrahmanas ca brahmanyad dharmmantarena
samavesat®

bram ze las chos gZan pa dan ’brel ba’i phyir
bram ze ma yin pa yan yin no Zes...

chos gzan dan 1dan pa ni ser skya’am man du
za ba’am | rin ba fiid dan fio ||
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[2] vicara — tha siiad

The Tibetan translation of the PVin usually uses the term dpyod pa for
the Sanskrit vicara (“analysis, investigation”). On a single occasion, one
finds instead the term tha siiad (‘“convention’), which usually translates
vyavahdra. This version of PVin_ is attested in Chu mig pa’s commen-
tary. Did rNog Lo adopt vyavahdra as his Sanskrit source? Or if he ad-
opted vicara, why did he choose the translation tha siiad? The notion of
“convention” or “conventional practice” does not occur in this discus-
sion of the PVin, which concerns the nature of the subject in a philo-
sophical discussion, i.e., the context where one undertakes an investiga-
tion (vicaraprastava). Let us consider Dharmottara’s commentary:

Dharmottara introduces Dharmakirti’s sentence by a hypotheti-
cal objection, which asks why a certain type of subject would not be
something to be investigated (avicaryam — rnam par dpyad par bya
ba ma yin). Dharmakirti’s sentence is the answer to this question.
Dharmottara reformulates this sentence, embedding some words
from the PVin and glossing others. His explanation is that a subject
that is not established for both debaters does not support “a conven-
tion/conventional practice (vyavahara) characterized by the accepta-
tion of contradictory properties.” To illustrate this idea, Dharmottara
gives as an example of what he terms a “convention/conventional
practice based on a distinction” (bhedasrayo vyavaharah — khyad
par gyi rten can gyi tha siiad du ’gyur ba) the question of whether a
given object is permanent or impermanent. It is clear that “conven-
tion/conventional practice based on a distinction” represents Dhar-
mottara’s understanding of the expression “investigation based on a
distinction” (visesasrayam vicaram) in the PVin.3!

Thus a translator-based explanation can be offered for the trans-
lation tha siiad by invoking the influence of the commentary: Dhar-
mottara’s gloss was adopted to render Dharmakirti’s original expres-
sion.

31 Note that Jianasri proceeds to the same reformulation, as he rephrases
dpyod pa’i gZir byed pa med as gZi tha siiad byed pa ni med de.
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PVing, 24,10-11

PVin_ D194b7-195al;

Tib

P292b7

na hi tathoparacito ’prasiddhartipasamanyo viSe-
sasrayam vicaram aSrayate |

de ltar rab tu bkod pa’i no bo mtshuns par ma
grub can dag ni khyad par gyi rten can (P add
yin) gyi tha sfiad kyi (D om. kyi) rten ma yin pa’i
phyir ro ||

“Indeed, what is thus [mentally] constructed, whose common nature is not
established, does not support investigation/convention which has for its
basis a particularity [i.e., a property].”

PVinT,, 32624

PVinT, D34b7-35al

Jii D242a5-7

nanu ya{se}d evarthakari ta{ya}d eva siddhante
[em. siddantena] viSistam kalpitam
tat katham avica{dha}ryam ity aha | na hiti

yasmat tatha hi svecchaya upacarito yo dharmy
aprasiddhamanubhavenaripasamanyamubhayor
vvadiprativadinor yasya visesa asrayo yasya vya-
vaharasya viruddhadharmabhyupagamalaksana-
sya tan nasrayate |

gal te don byed pa gan yin pa de fiid khyad par
can du grub pa’i mtha’ brtags pa ma yin nam |

de ci Itar rnam par dpyad par bya ba ma yin Ze
na | de ltar zes smos so ||

gan gi phyir chos can gan Zig ran gi ’dod pas 7ie
bar bkod pa’i rgol ba dan phyir rgol ba gfii ga la
nio bo mtshuns par fiams su myon bar ma grub pa
gan yod pa ni khyad par gyi rten gan la yod pai
tha sfiad ’gal ba’i chos khas len pa’i mtshan fid
can de’i rten ma yin pa’i phyir ro ||

gal te ran gi mtshan fiid ma yin pa dag kyan dgag
pai phyir | dpyod par byed pa ma yin nam Ze na |
de bZin du zes bya ba smos te | ran gi mtshan fid
gfii ga la grub pa’i gzi med pa de bzin du'o || rgol
ba dan phyir rgol la spyir grub pao || *di’i ran bzin
ji Ita bu zes dpyod pai gzir byed pa med de | gzi
ma grub pa’i phyir ro || de’i phyir gzi tha sfiad
byed pa ni med de | spyir mthun pa’i tha sfiad bya
bar mi nus pa'i phyir ro ||

de Ita bas na brtags pa dag dgag par bya bar ni
rigs kyi rtags kyi gzir bya ba ni ma yin no || ran
fiid kyi sgras ni rtags kyi yul ston pai phyir ro ||
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rNam nges ti ka 93b7-8  rtag mi rtag de ltar rab du bkod pa’i chos can gyi
rio bo rgol phyir rgol 2 ka la mtshuns par ma grub
pa can nam mkha’i yon gyi sgra dag ni khyad par
chos kyi ste chos rten pa can chos can gyi tha siiad
kyi rten chos can ma yin par tshad mas nes pa’i
phyir ro ||

[3] sambaddha — med na mi "byun

The translation of terms that occur in verses is often conditioned by
the metric. However, the Tibetan language can make use of a variety
of devices, notably to make up for missing syllables (the addition of
a meaningless ni being a frequent one). In the case of the translation
med na mi "byun for sambaddha, the choice of translation goes be-
yond mere metrical concerns. The two terms are related in meaning
but med na mi ’byun is more specific: sambaddha expresses the idea
of something related (it is usually translated as ’brel pa); med na mi
"byun, which literally means ‘“non-occurrence in the absence of,”
usually translates anantariyaka(ta) or avinabhava, which is a type of
relation where one relatum is a necessary condition for the other. A
common English translation is “invariably related.”

The Tibetan version of verse PVin 3.13 in the canon is identi-
cal to the Tibetan version of PV 4.52. While the Sanskrit manu-
scripts of the PVin all have the reading sambaddhasyaiva badha-
nam, the Sanskrit verse of the PV in the manuscript of the PV used
by Sankrtyayana and in the verses integrated in Manorathanandin’s
commentary reads nantariyakabdadhanam. But the PVA gives the
verse in the form sambaddhasyaiva badhanam, also translated with
med na mi ’byurn in the canonical Tibetan version of the PVA. Sam-
baddhasyaiva badhanam also appears in Prajiiakaragupta’s gloss on
this verse but is this time translated as 'brel pa iiid kyis.

It would appear that there were two variant versions of the San-
skrit verse in circulation but one unique Tibetan translation.

Dharmottara gives no evidence of having known a version with
nantariyaka and does not use this notion in his commentary, where
he merely rephrase sambaddha (“connected”) as sambandhi dhar-
mah (“the property that has a connection”). But in the Tibetan trans-
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lation sambaddhasya is translated as ’brel pa’i chos, while sambandhit
dharmah is rendered with med na mi "byun ba’i chos.

The Tibetan version of Jiianasribhadra’s commentary also intro-
duces the notion of “not arising without” when glossing the expres-
sion ’brel ba (indicative of the Sanskrit reading sambaddha).

In the case of the PVinT, it is clearly the translator who introduces
the notion of an “invariable connection,” which found its way also
into the translation of the verse PVin 3.13. This choice of translation
may be related to the translator’s knowledge of the alternative version
of PV 4.52, or he might be re-using the translation of this verse. But
it may also simply be a matter of expressing in the translation the
interpretation of the type of “connection” intended by Dharmakirti.

PVing 3.13ab (21,10) tatrapi sadhyadharmasya sambaddhasyaiva ba-
dhanam | pariharyam

PVin, D193b7; P291b7 der (P de) yan bsgrub bya’i chos dan ni || med na
mi ’byun la gnod fiid || span par bya

“In this case, too, [when one adopts a treatise] the invalidation of what is
precisely linked/invariably related with the property to be proven is to be
avoided.”?

PVinT 28a5-6 tatrapi [em.: tatrapi] $§astraparigrahe sadhyadhar-
mmasya yah sambandhi dharmmah ksanikatvasya
nairatmyam sambaddhan tasyaiva sambaddhasya
yad badhakan tat pariharttavyam |

PVinT D30a7 bstan bcos yons su len pa der yan dper na skad cig
ma fiid dan bdag med pa ’brel pa ltar bsgrub bya’i
chos dan | med na mi ’byun ba’i chos gan yin pa
ste | ’brel pa’i chos de la gnod pa gan yin pa de
fiid spon bar bya ba yin te |

Ji D204b1 lun gis brtsad pa de la yan bsgrub bya'’i chos kyis ni
’brel bar *gyur ba ste | ston pa fiid kyi brel pa mi
rtag pa dan sdug bsnal ba la sogs pa Ita bu’i chos
gan med na | bsgrub par bya ba ston pa fiid mi
’byun ba dag la gnod pa’i lan gdab po || T

PV 452 tatrapi sadhyadharmasya nantariyakabadhanam |
pariharyam

32 Cf. the translation of PV 4.52 in Tillemans 2000: 83.
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PV, 4.52 der yan bsgrub bya'i chos dan ni || med na mi
’byun la gnod fiid || span bar bya
PVA_, 50516-19 tatrapi sadhyadharmasya sambaddhasyaiva ba-

dhanam | pariharyam
tasmat sadhyadharmasambaddhasyaiva badha-
nam pariharyam

PVA_ DI157a3+4 der yan bsgrub bya'i chos dan ni || med na mi
’byun la gnod fiid || span bar bya
de’i phyir bsgrub par bya ba’i chos dan *brel pa
fiid kyis gnod pa span bar bya ba'i...

[4] dravya — gsal ba

The occurrence of the Tibetan gsal ba (“instance”) where our San-
skrit manuscripts unanimously read dravya (“substance”) — a Tibet-
an version known to Phya pa and Chu mig pa — strongly suggests
a source-based explanation. Indeed, the expected Tibetan transla-
tion of dravya is rdzas, whereas gsal ba suggests in this context the
Sanskrit vyakti. A citation of this passage in Prajiiakaragupta’s com-
mentary suggests a Sanskrit variant with vyakzi, but if I understand
Samkrtyayana’s editorial conventions correctly, this reading is the
editor’s own emendation of the text for which he does not give any
support. This emendation is not supported by the Tibetan translation
of the PVA, which contains neither gsal ba nor rdzas. Other texts
that cite this passage also lack the term vyakti or dravya.’® A trans-
lator-based explanation is also possible by invoking the influence
of the commentary: Dharmottara seems to have known the reading
dravya (the manuscript is particularly hard to decipher here and the
reading dravya can at best be conjectured); the Tibetan translation
reads rdzas, as expected. But in the course of the explanation of
the long compound in which the term occurs the Tibetan translation
reads gsal ba dan ’brel ba'i ran bZin. The Sanskrit here is illegible,
leaving two options open: the PVinT reads vyakti, and Dharmottara’s
gloss of dravya as vyakti has influenced the translation in the PVin,
or the PVinT reads dravya, and the translator adopts the term gsal

33 See the edition of the PVin 3, p. 4, under f.
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ba to express, like in the PVin,, a specific understanding of the term
in this context.

PVing 44-5 desakalavasthaviSesaniyataikadravyasam-
sargavyavacchinnasvabhavantaravirahad

PVin_ D188a5-6; P286a5-6  yul dan dus dan gnas skabs kyi khyad par
nes pai gsal ba gcig dan ’dres pas rnam
par ma bcad pa ran bZin gZan gyis ston pa’i
phyir te |

“..because, it is devoid of the other essential property [i.e., multiplicity],
which is not characterized by being mixed with a specific instance deter-
mined in view of its specificity of place, time and condition.” [trans]. follow-
ing Dharmottara’s understanding]

PVinTSkl 6ad—6 [mostly illegible]

PVinT, D6b7-7a2 yul dan dus dan gnas skabs de dag fiid gZzan
las khyad par du gyur pas khyad par te | de
dag tu ries pa’i rdzas gcig dan lhan cig tu
spyi ‘dres pa ste | rdzas yul la sogs par fies
pai phyir ’dres pa yan nes pa yin no || *dres
pa des rnam par ma bcad cin khyad par du
ma byas pa’i ran bZin gZan gan yin pa des
ston pa ste dben pa "am | yan na de ston zin
med pa ste de’i phyir 1o ||
gtan tshigs kyi don ni nies pa’i ran bzin gyis
gsal ba dan ’brel pa’i ran bZin las ran bzin
gzan med pa’i phyir ro Zes bya ba yin no ||

PVA, 476,1-2 desakalavasthaviSesaniyataika(vyakti)-
samsarga(sic)vyavacchinnasvabhavantara-
virahad

PVA_DI131a4 yul dan dus dan gnas skabs kyi khyad par

nes pa gcig dan ’dres pas rnam par ma bcad
pai ran bZin gZan gyis ston pa'i phyir Zes
bya ba

'Od zer 149a7 bsgrub bya ni yul lasogs pa’i khyad par can
gyi gsal ba gzan dan ldan pa ma yin te | gsal
ba du ma dan ma brel ba bsgrub byao ||
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rNam res ti ka 81al-2 rdzas spyi 1 po’i rnam par snan pa ni chos
can yul dan dus dan ran bzin gyis khyad par
du byas pa can gzan gsal ba du ma dan 1dan
pa ste ’brel pa ma yin te | rtags ni yul dan
Zes so || gsal ba ni gsal ba de dag go || 7 ni
spyio || yul dus 1 du dres pa ni ’brel pao ||

[5] saficara — byugs/byug pa

In a discussion in the context of non-apprehension (anupalabdhi),
Dharmakirti explains that judgments of absence are based on a
positive experience, the apprehension of something else. Answer-
ing an objection, he explains that this “apprehension” is not nec-
essarily visual; it can also take the form of a feeling when some-
one determines the absence of a pot in a dark room: this person has
the specific feeling of the internal contact of her own hands. The
situation is described in the objection by the phrase yatha santa-
mase hastasaficarena. The term saiicara is translated as byugs (D
byug) pa; in the following sentence again, de ltar byugs pa’i renders
tathasaiicarinah. The same Tibetan term is also used in the PVinT and
in Jiiana$ribhadra’s citation of this passage of the PVin.

According to the Mahavyutpatti (6114), the verb byug should be
used to translate upalepana (“smearing, anointing”). Saficara con-
veys instead the idea of “walking through.” For saiicarya, the Maha-
vyutpatti prescribes the verbs skyod (“to stir, agitate”) and spo ba
(“to change place”). One finds this second option in the translation
of several verses of the PV.*

A source-based explanation would be that both Jiianasribhadra
and rNog Lo adopted a variant reading for the Sanskrit that had the
meaning of “anointing” (maybe arrived at via a graphic confusion
with a form of the verb a7ij?). Another possibility is that they un-
derstood saficara in the sense of the causative form of the verb, as
meaning “to cause to come together, bring into contact” — in other

3% See PV 3.514 na syat saiicaro visayantare — yul gZan la ni "pho mi 'gyur,
PV 3.519 saiicarakaranabhavad — ‘pho ba’i rgyu ni med pa’i phyir; PV
3.520 visayantarasaiicaro — yul gZan la ni 'pho ’gyur na; PV 3.539 visaya-
ntarasaiicare — gal te yul gZan 'pho ba na.
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words, to clap or rub hands. In such a case, the adoption of byug pa
as a translation could be explained as an interpretative translation
that associates the idea of rubbing hands with the application of an
unguent. I keep the option open that the verb also has a meaning
akin to saficara which is not listed in usual dictionaries. Unfortu-
nately, Indian and Tibetan commentators do not explain this exam-
ple further.

PVing 60,11-61,1 yatha santamase hastasaficarena
PVin  D206b6; P304b1 dper na mun khun du lag pa byugs (D byug)
pa bZin no

“like by fumbling (with)/rubbing hands in the darkness [there arises the
thought “there is no pot, etc.” even though one does not see something void
of a pot].”

PVinT 86a2-3 yatha santamase santate tamasi hastasamca-
renasty abhavapratitir ghatadinam [...] sam-
carato hastasyantara atmiyo viSistah | spar$a
upalabhyate

PVinT, D89b5-6 dper na mun khun mun pai smag tu lag pa
byugs pas bum pa la sogs pa med par rtogs pa
yod pa bZin no zZe na [...] byugs pa’i lag pa’i nan
gi bdag fiid kyi khyad par can gyi reg pa dmigs
pas yin no ||

Ji D257b4 mun par lag pas byug pa na Zes bya ba ni mun
pai sa phyogs na bum pas ston pa myon ba
med de mi mthon ba’i phyir ro sfiam du sems
pao ||

[6] nivatapraptih — gdon mi za bar ’gyur ba

The calque translation for the Sanskrit expression niyatapraptih
(here a bahuvrihi meaning lit. “whose obtaining is definite”) would
be the Tibetan expression #es par 'thob pa. This expression is found
in the Tibetan translation of Jiianasribhadra’s commentary. rNog Lo
instead uses the expression gdon mi za bar ’gyur ba (lit. “becoming
without doubt”) for niyatapraptih in the PVin and de gdon mi za bar
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‘gyur for niyata praptir asya in the PVinT. This rendering does not
necessitate postulating a distinct source text:

The rendering of praptih as ’gyur is justified because in this con-
text the term does not have the literal meaning of obtaining some-
thing but expresses a consequence that is arrived at if something is
accepted. The translation of praptih as thob pa or ’gyur ba is dis-
cussed by Franco in his studies of the various translations of the
Pramanavarttika (Franco 2007): in verse PV 2.47, the older transla-
tion attested in Devendrabuddhi’s commentary renders prapti with
thob (in the expression grahanaprapter), and this translation was
later revised as 'gyur.

The rendering of niyata as gdon mi za bar is attested in the Maha-
vyutpatti and is an acceptable alternative to nes par as far as mean-
ing is concerned. But one can note that elsewhere in PVin 3 rNog
Lo consistently uses ries pa whenever the expression niyata occurs
in Sanskrit, whereas the Tibetan gdon mi za bar translates avasyam
(twice in P286b5, P294b7, etc.) and once asandigdho (P314a5).
Similarly, elsewhere in the PVinT gdon mi za bar is used mainly to
translate avasyam. It is exceptionally used twice in PVinT (D70b3
and D70b5) for niyamena (PVinT, 67a2), an expression for which
he uses ries pas/nes par elsewhere in the commentary.

We may suggest that a reason for rNog Lo’s choice of gdon mi za
bar over res par is a consequence of his choice of "gyur to render prapti.
Indeed, the translation ries par ’gyur would have been ambiguous, as it
could be understood either in the sense of “certainly takes place” (which
is what the Sanskrit intends) or in the sense of “becomes determined,”
which might trigger other associations in a philosophical text.

PVing 4,11-12 ta_dat;lhlyupagame ’paro niyatapraptir iti durni-
varah

PVin D188bl; P286a8  de khas len na gzan gdon mi za bar ’gyur bai
phyir bzlog par dka’o ||

“When one has admitted that [impossible logical reason], the other [i.e. the
impossible consequent] is certainly arrived at; therefore it is difficult to
repress [i.e., to repress arriving at an impossible consequence from an incor-
rect logical reason].”
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PVinT 8a2-3 tasmad tasya vyapyasyanekadeSasthatvasyabhy-
upagame paro [read: ’paro] nanatvakhyo niyara
praptir asyeti nivarayitum a$akyah |

PVinT  D8b6 de’i phyir khyab par bya ba yul du ma na gnas pa
de khas len na gZzan du ma fiid de gdon mi za bar
‘gyur ba'i phyir bzlog par mi nus so ||

Jii D230b4 gal te du ma la ’jug pa’i gcig po de mi ldog par
khas len na de la khyab par byed pa tha dad pa
gZan de nes par ’thob pa’i phyir tha dad pa dor
bar dka’o ||

[7] angangita — rtags dan rtags can

The expected translation for the Sanskrit term arnga (lit. “mem-
ber”) is the Tibetan yan lag. A calque translation of the expression
angangita would have been *yan lag dan yan lag can (jiid). Instead,
rNog Lo renders the expression with the Tibetan rtags dan rtags
can. This is a calque translation of the Sanskrit lingalinginoh (“the
logical reason and what has the logical reason”), attested to translate
the latter in an earlier portion of PVin 3. The choice of a different
translation appears here to have been influenced by the translation
of angangita as rtags dan rtags can yin pa in the verse that directly
follows (PVin 3.79). In turn, it is likely that the translation of the
verse draws from the translation of the almost identical verse PV
4.186, in which angangita is translated as rtags dan rtags can. In both
cases, the choice of translation may have been guided by metrical
reasons.® It reflects accurately the intention of the text, since the
“member” under consideration is the logical reason (l/iniga). Jianasr1
explicates the equivalence in his commentary.

PVing 105,5-6 viSesam punah sadhyadharminam krtva sama-
nyam hetum bruvanasya dharmabhedad anga-
ngita na virudhyate ||

35 See also the translation of PVin 3.27cd (=PV 4.92), which also uses rtags
for angam (translation attested in 'Od zer 166b7). The prose commentary
(2910) glosses karyangam with karyalaksanam lingam, also translated (as
expected in this case) as 'bras bu’i mtshan jiid can gyi rtags (D196b2-3;
P294b2).



On the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions of the Pramanaviniscaya 89

PVin,  D219b4-5; P317b  khyad par bsgrub par bya ba’i chos can du byas
te gtan tshigs su brjod pa la ni chos tha dad pa’i
phyir rtags dan rtags can mi "gal lo® ||

“Further, for someone who states a generic [property] as the logical reason
after having posited something specific as the subject of the thesis,” since
[these] properties are different, it is not contradictory that they are ‘mem-
ber’ and ‘what has this member’/logical reason and what has this logical
reason.”

PVinT 124b8 gamyagamakabhavo sty [read: sty] eva

PVinT, D139a3 go bya go byed kyi dos por ’gyur ba fiid do ||

@ The Tibetan in D and P omits translating samanyam. Jii D278al cites the
PVin in the form gran tshigs spyi’i chos.

® For instance, to posit “following effort” as the logical reason and “sound
following effort” as the subject.

PVing 3.79ab (105)7) bhedalsémﬁnyayor dharmabhedad angangite-
Syate

PVin. D219b5; P317b8  khyad par spyi chos tha dad phyir || rtags dan
rtags can yin par ’dod ||

PV, 4.186ab bhedasamanyayor dharmabhedad angangita ta-
tah |

PV, 4.186ab des na bye brag spyi chos tha || dad phyir rtags
dan rtags can iid ||

PVinT, 124b8 bhedasya samanyasya vangangita [em.: canga-
ngita]

PVinT, D139a3-4 khyad par dan spyi ni rtags dan rtags can yin
te |

[8] ekanta — nes pa fiid du

As in the two previous cases, the translation ries pa 7iid du yons su
dzin pa (adopted by Phya pa) is not a calque of the Sanskrit ekanta-
parigrahe. While conveying the same meaning, ries pa iiid du (“in
a determined way”) does not reflect the structure of the Sanskrit
compound ekanta (eka-anta, lit. “one-ended”) like the calque mtha’
gcig does.

The rendering of ekanta by res pa alone is frequent in Tibetan. It
is illustrated, for instance, in the technical expression for inconclusive
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logical reasons (anaikantika — ma res pa). Besides, ries pa also trans-
lates niyata and niyama (cf. [6]). Elsewhere in PVin and PVinT rNog
Lo adopts the translations gcig tu ries pa(r) for ekanta.*® This expres-
sion is a partial calque that conveys the meaning “certain/determined”
while preserving the lexical equivalent of “eka” with “gcig fu.”

The rendering ries pa 7iid du is thus justified in view of the mean-
ing of the text, as confirmed by Dharmottara’s commentary which
glosses ekantah with niyatah.*

Interestingly, in the translation of the PVinT one finds the Ti-
betan term mtha’ gcig as a gloss of the expression res pa fiid du
cited from the PVin rather than the other way around. The same
can be observed in a subsequent passage: ekanta® in the expression
ekantasadhanatvam in PVin is rendered as ries par (translation al-
ready attested in the 'Od zer); in the PVinT, where this compound is
explained as ekante sadhanatvam and ekanta glossed with niscaya,

3¢ For instance, when citing a passage by Dignaga containing the expres-
sion ekantavyavriteh (PVing, 46,3). This expression is translated gcig ru
nes par (D pa) ldog pd’i phyir ro (PVin, D202b2; P300a2). This translation
is adopted in 'Od zer 175b2. Dharmakirti explains the expression ekanta-
vyavrttya (Tib. gcig tu nies pa ldog pas). In his commentary, Dharmottara ex-
plains ekanta as niscaya (PVinTg  66b7 ekantaniscayasya vyavrter abha-
vdc ca). The Tibetan keeps to the translation gcig tu nes pa for ekanta and
adopts gdon mi za bar for niscaya. See also PVinSkt 5910: na cet, na kadacit
kasyacit kificid ity ekanta esah, translated as ... ’i ni gcig tu nies pa yin no
(this translation is also adopted in PVinT).

37 Dharmottara states the equivalence of ekanta and niscaya on other oc-
casions. See, for instance, a subsequent passage of the PVinT where the
expression ekantaparigraha appears again: yadi siddhe hetav ekantapari-
graho niscayakhyo nanyatha (PVinTg 10al). This is translated: gal te gtan
tshigs grub na nes par mtha’ gcig tu ‘dzin par ’gyur gyi gZan du ni ma yin
pas | (PVinT D10b). On one occasion, the Tibetan does not translate the
equivalence made between the two expressions by Dharmottara: PVinT,
67b6, commenting on the expression ekantenanaikantikah, says ekantena
niscayanena. Instead of translating this, the Tibetan states ries pa kho na ma
nies pa fiid ni ma yin no || (PVinT_ D71b2).
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the translation bears res par for the word cited from the PVin and
mtha’ gcig tu for the gloss.?®

In both cases, a purely translator-related explanation can be of-
fered to account for both the translations of the PVin and the PVinT
along the following scenario: the translator first chose to translate
ekanta® as nes pa fiid du/nies par in the PVin, possibly under the in-
fluence of Dharmottara’s commentary glossing ekanta® with niyata/
niscaya. Turning to translate the PVinT, he had to retain res pa iiid
du/nes par to translate the expression cited from the PVin for coher-
ence’s sake. This generates a difficulty in translating Dharmottara’s
gloss because it would be tautological to have res pa 7iid du/ries par
glossed with res pa 7iid du/iies par. tNog Lo thus renders the gloss
niyata/niscaya by resorting to the calque rendering of ekanta, the Ti-
betan mtha’ gcig, even though this expression is not usually attested
as a translation of niyata or niscaya.*

PVing 58 ekantaparigrahe syad esa dosah |
PVin_ D188b4; P286b4-5 nes pa fiid du yons su ’dzin pa skyon “dir ’gyur
ba ’am |

“In the case that they would be taken as established [by the proponent], there
would be this fault (due to his beliefs being different).”

’Od zer 150a2 nes pa fiid du Zes pa
PVinT, 9b1 ekanto niyato bhavas tasya parigrahe
PVinT, D9b3 nies pa fiid du Zes bya ba ni mtha’ gcig gis dnos

po ste ... der yons su 'dzin na ni

38 Jhanasribhadra has a different interpretation of the compound. He trans-
lates ekanta as gcig and glosses it as “perception.”

39 There are other examples of the same phenomenon. For instance rNgog
Lo translates the term viraha in the long compound desakalavasthavi-
Sesaniyataikadravyasamsargavyavacchinnasvabhavantaravirahad (PVing,
44-5) as ston pa (PVin, D188a5-6, P286a5-6). When it comes to trans-
late Dharmottara’s gloss of virahah as Sinyatvam (PVinT, 6a5), rNgog Lo
retains ston pa for the former expression and uses dben pa for the latter
(PVinT_ D7al).
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Jii D231a2-3 gcig tu nes par gcig du ma la ’jug pa fiid du
yons su bzun nas rtags ma grub pa’i skyon ‘dir
gyur gyi

PVin-Skt 36,11-371 nacapramanalaksanavyatirikto ‘nyo ’stivisesah

pratyaksasya | ya ekantasadhanatvam (vari-
ant: ekantam sadhanam) vyavasthapayati |

PVin D199a5-6;P297a3—4 gan zig nes par sgrub par byed par ’jog pa
tshad ma’i mtshan fiid las tha dad pa’i khyad
par ni yod pa ma yin te |

“And there is no characteristic for perception apart from the definition of val-
id cognition that would posit it to be an exclusive means of establishment.”

'0Od zer 172b7 khyad par gzan mi run ba ni gan Zig nes par
7Zes pa ste
PVinT,  53b6 sa ekante niscaya [em. niScayam] sadhanatvam

na vyavasthapayati |
PVinT D56b4 de ni nes par Zes bya ba mtha’ gcig tu sgrub
par byed pa fiid rnam par ’jog pa ma yin no ||

Jii D248a2-3 gal te bye brag yod na ni bye brag des gcig ste
mnon sum grub par byed pa Zes bya bar tshad
mar rnam par gZzag la |

[9] syat — grub par ’gyur ba

For the Sanskrit syat (“would be the case’), one finds in one passage
the Tibetan grub par ’gyur ba (“would be established”), which sug-
gests the Sanskrit *sidhyati or *siddham syat.

Dharmottara uses sidhyati (Tib. "grub par ’gyur ro) in his com-
mentary; Jiiana$§ri’s commentary uses the verb bsgrub pa but in nei-
ther case are these given as explicit citations of the source text.

This may invoke a source-based explanation, namely the adop-
tion of the Sanskrit reading sidhyati, known also to Dharmottara and
Jiianasribhadra. But a translator-based explanation may also be pro-
posed, namely that the Tibetan of the PVin makes explicit the inter-
pretation of the sentence proposed by Dharmottara.
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PVing 139-10 tato bahyenarthenarthavattvam anistam syat |

PVin  D191a5; P289a6 de’i phyir phyi rol gyi don dan ldan pa fiid mi
’dod pa grub par ’gyur ba’am |

“Therefore, the fact of having a meaning by means of an external object [and
not by its own nature only], which is unintended [by the Avyutpattivadin
proponent], would be the case/would be established [through the same logi-
cal reason by the Vyutpattivadin].”

PVinT,, 16a5 anistam avyutpattivadinah sidhyati |
PVinT, D17b3—+4 bye brag tu bsad pa yin par smra ba mi dod pa
’grub par ‘gyur ro ||

Jii D234b4-5 ’dir ran gi no bo tsam gyi don dan ldan par sgrub
par ’dod la rnam par dbye bas ni phyi rol gyi don
gyis don dan ldan par ’gyur ba’i phyir mi ‘dod pa
bsgrub paam |

[10] na — mi mtshurns

This case is similar to the preceding one. In answer to an objection
raised by Dharmakirti that “it would be the same also elsewhere”
(tad anyatrapi samanam, Tib. de ni gZan la yan [P ‘ang] mtshuns
s0), the opponent’s negative reply is introduced in the Sanskrit text
by the words na, atra... This was also probably the reading of the
version known to JianasSribhadra, as the Tibetan cites the PVin in
the form ma yin te. But in the Tibetan canonical translation we find
mi mtshuns te ‘dir. This translation is attested as early as Phya pa’s
commentary.

Here also, there is the option of a source-based variant, namely
a version of the PVin with the reading *na samanam or the option
of a translator-based variant due to the influence of Dharmottara’s
commentary, where the opponent’s reply is introduced with the ex-
pression na samanam (translated as mi mtshuns te). In this case, the
first option is less likely, because the reply to the objection would be
repeating a piece of information that was just given in the objection,
a redundancy unlike Dharmakirti’s synthetic style.

PVinSkl 20,1 na, atra...
PVin D193a7; P291a8  mi mtshuns te ’dir
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'Od zer 160b1 mi mtshuns te zes pao ||

PVinT, 25a6 na samanam |

PVinT D27a4 mi mtshuns te

Jii D239a5 ma yin te Zes bya ba ni nam mkha’i yon tan ni
skabs ma yin pa ni ma yin pa’o ||

2. Syntactic variants

[1] Affirmative sentence — double negation

In the passage under consideration, Dharmakirti deals with the op-
ponent’s thesis that “the universal is ubiquitous (lit. “all-pervading”).
The reason in favor of this thesis is that the universal is “simultane-
ously connected with its relata that are placed in all loci, like space.”

Dharmakirti closes the discussion by expressing that the per-
vasion of this reason by the property to be proven is established.
Stated positively in Sanskrit, this corresponds to the expression of
the positive entailment (anvaya) of the logical reason: the reason
“simultaneously connected” is established for “all-pervading.” The
Tibetan translation has a double negation that introduces a subtle
difference because it amounts to the statement of the negative en-
tailment (vyatireka), namely the logical reason “simultaneously con-
nected” is not established in the absence of the probandum (i.e., for
what is not all-pervading).

Maybe the translator wanted to express such an interpretation
(which in this case is not suggested by Dharmottara’s commentary).
Alternatively, the Tibetan translation may perhaps be viewed as the
result of an initial corruption of yin par into min par (these are likely
to be confused in cursive script), followed by a correction of the
faulty reading min par ’grub po/ma yin par ’grub po through the ad-
dition of a second negation rather than through the removal of the
superfluous negation.
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PVin 1299-10 tasmad bhinnadesair yugapatsambandhah
sarvavyapini sidhyati
PVin_ D227b4; P326b4-5 de’i phyir | yul tha dad pa dag dan (P om.

dan) cig car ’brel pa ni thams cad du
khyab pa ma yin par mi ’grub po ||

“Therefore, the simultaneous relation with distinct loci is established for
what pervades everything/is not established for what does not pervade
everything.”

PVinT, D170a6-7 gan gi phyir de lta yin pa de’i phyir yul tha
dad pa dag dan cig car mnon par ’brel pa
ni spyii yul thams cad khyab pa yin na
grub bo ||

[2] Different structure

Dharmakirti explains in a passage that in an inference the logical
reason cannot be identical with the subject (for instance, one cannot
prove that sound is impermanent because it is a sound). The argu-
ment in the Sanskrit version is that “the subject is not a [correct]
logical reason because it is not established for both [debaters].” This
also appears to have been the reading known to Jiianasribhadra, who
explicates that “both” refers to the proponent and the opponent.

The Tibetan translation offers the explanation: “Therefore, the
subject is not established as a logical reason for both.” This transla-
tion appears to have been influenced by Dharmottara’s commentary,
not directly on this sentence of the PVin (Dharmottara does not com-
ment on it) but on the part of verse PVin 3.78 that reads tenasiddhah
prakasitah. Dharmottara explains this phrase as follows: “thus, what
is posited as the subject is not established as a logical reason.”

PVing 1007 tasman na dharmi hetuh | ubhayasid-
dheh ||
PVinT, D218b2-3; P316a2 de’i phyir chos can ni gtan tshigs su gifii

ga la ma grub po ||

Jii D275a4 gfii ga la ma grub pa’i phyir Zes bya ba
ni rgol ba dan phyir rgol ba giii ga la yan
phyogs tha dad pa cun zad kyan ma grub
bas so ||
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PVing 3.78cd (100,5) sadhyah sadhananatam nitas tenasiddhah
prakasitah ||

PVin, D218a2; P316al bsgrub bya de fiid sgrub byed du || bzag
pa des na ma grub bstan ||

PVinT 120a4-5 asiddho hetutvenayam dharmmivyavadi-
stah |

PVinT D133a3 chos can du bstan pa de ni gtan tshigs fiid

du ma grub bo ||

[3] Introduction of explicit links

The Tibetan translation frequently makes explicit the link between
different parts of the sentence. It may be rather neutral, like the addi-
tion of a coordinating conjunction such as la or Zin, or less neutral, for
instance, by suggesting a causal relation. This is the case, for instance,
in the translation of the sentence vyastah pramanabhyam nirakrto vi-
paryaye pramanavrtter andasrayah pratipramanasya. This sentence
glosses the preceding verse PVin 3.26cd in which the terms vyasta
(“eliminated”) and anasraya (“is not a ground”) occur. The verse,
identical with PV 4.91, states that something that has already been
excluded is not a proper ground for a reason, i.e., for the application
of an inferential reasoning which applies only when there is a doubt.

In the prose sentence vyasta is explained as “opposed by [one
of] the two valid cognitions” (pramandabhyam nirakrto), and hetor
anasrayah is glossed as “not the basis for a counter valid cognition”
(anasrayah pratipramanasya).

In the Tibetan translation — attested to be rNog Lo’s translation —
the “opposition by one of the two valid cognitions” is given as a reason
for the fact that that which is eliminated cannot be the basis for a coun-
ter valid cognition by the introduction of the particle pas. This is logi-
cally correct but not explicit in Dharmakirti’s phrasing. Dharmakirti
explicitly states the reason for this fact in terms of “because a valid
cognition applies to the opposite” (viparyaye pramanavrtter). Dhar-
mottara’s commentary also takes this part of the sentence to be the
reason. According to him, the part “opposed by the two valid cogni-
tions” helps remove the possibility of an antinomic reason.
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PVing, 2934

PVin, D196a7;
P294a7

vyastah pramanabhyam nirakrto viparyaye pramana-
vrtter anasrayah pratipramanasya

bsal (D gsal) ba ni tshad ma dag gis bzlog pa yin pas
zla po’i tshad ma’i rten ma yin te |

bzlog pa la tshad ma Zugs pa’i phyir 1o ||

“What is eliminated, i.e., opposed by [one of] the two valid cognitions/be-
cause it is opposed by [one of] the two valid cognitions, is not a ground for
an inverse valid cognition because a valid cognition applies to the opposite.”

dKa gnas 412,20- bsal pa ni | zla bo’i tshad md'i rten ma yin te Zes ’brel

4131

’Od zer 166a5—-8

PVinT,, 39b3-5

PVinT D42al

te | de’i gtan tshigs bzlog pa la tshad ma Zugs pa’i
phyir zes bya bao || gtan tshigs gfiis pa ’di fiid ma
grub pa spon ba ni | bsal ba ni tshad ma dag gis bzlog
pa yin pas zes sbyar pa ste | des na bzlog pa la tshad
mar zugs par khas blan no ||

de’i rtags bsgrub pa ni bzlog pa la tshad ma Zugs pa’i
phyir zes pao | [...]

des na rtags ’jug pai yul ma yin par dam ’cha’ ba naan
de dan rtogs pa gcig pa’i zla bo’i tshad ma’i rten ma yin
fe zes gsuns pa yin no | [...]

de sgrub pa’i rtags kyi rten ma yin pa ci ste Ze na bzlog
pa la tshad ma Zugs pda’i phyir ro zes pas de sgrub po |

bzlog pa la tshad ma Zugs pa’i tshul ni bsal pa ni Zes
bya

kasmat punar vyaste hetu [em. hetur] nocyate | yato
hetor anasraya ity aha | vyastah pratipramanasya ana-
Srayah kasmad anasrayah pratipramanasadhyasya vi-
paryayo [em. viparyaye] viruddhe pramanasya vyatteh
[em. vrtteh] | yasya viruddhe pramanam vrttam | tad
vyastam aSravanatvam iva | nanu ca viryaye pramana-
vrttav api viruddhavyabhicarino hetor asrayo drsta ity
aha | pramanabhyam nirakrto vyasto nanyah

gan gi phyir gtan tshigs kyi rten ma yin par ’gyur la |
bsal ba la ci’i phyir gtan tshigs ma brjod ce na | bsad
pa | bsal ba ni zla bo’i tshad ma’i rten ma yin no ||

ci’i phyir rten ma yin Ze na | zla bo’i tshad mas bsgrub
par bya ba las bzlog pa ’gal ba la tshad ma Zugs pa’i
phyir ro || gan gi phyir ’gal ba la tshad ma Zugs pa can
de ni bsal pa yin te | mfian bya ma yin pa fiid bZin no ||
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gal te bzlog pa la tshad ma Zugs kyan ’gal ba ’khrul pa
med pa can gyi gtan tshigs kyi rten yin par mthon ba
ma yin nam Ze na | bsad pa | gsal ba ni tshad ma dag
gis bzlog pa yin te | gzan ni ma yin no ||

3. Additions

In the critical apparatus to the edition of the PVin, cases such as
the ones exemplified below have been qualified as “additions in
the Tibetan version.” This is intended to cover all cases where the
Tibetan version contains additional terms in comparison with the
reading of the Sanskrit manuscripts and/or the critically adopted
reading of the Sanskrit version. If a translator-based explanation can
be provided, these terms are “added,” strictly speaking.*’ But in the
case of a source-based explanation, they simply reflect the reading
of a variant Sanskrit source.

[1] asato virahat — med pa gZan dan bral ba’i phyir

In the translation of the Sanskrit phrase asato virahat (“because it
is devoid of ‘inexistent’”) one finds an additional gZan (lit. “oth-
er”). Jiana$ribhadra cites this portion of the PVin without a similar
equivalent (his translation of asato viraha is med pas ston pa).

Dharmottara’s commentary bears the Sanskrit expression
itarasmad asato (Tib. med pa gZan). In this context indeed, “inexis-
tent” is an alternative to “existent.” This specification was made by
Dharmakarti in a previous passage.*! Here, in view of Dharmakirti’s
style, the specification in Dharmottara’s commentary is more likely
to be a gloss than to reflect a different Sanskrit source for the PVin.

40 Addition by way of intruding glosses can also be envisaged if there is no
evidence that the addition was present in the original translation. In such a
case one has to postulate that the manuscripts in which such glosses were
integrated played a major role in the compilation of the canonical version.

“! PVing, 1037-8: tenetarasadvirahena tvayopagatatvad ity arthah; PVin,
D219a2; P317a4: des na med pa gZan dan bral bar khyod kyis khas blans pa’i
phyir ro Zes bya bd'i don to | Ze na | “Thus the meaning is “because you ac-
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cept that it is devoid of the alternative ‘inexistent’”.
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Consequently, one can posit a translation-based explanation for this
addition in the translation by invoking the influence of the PVinT.

PViny 104,3 tathapidam asiddham evasato virahad iti |
vyabhicari va ||

PVin D219a6; P317a8-bl de lta na yan med pa gZan dan bral ba’i phyir
Zes bya ba ’di ma grub pa fiid dam ’khrul par
"gyur 1o ||

“Thus also [from the point of view of the opponent], this [logical reason]
“devoid of inexistence/devoid of the alternative inexistence” is just un-
established, or it is deviant.”

PVinT, 123b2 <ta>thapidam asiddham itaras(m)ad asato
virahad iti |

PVinT D137a6 de Ita na yan med pa gZan dan bral ba’i phyir
1o Zes bya ba 'di ma grub pa iiid do ||

Jii D277a7-bl de las grol bas ’di rtags su brjod na yan rtags
des bsgrub par bya ba med pa thams cad sel
bar byed de de Ita na yan rtags di bsgrub
bar bya ba med pas ston pa Zes bya bar *gyur
bas | de fiid bsgrub par bya ba yin pai phyir |
rtags ma grub pa yin no || yan na ’khrul pa
can yin no Zes bya ba ni...

[2] dvasya — gtan tshigs gnyis po

In this example also the Tibetan translation (as already found in Phya
pa’s commentary) has an additional expression that qualifies a word
of the sentence (“these two logical reasons”) like in Dharmottara’s
commentary, whereas our manuscripts and Jiianasribhadra’s com-
mentary lack an equivalent. Here also, the addition of gtan tshigs
in Tibetan is more likely to be an intruding gloss or a translation
influenced by Dharmottara’s commentary.

PVin 46,6 asya (variant: tasya) hi dvayasyaikatra
samuccayat...
PVin_ D202b4; P300a5 gtan tshigs giiis po ’di gcig la (D las)

bsdus pas ni...

“Indeed, because of the grouping of these two/two logical reasons for one
[too restricted property]...
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'Od zer 175b3 don bsdu ba ni gtan tshigs Zes pas te |

PVinT 67a7 asya hetudvayasya yasmad ekasmin™®
dha(r)mme ’sadharane samuccayat*

PVinT D71a3 gan gi phyir gtan tshigs giiis po di
thun mon ma yin pa’i chos gcig la
bsdus pas ni...

Jii D252b3 di giiis gcig tu bsdus pas Zes bya ba

ni rtag pa dan mi rtag pas bsdus pa
dan | geig tu nes pa log pa dag go ||

[3] abhavaniscayah — bsgrub bya med pa las ldog par nes

Another passage involves a longer addition: while the Sanskrit reads
abhavaniscaya (‘“determination of absence”) the Tibetan specifies
bsgrub bya med pa las ldog par nes (‘“determination of exclusion
from [i.e., absence in] what is not a probandum/the absence of the
probandum”).

In this context, Dharmakirti’s terms for the notions of absence
(abhava/vyavrtti) and of non-, opposite of (-abhava/-vyatireka) vary.
The translation also wavers and uses med pa and ldog pa interchange-
ably. We can see in Dharmottara’s commentary that the Tibetan bsgrub
bya med pa las ldog par nes translates sadhyavyatirekabhavaniscayah.
The specification is also likely to be a gloss, which echoes the gloss
given for ata eva, namely “because the absence of the probandum is
doubtful” (sadhyabhavasamdehdat — bsgrub par bya ba med par the
tshom za ba).

PVing 101,11-102,1 tata (variant: tatra) evakatham abhavaniScayah |

in -3; i Itar de fiid kyis i) bsgrub bya med pa
PVin_ D218b2-3; P316b3 ji ltar de fiid kyis (P kyi) bsgrub by d p
las (D la) 1dog par nes

“For this reason precisely, how could there be determination of absence/of
exclusion from what is not to be proven?”

PVinT 12126 tasmat fata eva sadhyabhavasamdehat katham
sadhyavyatirekabhavaniscaya<h>

PVinT, D134b2 de’i phyir ci ltar bsgrub par bya ba med par the
tshom za ba de 7iid kyis bsgrub par bya ba med
pa las Idog par res te |
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[4] @ — bdag med pa med pas bdag yod par 'gyur bas

The following yet longer addition can be understood as an intrud-
ing gloss of yena (Tib. gan gis na) which reflects the explanation in
Dharmottara’s commentary. Indeed, the notion that “since there is no
absence of soul, there would be a soul” repeats the argument that ap-
pears in the preceding sentence in the PVin: “And thus, a soul is not
established for living bodies from the non-absence of soul” (tathapi
nanairatmyad atma jivaccharire sidhyati — de lta na yan bdag med
pa med pas gson po’i lus bdag dan bcas par mi grub po ||).

PVing 1234-5 yenayam na vyatirekasyabhavam bhavam ic-
chati

PVin D225b3-4; P324b2  gan gis na bdag med pa med pas bdag yod
par ‘gyur bas ’di ldog pa med pa dios por ’dod
pa ni ma yin te |

“...by means of which it is not the case that one accepts that this absence
of an exclusion amounts to existence insofar as the absence of non-soul
would amount to the presence of a soul.”

PVinT_ D163a3 ’di 1tar bdag med pa bdag ldog pa med pas
bdag yod par ’gyur ba rig pa can di ldog pa
ste | dnos po med pa med par dros por ‘dod pa
ni ma yin no ||

[5] samhata — ‘dus pa ma yin

I deal with this case under the category of “addition” insofar as the
difference between the expected and the attested reading amounts
to the addition of the negative particle ma in Tibetan. This case was
pointed out in the introduction to the edition of PVin 3 as a sepa-
rative case between the extant manuscripts that share the reading
samhata and the Sanskrit source used by the translators; indeed, the
translation ‘dus pa ma yin suggests *asamhata, a reading supported
by both Dharmottara’s and Jiianasribhadra’s commentaries.

Jiianasribhadra appears to have been aware of the two different
readings. In such a case, it makes sense to postulate a source-based
explanation for the translation. rNog Lo might have been aware of
the reading asamhata or might have chosen it as the best reading in
the same way the editors of PVin 3 did.
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PVing 114,1-2 nanu samhatanam (variant: samghatanam)
samhata® (editorial ementation: asamha-
ta®)paropakaraniyamabhavad anaikantika
evety aviruddhah |

PVin D222b1-2; P321a2-3 gal te ’dus pa rnams ‘dus pa ma yin pa (D
par) gZzan la phan ’dogs par nes pa med pa’i
phyir ma nes pa yin pas (D om. ma nes pa
ma yin pas) ’gal ba ma yin pa ma yin nam |

“Objection: Since for what is aggregated there is no determination of con-
tributing to something else that is aggregated/not-aggregated, [the reason]
is just inconclusive, therefore it is not contradictory.”

PVinT D151a2 dus pa rnams ‘dus pa la ma yin pa’i gZan
gan yin pa de la phan 'dogs par byed pa fiid
du ma res pa’i phyir ro || de’i phyir ‘gal ba
ma yin no ||

Jii D280b1-2 gal te ‘dus pa rnams gZan ‘dus pa ma yin pa
la phan par Zes bya ba ni ’dus pas ’dus pa
ma yin pa’i don byed pao ||
kha cig dus pa gzan rnams gZan ‘dus pa la
phan pa zes *don to ||

[6] pratisedhat — de ma bkag pa’i phyir

This is another case where the Tibetan translation has a negation ab-
sent in the extant Sanskrit manuscripts. The translation, which also
does not render the ca, indicates that the second ablative is taken as a
reason for the first, namely: “it is not negated because it is not proper
to negate what does not have an object.” The presence of the nega-
tion is here attested in rNog Lo’s dKa’ gnas and was also adopted by
Phya pa. Both authors understand the argument to be about a verbal
object posited as the subject when negating something, for instance,
“Primordial Nature itself” (gzso bo 7iid) when saying “there is no
Primordial Nature.” Their understanding is that in such a case there
is no possible negation (ma bkag pa) because a negation requires a
negandum and “Primordial Nature itself” cannot be one (it is “con-
tradictory as a negandum”).

Dharmottara does not comment on this phrase, which is also ab-
sent from the parallel passage in PVSV (105,15-19).
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The Tibetan translation of Jiianasribhadra’s commentary supports
the negation (but it glosses fasya as “doubt, etc.”), hinting to the exis-
tence of an alternative Sanskrit source, which might also have been
known to rNog Lo.

PVing 676-7 tadarthapratisedhe dharmivacino ’prayogad
abhidhanasya | tasya pratisedhat | nirvisaya-
sya ca pratisedhasyayogat |

PVin_ D208b4-5; P306a7 don de dgag pa la chos can brjod pai tshig
sbyar ba med pa’i phyir te |
de ma bkag pa’i phyir yul med pa’i bkag pa mi
run ba’i phyir ro Ze na

“Opponent: Because when one negates this object [expressed by the word

pradhana] there is no application for the term expressing the subject, be-

cause it is negated/not negated, and/because it is not proper to negate what
does not have an object.”

dKa' gnas 473,5-7 o na de dgag byar ’gal bas dgag bya med la |
des na yul med pa’i dgag pa mi run ro Zes brjod
pani | de ma bkag pa’i phyir zes bya ba'o ||

'Od zer 181b4-5 0 na de dgag byar ’gal bas dgag bya med la |
des na yul myed pa’i dgag pa mi run o zes brjod
pa ni de ma bkag pa’i phyir zes bya bao ||

Ji D261a5 de bkag par mi ’gyur te Zes bya ba ni the tshom
la sogs pa dgag par mi ’gyur ba'o ||

4. Omissions

There are much fewer pertinent cases of omission (understand: cas-
es where the Tibetan does not have an equivalent for an expression
present in our Sanskrit source) than of addition. Cases that lack a
word that is essential to the understanding of the text are likely to
have been caused by copying mistakes. In other cases, one can in-
voke two kinds of source-based explanation: the translator had a
Sanskrit version lacking a word present in our exemplars or he con-
sidered a given word in his Sanskrit version to be an intruding gloss
and eliminated it from his “critical” Sanskrit version. A translator-
based explanation other than the translator’s carelessness is difficult
to adduce for single terms. Note however that in the translation of
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the PVinT there are several cases where full sentences are evidently
intentionally omitted. They are, notably, grammatical explanations.

[1] sarva — &

One example of the omission of a single term is the omission in the
canonical version of an equivalent for the Sanskrit term sarva (“all,
every”) attested in all our Sanskrit manuscripts and in the version
known to Jianasribhadra, and mentioned by Dharmottara (although
not as a citation of the PVin). In this case, the citation of the phrase
of the PVin with the Tibetan expression thams cad reflecting the
Sanskrit sarva is attested in Phya pa’s commentary. Chu mig pa does
not cite a portion of the PVin with thams cad, but uses the expres-
sion in his gloss. Thus a likely explanation is that rNog Lo’s origi-
nal translation also read gtan tshigs thams cad and the omission of
thams cad in the canon is the consequence of a scribal and/or edi-
torial mistake. Alternatively, one can postulate that Phya pa relied
on an emended translation and that tNog Lo’s original translation
lacked thams cad, in spite of the fact that the presence of this word,
although not indispensable, provides a much better reading of the
sentence.

PVing 12,8-9 tatha ca sarvo hetur viruddho drstanta$ ca
sadhyavikalah syat |

PVin D190b7-191al; P288b8  de Ita yin dan (P yin na dang) gtan tshigs
’gal ba dan dpe bsgrub (D sgrub) par bya
bas (D byed pas) ston par ’gyur te |

“And in such a case, every logical reason would be contradictory and [every]
example would lack the probandum.”

’Od zer 154b1-2 de Ita na byas pa dan rtsod byun lasogs
pa phyogs dan ldan yan bzlog pas khyab
pas na gtan tshigs thams cad ’gal ba dan
Zes smos la | chos de dag dpe’ bum pa la
myed pas dpe bsgrub byas ston par 'gyur
ste Zes smos so |
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rNam ries ti ka 86a6—7 ’dod na ’dod pa de lta yin dan zes so || thal
ba ni byas pa lasogs pa’i gtan tshigs zes
so || dpe ni bum pa lasogs pa’i dpe thams
cad do || [...] rtags ni rtags thams cad ’gal
ba yin pa dan dpe thams cad bsgrub bya’i
chos kyis ston ba de'i phyir Zes so ||

PVinT 15a7 hetuh sarvvo vaSyam [read: 'vaSyam] ka-
syacid dharmmasya viparyayena (vy)ap-
tatvad viruddhah syad drstantas ca sar-
vvah sadhyena vikalah

PVinT D16b3-4 gtan tshigs thams cad ’gal bar ’gyur la |
dpe thams cad kyan bsgrub par bya bas
ston par “gyur ro ||

Jii D233b7 de ltar na gtan tshigs thams cad ’gal Zin
Zes bya ba bdag gis khyab par byed pa dan
’gal ba “dren pa’i phyir ro ||

[2] saivavinabhavah — &

The canonical Tibetan translation lacks an equivalent for the phrase
saivavinabhavah present in all the extant manuscripts and supported
by a gloss in Dharmottara’s commentary. It is possible that the trans-
lator relied on a Sanskrit version that lacked this phrase and that the
support of the PVinT was not sufficient to lead to an emendation.
But another possible explanation is, like in the preceding case, that
the corresponding Tibetan passage was omitted in the course of the
transmission of the translation due to an eye-skip error. Indeed, the
translation may have been of the form *de 7iid me na mi "byun ba,
thereby starting with the same syllables as the next sentence de iiid
kyis ni rjes su 'gro ba grub pa’i phyir.*

PVing, 1177 saivavinabhavah |
PVin D223b5; P322a8 %)

2 A similar explanation was proposed for the omission of the phrase laksa-
nam/tallaksanam sarva/sarvatra pratitivirodhanam (PVing, 38.3) in the Ti-
betan translation. See the discussion in the introduction to the edition of
PVin 3, xxxv—vi.
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“This [presence of breath in what has a soul which is not mixed with what
does not have a soul] is precisely invariably related [with soul].”

PVinT D155b2 bdag la srog la sogs pa’i gnas pa de ’dra ba ni
bdag med na mi ’byun ba yin no ||

Conclusion

In continuity with earlier discussions by Seyfort Ruegg (1992) and
Franco (1997), my comparative study of the Sanskrit and Tibetan
versions of the PVin adduces further evidence against the myth of
automated translation that leads one to consider the Tibetan ver-
sion as a mirror copy of the Sanskrit.** Some things get lost in
translation,* but things also get added. While the translator’s com-
petence and precision may contribute to an overall impression that
his translation is a mirror copy of the source, the present study high-
lights another aspect of the translator’s contribution, his input as an
interpreter of the text being translated. This input can be reflected in
the choice of the Sanskrit reading to be translated as well as in the
choice of the translation, which may end up conveying a meaning

4 Seyfort Ruegg points to this tendency in his article on the translation
of Buddhist philosophical texts (1992: 382): “But has it not often been
claimed that the Tibetan Lotsabas developed a special form of the Tibetan
language in which they imitated and calqued the terminology, and very
often even the syntax, of their Indian source-texts? And have we not some-
times heard it said that their translations differ radically for example from
the majority of Chinese translations of Buddhist texts, and especially from
the earlier Chinese translations using the method of ‘meaning-matching’
(ko-i) by being not only highly technical but also mechanical?”

# Steinkellner 1988: 106—107 points in particular to the lack of precision
that can follow from working with texts exclusively available in Tibetan.
He recalls notably that one Tibetan term can be found to translate several
original Sanskrit words, and that the Tibetan often does not differentiate
meaningful morphological variations of a Sanskrit term (such as caus-
ative, abstract, etc.). In his 1980: 97 he states that “due to the schematic and
concept-orientated simplified wording, these translations are paradoxically
quite often ambiguous, lacking the conceptual colours of the corresponding
Sanskrit expression in the originals.”
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not explicit in the source.*> On this account, rNog Lo appears to have
been influenced in particular by Dharmottara’s commentary on the
PVin. Vetter (1966: 8) had already pointed out that the translation of
some verses of the PVin is clearly directed by Dharmottara’s expla-
nations. I have shown that this influence extended to the translation
of the prose passages, directing the choice of terms and on occasion
motivating the inclusion of additional expressions. The same mech-
anism is at play in rNog Lo’s translation of the PVinT. Since there is
no Indian commentary on this work, we may hypothesize here that
the corresponding influential role was played by the pandits sur-
rounding rNog Lo and contributing to the translation process.

The observation of this phenomenon in the case of rNog Lo suffic-
es to demonstrate the importance of having access to the material in
its original Sanskrit version for studying the thought of Dharmakirti.
In contrast, the Tibetan translation primes when studying the influ-
ence of Dharmakirti’s text in Tibet, since it is the translated form of
the text which includes a primary level of interpretation through the
translator’s input that shapes the course of Tibetan epistemology.

Acknowledging the role of the translator allowed us to suggest
a translation-based explanation for numerous cases where the Ti-
betan translation was observed to differ from an expected translation

45 The specificity of rNog Lo’s translation of the PVin demonstrates that
he was not carrying out an automatized task, but relied on an in-depth un-
derstanding of the source text and attempted to transmit a readable form in
Tibetan. The latitude he takes in translating the PVinT appears to be even
greater, especially as far as the structure of long and complex sentences is
concerned. Yet in an informal communication, my colleague Masamichi
Sakai pointed out to me that that rNog Lo’s translation of the PVA dis-
plays a more rigid translation that matches the Sanskrit text very precisely.
One can note also that grammatical explanations of Sanskrit expressions
are translated in the PVA, whereas they are systematically left out of the
Tibetan translation in PVinT 3 and often omitted in PVinT 2 (Sakai 2010:
viii). Krasser (informal communication) emitted the hypothesis that this is
due to the fact that the translation of the PVA had been carried out early in
rNog Lo’s career, whereas the translation of the PVin and PVinT was the
product of a more mature and independent scholar.
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of the extant Sanskrit version as an alternative to a source-based
explanation. Although both options remain possible in most cases,
I would like to advocate a “principle of economy.” This principle
would direct that we need not systematically postulate a ghost di-
verging version of the Sanskrit text, especially when a Tibetan read-
ing can be explained by appealing to factors of influence that are
clearly identifiable and there is no strong support for postulating a
variant source.

Taking at face value translation-based explanations is not with-
out consequences on editorial procedures. The Tibetan version — in
particular when dealing with translators of tNog Lo’s level — re-
mains an invaluable tool when the Sanskrit text is corrupt or when
dealing with a single manuscript that is damaged. But its relation to
the Sanskrit version it was based on remains opaque when the lat-
ter is not available. The Tibetan version can thus suggest a Sanskrit
reading — this “suggestion” can have more or less weight according
to the translator’s method, parallel passages, etc. — but it is not the
witness of a Sanskrit reading in the same degree that, for instance, a
copy of a Sanskrit manuscript would be. We must therefore be care-
ful as to the importance we are willing to give to the Tibetan trans-
lation for supporting reading choices and emendations in a critical
edition of the Sanskrit version, and for reconstructing lacking por-
tions in a Sanskrit text. The presence or absence of an expression in
the Tibetan translation neither guarantees that the calque expression
was present in the translator’s source, nor that it represents the better
reading to be adopted in the critical edition of the Sanskrit text. The
accuracy of the reconstruction of a Sanskrit passage can reach a high
degree of probability when relying on identical or quasi-identical
passages in Tibetan by the same translator, passages for which the
Sanskrit version is available. Nevertheless even this method does
not yield absolute certainty. As already mentioned, the same Tibetan
translation may be adopted for slightly different Sanskrit expres-
sions or phrases. Also, the possibility of intruding glosses and other
marks of the translator’s input may not be identifiable when no San-
skrit version is available for comparison.
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Sanskrit verses from Candrakirti’s
Trisaranasaptati cited in the Munimatalamkara'

Kazuo Kano, Koyasan
Xuezhu Li, Beijing

The present paper presents newly available Sanskrit fragments
(eleven and a half verses) from the Trisaranasaptati attributed to
Candrakirti.? These verses are found in the Sanskrit manuscript of
Abhayakaragupta’s Munimatalamkara.?

The Trisaranasaptati is a small verse work comprising 68 slokas,
the full text of which is preserved only in Tibetan translation. We
find two versions (i.e. recensions) of the Trisaranasaptati in Tanjurs.
Both versions are almost identical, having been translated by the
same team of translators (AtiSa and Rin chen bzang po).

Sorensen translated the Tibetan text into English, and collected
six verses (verses 12, 13, 33, 45, 46, 47) in Sanskrit found in the
form of quotations in other works. Sorensen’s English translation
is, for the most part, accurate as a translation from the Tibetan text.
However, when compared with the Sanskrit original, we notice that

! This study was financially supported by the Heiwa Nakajima Foundation
and the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science [JSPS Kakenhi Grant
Numbers 26284008 and 16K13154]. A previous version of this article was
published in China Tibetology 22, 2014, pp. 4-11. Thanks are due to Mr.
Diego Loukota who took the trouble of checking our English.

2 Sorensen (1986) claims that the work was written by Candrakirti, i.e., the
author of the Prasannapada, Madhyamakavatara, etc. (Establishing author-
ship goes beyond the scope of the present paper).

3 For the details of its Sanskrit manuscript, see Li 2013 and Kano & Li
2012.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
Jing 2016, pp. 115-126.
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some renderings in the Tibetan translation are imprecise (see the
“Philological remarks” below).

Quotations from the Trisaranasaptati have been found in two
passages in the Munimatalamkara: Passage A (Skt. Ms. 7v1-4;
Tib. D 82a7-b3; verses 1, 34, 51, 54, 55, 67) in Munimatalamkara
chapter 1 (Bodhicittaloka Chapter) and Passage B (Skt. 132r1-3;
Tib. D. 219a5-b1; 7-9ab, 22-23) in chapter 3 (Astabhisamayaloka
Chapter).* When we collate these eleven and a half verses with the
six verses independently collected by Sorensen, the total comes to
seventeen and half, amounting to about 38% of the whole text of the
Trisaranasaptati.

Passage A: verses 1, 34, 51, 54, 55, 67

Isoda concisely summarizes the contents of the beginning of
Munimatalamkara chapter 1, which explains the ritual and practice
of receiving samvaras:

If the bodhisattvasamvara will not arise without the
pratimoksasamvara, it should have been taught, in the
bodhisattvapitaka or in a scripture that follows it, that this (i.e.
bodhisattvasamvara) is rooted in it (i.e. pratimoksasamvara)
because its efficacy is certainly stated® [by a statement] such as
the Three Refuges are essence in Mahayana until one reaches
awakening; Candrakirti, who follows Noble Nagarjuna’s doc-
trine, [teaches the following] in the Trisaranasaptati:

Munimatalamkara, Ms. fol. 7v1-2: yadi hi pratimoksasamvaram
antarena bodhisatvasamvaro nodayasyeta, tada bodhisatva-
pitakadau tada(7v2)nuyayini ca granthe tanmiilo 'yam abhy-
adhasyata | prayojakam hy avasyam abhidhiyate | yatha mahaya-
ne abodhimtriratnasaranam mandam | aryandagarjunapadama-
tanusaricandrakirttind ca trisaranasaptatau.

* The verses in Passage A were identified by Isoda.
5 Or “its efficacy [should have] been certainly stated.”
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The passage is followed by the quotation of Trisaranasaptati verses
1, 34, 51, 54, 55, 67. Especially in verses 51, 54 and 55 Candrakirti
claims the superiority of bodhisattvas to arhats and to noble ones of
the Sravaka community. Verse 51 introduces Piirvasaila’s scripture
which teaches that bodhisattvas are praised by arhats and included
in the Jewel of Buddha. Verses 54 and 55 maintain that the teach-
ing of the soteriological stages of saiksas taught in the Abhidhar-
ma corresponds to that of the ten bodhisattva-stages taught in the
Vaipulyapitaka, inasmuch as they pertain to the noble path.

[Passage A: Diplomatic transcription]

Fol. 7v2
aryanagarjunapadamatanusaricandrakirttind ca trisaranasa-
ptatau updsakas trisaranat tanmitlam samvarastakam™ | sam-
buddhadharmmasamghda hi Saranam muktikamksinam | (= v.
1) kayadvaya munindrasya nirvvanam pudga

Fol. 7v3
lastakam | ayati Saranam bhaktya vyo vyatisaranatrayam | (=
v. 34) purvvasailagame (’)rhadbhir bodhisatvas tu vanditah |
ratnatra®yan na te bahya buddhe 'ntarbhavato matah | (=v. 51)
phalasthapratipannanam aryamarggaprabhavitah | bhiimay®h
saptaSaiksanam abhidharme yathoditah | (= v. 54) evam vaipu-
lyapitake varnnita dasa bhiiomamah(!) | aryamargga

Fol. 7v4

tmikah sarvvas tasvanaryah katham bhavet* | (= v. 55)
akasapramitaikaikagunaparyantasadgunah |  bodhisatvah
sada vandyahsaranarii capi dhimatam iti || (= v. 67)

Passage B: verses 7, 8, 9ab, 22, 23

The other quotations are found in a passage towards the end of the third
chapter, which explains nirmanakaya. This time, Abhayakaragupta
does not refer to the title of the Trisaranasaptati, merely stating: yad
uktam dcaryacandrakirtind. After verses 7, 8, 9ab, 22, 23, he fur-
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ther quotes seven verses from Candragomin’s *Trikayavatara (Fols.
132v3-5; see Li 2015).

[Passage B: Diplomatic transcription]

Fol. 132r1

yad uktam dcaryacandrakirttina | ripakayo hi buddhanam
laksanavyaiijanojvalah | svadhimuktivasad datte jananam
visvaripatam (= V. 7)

Fol. 13212

|| ameyapunyasambharasambhrtah sajinatmajaih | drsyate tena
kayena dasabhamipratisthitaih || (= v. 8) dharmmasam®bhoga-
tahsoyambhujyatejinasinubhih | (= v. 9ab) svabhava eva dha-
rmmanam sthitadhir bbuddha ucyate || akanistha®vimane tu
tatvasaksatkriyesyate | (= v. 22) nirvikalpasya buddhasya riipa-
kayasamudbhavah | nirmanakayah sambo

Fol. 132r3
dhim darsayanti mahitala (= v. 23) iti |

Verses of the Trisaranasaptati available in Sanskrit

In the following, we will present newly available verses quoted in
the Munimatalamkara (i.e. verses 1, 7, 8, 9ab, 22, 23, 34, 51, 54, 55,
67; marked in bold) together with verses that have been identified
by Sorensen in other works (i.e. verses 12, 13, 33, 45, 46, 47; verses
12, 13 are identical with Milamadhyamakakarika XV. 1-2; verses
33, 45, 46, 47 are quoted in Haribhadra’s Aloka) and reorder them
according to the original sequence. Furthermore, we can add verse
35 quoted in Mafijukirti’s Adikarmavatara (Ms. Géttingen Xc 14/50,
fol. 13r, identified by Dr. Péter-Daniel Szanto).

Trisaranasaptati

upasakas trisaranat tanmilam samvarastakam |
sambuddhadharmasamgha hi saranam muktikamksinam |11
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ripakayo hi buddhanam laksanavyafijanojjvalah |
svadhimuktivasad datte jananam visvaripatam |7
ameyapunyasambharasambhrtah sa jinatmajaih |
drSyate tena kayena dasabhimipratisthitaih I8l

dharmasambhogatah so 'yam bhujyate jinasianubhih 19abl

na sambhavah svabhavasya yuktah pratyayahetubhih |
hetupratyayasambhiitah svabhavah krtako bhavet 112l

svabhavah krtako nama bhavisyati punah katham |
akrtrimah svabhavo hi nirapeksah paratra ca 113l

svabhava eva dharmanam sthitadhir buddha ucyate |
akanisthavimane tu tattvasaksatkriyesyate 122l
a: svabhava | Ms., abhava Tib (dngos med nyid la)

nirvikalpasya buddhasya ripakayasamudbhavah |
nirmanakayah sambodhim darsayanti mahitale 123l

buddhadharmau tatha samgho marakotisatair api |
bhettum na Sakyate yasmat tasmat samgho "bhidhiyate 133l

kayatrayam munindrasya nirvanam pudgalastakam |
ayati Saranam bhaktya yo yati Saranatrayam |34
b: kayatrayam | em. (sku gsum), kayadvayam Ms
upasakapratijiiena raksitam Saranatrayam |
na karya anyatirthesu bhaktipijanamaskriyah 1351°
b: raksitam | em., raksita Ms, Saranatrayam ] em., saranam
trayam Ms .
labdhva bodhidvayam hy ete bhavad uttrastamanasah |
bhavanty ayuhksayat tustah praptanirvanasamjiiinah 145l

na tesam asti nirvanam kimtu janma bhavatraye |

dhatau na vidyate tesam te 'pi tisthanty andasrave 146l
aklistajiianahanaya pascad buddhaih prabodhitah |
sambhrtya bodhisambharams te 'pi syur lokanayakah 147I

purvasailagame 'rhadbhir bodhisattvas tu vanditah |
ratnatrayan na te bahya buddhe ‘ntarbhavato matah 151I

¢ Verse 35 is from Mafijukirti’s Adikarmavatara (Gottingen Xc 14/50, 13r
=D 3971, 242b4; Cf. Nagoya Takaoka Ka 51).
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phalasthapratipannanam aryamargaprabhavitah |

bhumayah saptasaiksanam abhidharme yathoditah 1541

evam vaipulyapitake varnita dasa bhimayah |

aryamargatmikah sarvvas tasv anaryah katham bhavet 55|
b: bhiimayah | em., bhiitmamah Ms.

akasapramitaikaikagundaparyantasadgunah |

bodhisattvah sada vandyahsaranaii capi dhimatam ||67||

Translation

In the following translation we have endeavoured to reflect
Sorensen’s translation as far as possible. Any serious, semantic dif-
ferences between the Tibetan translation (= Sorensen’s translation)
and the Sanskrit text will be discussed in the section headed “philo-
logical remarks” following the translation.

[1] [One becomes] a lay-disciple after [taking] refuge in the
Three [jewels]; and the eight samvaras’ [of lay-disciples and
monks] are rooted in them (i.e. three refuges). Buddha, Dhar-
ma, and Sangha are the refuge for those seeking liberation
(i.e., not monks).

[7] The form-body (i.e. sambhogakaya) of buddhas is splen-
did with its [32] major marks and [80] minor characteristics
and displays his multiple forms on the basis of people’s own
devotion.?

[8] By sons of the Victorious One who have entered into the
Ten Stages, he (i.e. the Buddha) is seen qua this [form-]body
as produced from an immeasurable collection of meritorious
deeds.

[9ab] He (i.e. riipakaya = sambhogakaya) is enjoyed by sons
of the Victorious One on the basis of enjoyment of Dharma.

[12] It is not valid that own-being is produced from causes

7 le. samvaras of bhiksu, bhiksuni, siksamand, Sramanera, Sramanert,
upasaka, updasika, and upavasa.
8 Cf. MH 3.359.
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and conditions; produced from causes and conditions, own-
being would be constructed.

[13] How could own-being in any possible way be construct-
ed? This is [not possible] because own-being is [by definition]
unconstructed and independent of anything else.

[22] The wisdom located precisely in own-nature of phenom-
ena is called Buddha. On the other hand, it is admitted that
[the Buddha] directly perceives reality in the divine mansion
of Akanistha.

[23] On the other hand, the Emanation-bodies (nirmanakaya)
of buddha — who is free from conceptualization—produced
from the form-body (i.e. sambhogakdya) display his perfect
awakening [to trainees] on the earth.

[33] Since even a [host of a] billion Mara-devils are incapable
of dividing Sangha, as well as Buddha and Dharma, therefore
it is called Sangha [which means “union’].

[34] Whoever goes to the Three Refuges, takes refuge, with
devotion, to the three bodies of the king of Munis (i.e. Bud-
dha), Nirvana (i.e. Dharma), and the eight kinds of people (i.e.
Sangha).

[35] By one who has the vow as a lay-discipline, the Three
Refuges are protected. To heretics, devotion, worship, and
paying homage are not to be done.

[45] Having secured the twofold Enlightenment, [respec-
tively, of Sravaka and Pratyekabuddha], these [Hinayana-
candidates], whose minds are appalled at existence, remain
satisfied having the thought that they attain Nirvana after the
expiration of [their] life.

[46] For them, however, there is no Nirvana. [Although] [re]
birth in the three spheres does not exist for them, they never-
theless sojourn in the state bereft of impurity.

[47] Subsequently, when urged by the Buddhas with the aim to
eliminate the nescience bereft of passion-affliction (i.e., subtle
traces of ignorance), they, too, may become World-guides,



122 Kazuo Kano & Xuezhu Li

[once] having accumulated the [two] equipments [conducive]
to awakening.

[51] In the scripture of the Purvasaila [tradition], on the other
hand, it is maintained that bodhisattvas are praised by arhats
and that they are not outside of the Three Jewels, for they are
included in the [Jewel of] Buddha.

[54]-[55] Just as the seven stages of disciples consisting of
the candidates and fruit-residents are taught in Abhidharma
as produced from the paths of Noble Ones; likewise, the Ten
[bodhisattva-]Stages are explained in the Vaipulyapitaka, and
all [of these ten stages] are pertaining to the paths of Noble
Ones. How [then] could there be an un-noble one in these [i.e.
in the Ten Stages].

[67] One should always praise Bodhisattvas endowed with un-
limited good virtues in which each quality is space-like and
immeasurable, and [they are] refuge for the wise ones.

Philological Remarks

lab: upasakas trisaranat tanmiilam samvarastakam

The Tibetan renders the line as: dge bsnyen gsum la skyabs 'gro ba ||
de ni sdom brgyad rtsa ba yin || (Sorensen: “A lay-disciple’s resort to
the Three [Refuges] is rooted in the eight obligations”), and does not
have the equivalent for the ablative case-ending of trisaranat.

8d: dasabhiimipratisthitaih

Instead of “abiding on the Ten [bodhisattva-]Stages,” Sorensen
translates the phrase as: “abiding on the ten[th] stage[s]” (sa bcu la
ni gnas).

22a: svabhava eva dharmanam

Instead of svabhava eva (= Munimata-Tib, D219a7: chos rnams rang
bzhin kho na la), the Tibetan version of the Trisaranasaptati has
dngos med nyid la, *abhava eva. From a semantic viewpoint, both
readings are possible in the present context. The aksaras of vowel
a and ligature sva sometimes appear very similar, and the confusion
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might have arisen due to graphical similarity (rather than phonetic
error). It is, however, difficult to determine the original reading.
34a: kayatrayam

Whereas the Sanskrit manuscript and the Tibetan translation of
the Munimata (D 82b7) reads: kayadvayam munindrasya or thub
pa’i dbang po’i sku gnyis dang, the Tibetan translation of the
Trisaranasaptati has: thub dbang gi ni sku gsum dang. In view of
verse 24: thub dbang rnams kyi sku gsum ste || chos dang longs spyod
rdzogs sprul pa, the reading *kayatrayam is preferable (although we
cannot completely exclude the possibility that kayadvaya there re-
fers to riipakaya and dharmakaya).

46bcd: kim tu janma bhavatraye dhatau na vidyate tesam te ’pi
tisthanty anasrave

The word order is patently odd, for andasrave qualifies dhatau, but
the verb vidyate is inserted in between. If we can re-order pada c
“dhatau na vidyate tesam” into “tesam na vidyate dhatau,” the syn-
tax becomes smoother: kim tu janma bhavatraye tesam na vidyate,
dhatau te ’pi tisthanty anasrave.

51a: parvasailagame

Sorensen adopts the reading sha ri’i lung las and translates: “In the
scripture (agama) of the Sari[putra].” However, the variant reading
shar ri’i lung las that was not adopted by Sorensen fits better with the
context (cf. verse 57b has shar gi ri pa’i [vs. nub kyi ri, *aparasaila
in 57a]) and is supported by the Sanskrit. The erroneous transmis-
sion “shar > sha” was probably caused by a phonetic confusion.’
55b: varnita

The word varnita here means “explained,” and its Tibetan rendering
bsngags pa (Sorensen: “praise”) is imprecise.

55d: tasv anaryah katham bhavet

As for its Tibetan rendering in the Trisaranasaptati: de bas 'phags
min ji ltar ’gyur, Sorensen translates: “how (katham) then (atah)
could [Mahayana-siitras be denoted] un-Noble (anarya)!” In the

° See also Skilling & Saerji 2013.
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Sanskrit, however, the grammatical gender of anaryah is masculine,
and does not correlate with mahayanam (neuter).

Appendix: Verses of the

Tibetan translation of the

Trisaranasaptati, as well as their counterparts in the Tibetan
translation of the Munimatalamkara

Sorensen ed.

Munimata-tib (Derge)

dge bsnyen gsum la skyabs ’gro ba ||
de ni sdom brgyad rtsa ba yin ||
sangs rgyas de’i chos dge *dun ni ||
thar pa ’dod pa rnams kyi skyabs ||1]|

dge bsnyen gsum la skyabs ’gro ba ||
de ni sdom brgyad rtsa ba yin ||
rdzogs sangs rgyas chos dge *dun ni ||
grol bar ’dod pa rnams kyi skyabs || 1]|

sangs rgyas kyi ni gzugs kyi sku ||
mtshan dang dpe byad dag gis ’bar ||
’ero ba rang gi mos pa yi ||

dbang gis sna tshogs skur ’dzin gang || 7|

sangs rgyas rnams Kyi gzugs sku ni ||
mtshan dang dpe byad rab ’bar zhing ||

skye bo rnams la sna tshogs gzugs ||

D219a6

rang mos dbang gis ’dzin par byed ||7||

bsod nams tshogs ni tshad med las ||
’khrungs pa de ni rgyal ba’i sras ||
sa bcu la ni gnas rnams kyis ||
mthong bar gyur nasku de yis |[8]|

bsod nams tshogs ni dpag med las ||
"byung ba de ni rgyal ba’i sras ||

sa beu la ni gnas rnams Kyi ||

de 1ta bu yi skur gzigs so ||3]|

chos kyi rdzogs longs spyod di ni ||
rgyal sras rnams ni spyod pa yin ||9ab||

"di de chos rdzogs longs spyod las ||
rgyal sras rnams kyis spyad bya’o [|9ab||

chos rnams dngos med nyid la ni ||
blo gnas sangs rgyas yin par bshad ||
’og min gzhal yas khang du ni ||

yang dag mngon sum yin par ’dod || 22|

o165, ChOS TNams rang bzhin kho na la ||
gnas pa’i blo la sangs rgyas brjod ||
"og min gzhal yas khang du ni ||

de nyid mngon sum bya bar bzhed ||22||

sangs rgyas rtogs pa mnga’ba’i ||
gzugs kyi skur ni yang dag *byung ||
sprul pa’i skus ni sa steng du’ang ||
yang dag byang chub ston par mdzad || 23|

rnam par rtog med sangs rgyas Kyi ||
gzugs kyi sku rnams yang dag *byung ||
sprul pa’i sku rnams byang chub pa ||
sa yi steng du ston par byed ||23||

thub dbang gi ni sku gsum dang ||
nya ngan ’das dang gang zag brgyad ||
sdom brtson bcas ya mos pa yis ||

gang zhig gsum la skyabs ’gro ba ||34]|

thub pa’i dbang po’i sku gnyis dang ||
sop, Y2 Ngan ‘das dang gang zag brgyad |

de la gus pas skyabs ’gro gang ||

gsum la skyabs su song ba yin ||34||
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sha ri’i lung las dgra bcom pas ||

byang chub sems dpa’ phyag byas nyid ||
’di dag dkon mchog gsum gzhan min ||
sangs rgyas khongs su gtogs par dod ||51|

shar ri’i lung las dgra bcom gyis ||
byang chub sems dpa’ phyag bya ste ||
dkon mchog gsum las phyi rol min ||
sangs rgyas nang du “dus par dgongs ||51[|

’bras bur gnas dang zhugs pa ni ||
>phags pa’i lam gyis rab phye ba’i ||
slob pa rnams Kyi sa bdun ni ||

mngon pa’i chos las ji skad bshad ||54]|

bson, DTas bu la gnas zhugs pa yi ||
slob pa bdun po rnams Kyis ||
"phags pa’i lam las rab byung rnams ||

chos mngon pa ru brjod ji bzhin ||54||

de bzhin sde snod rgyas pa las ||

sa bcu’i bsngags pa brjod pa yin ||
thams cad ’phags lam bdag nyid can ||
de las ‘phags min ji ltar "gyur ||55]|

de Itar rgyas pa’i sde snod du’ang ||
sa bcu rnams su gsungs pa yis ||

"phags pa’i lam gyi bdag nyid can ||

D82b3

de kun ’phags min ji Itar "gyur ||55]]

yon tan dam pa re re zhing ||

mtha’ yas de ni mkha’ dang mnyam ||
byang chubla sems rtag phyag “tshal ||
blo Idan byang chub la skyabs mchi ||67||

re re’i yon tan mthar thug pa ||
nam mkha’i tshad kyi yon tan mchog |
byang chub sems dpa’ rtag phyag ’os ||

blo Idan rnams kyis skyabs kyang ngo ||67||
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The concept of @kara in early Sankhya epistemology

An evaluation of fragments

Birgit Kellner, Vienna

The question of whether a cognition possesses the form of its ob-
ject stood at the centre of a long-standing controversy in classical
Indian philosophy. In doxographical literature, schools of thought
have accordingly become classified according to whether they sub-
scribe to a “doctrine of form-possession” (sakaravada) or its op-
posite, nirakaravada. Within this context, the Nyaya, VaiSesika and
Mimamsa schools are generally presented as maintaining that cog-
nition does not take on the form of its object. The opposing view that
cognition is form-possessing (sakarajiianavada) is considered pre-
dominantly characteristic for the Sautrantika and Yogacara schools
of thought, as represented in the works of Dignaga (ca. 480-540
CE), Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660 CE)' and their followers.

Some have argued that the Sankhya position is close to the Bud-
dhist view. The Naiyayika Bhatta Jayanta (840-900 CE), for exam-
ple, criticizes the Sankhya school because its view in this respect
does not essentially differ from that of Buddhist thinkers.> Among
modern-day authors, Erich Frauwallner remarked that when it came
to explaining the cognition of objects, the Sankhya school, like vari-

! Helmut Krasser, however, has proposed changing the dates of Dharmakirti
and also those of the Mimamsaka Kumarila, to the mid-6th century (Krass-
er 2011), based on the argument that Bhaviveka knew both of them. The
full consequences of this proposal, as well as its plausibility, remain to be
determined.

2 NM I 70,10: sakarajianavaddac ca nativaisa visisyate tvatpaksal; cf.
Schmithausen 1968: 341, n. 29.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 127-154.
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ous Buddhist schools, opted for the view that the psychic organs take
on the form of the object.? Sankhya initially taught that the purusa
takes on the form of the object. It was only later, in response to
criticism from other schools, that Sankhya thinkers weakened their
position to claim that only the intellect (buddhi) takes on the object’s
form.* Basing their arguments on an observed resemblance between
Buddhist and Sankhya views on akaras, some have gone so far as to
suggest that the Buddhists might have adopted the notion of akara
from the Sankhya. Georges Dreyfus, for instance, speaks of “... the
concept of aspect (akara), a notion that seems to go back to the
Samkhya but has been accepted by several other schools.”

It is difficult to arrive at conclusions regarding Sankhya episte-
mology from a historical perspective, since our evidence, especially
for the early period, is of a highly fragmentary nature. The oldest
known exposition of a framework of pramanas in Sankhya is Vrsa-
gana’s/Varsaganya’s® Sastitantra, the “Manual of Sixty Principles,”
dated by Frauwallner to around 300 CE. The Sastitantra, short ST,
is not preserved in its entirety, but quotations are found in later
Sankhya literature as well as in the philosophical literature of other
schools. The positions of various commentators on the ST are also
reflected here and there, in some instances in the form of quotations
or otherwise recognizable textual fragments of an indeterminate re-
lationship to their lost sources. Clearly, the Sastitantra was received
and critically discussed in a broader philosophical environment,

3 Frauwallner 1953: 395. The German expression translated here as “psy-
chic organs” is “Erkenntnisorgane.” Cf. also Sinha 1969: 2ff.

4 Frauwallner 1953: 396f.

3> Dreyfus 2007: 1000. Cf. also Dreyfus/Thompson 2007: 102, with greater
confidence: “a notion that goes back to the Samkhya but has been accepted
by several other schools.”

¢ Franco 1999: 563, n. 2, adopts the form Varsaganya as the name of the
author of the Sastitantra, relying on arguments by Pulinbihari Chakravarti
(Chakravarti 1975: 135-138). This form is reconstructed as the basis of the
term Varsaganah, used in the Yuktidipika for the followers of this thinker.
Frauwallner reconstructed Vrsagana from the same expression.
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and several Sankhya thinkers rose to the challenge and attempted
to clarify the pithy sayings in the ST in the light of newly emerging
problems and criticism voiced from within other schools.

What makes early Sankhya epistemology hard to grasp is there-
fore not only the fragmentary state of its transmission, but also the
apparent existence of different positions and interpretations — a ter-
ritory that can be mapped only with great difficulty. The philologi-
cal basis for this endeavour, at least, has improved considerably
since Erich Frauwallner published his pioneering reconstruction
of Sankhya epistemology more than fifty years ago.” Frauwallner’s
main source for reconstructing Sankhya theories of inference and
perception was Jinendrabuddhi’s (ca. 710-770 CE) commentary
on Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya and -vrtti (henceforth PS(V)),
the Pramanasamuccayatika (henceforth PST). Both Dignaga and
Jinendrabuddhi made use of the ST. Jinendrabuddhi also relates
mutually incompatible interpretations of the ST in apparent quota-
tions, and therefore must have availed himself of several commen-
taries. This becomes especially clear in some of the quoted passages
where the views of earlier commentators are explicitly criticized.
Frauwallner was able to use the PST only in the canonical Tibetan
translation by Dpang lo tsa ba (1276-1342). As he himself readily
admitted, this translation leaves many questions open. Hattori pro-
vided more detailed interpretations of many of the relevant passages
in the PST in the copious annotation to his English translation of the
chapter on perception from Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti,® but
was also only able to rely on Dpang lo tsa ba’s translation.

In 2005, a diplomatic and critical edition of the Sanskrit text of
the PST’s chapter on perception, based on photocopies of a palm-
leaf manuscript kept in Lhasa, was published jointly by the China
Tibetology Research Centre and the Institute for the Cultural and

7 Frauwallner 1958. For a general outline of Sankhya epistemology cf. also
Frauwallner 1953: 390ff. A general account of early Sankhya interpreta-
tions of perception is given in Oberhammer et al. 2006: 51-56.

8 Hattori 1968.
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Intellectual History of Asia at the Austrian Academy of Sciences,
inaugurating the series “Sanskrit Texts from the Tibetan Autono-
mous Region.” This publication now also places the study of early
Sankhya epistemology on a more solid textual basis, although, as
we shall see, uncertainties remain that call for more comprehensive
studies. Frauwallner’s second main source for Sankhya theories on
perception was the anonymous Yuktidipika (YD), a commentary on
ISvarakrsna’s Sankhyakarikas, probably composed between the end
of the 7th and the beginning of the 8th century. Here, too, the philo-
logical situation has improved, as the YD is now available in a criti-
cal edition by Albrecht Wezler and Shujun Motegi (1998).°

As a first step towards a better founded understanding of Sankhya
epistemology in its historical context, Ernst Steinkellner published
a brief presentation of the Sastitantra’s theory of perception.!® This
brief survey was supplemented by a more extensive collection of
fragments from the Sastitantra and of some of the commentaries
that Jinendrabuddhi used,!! in which Steinkellner also adumbrates a
programme for the editions of a corpus of fragments from brahmini-
cal philosophical literature in the PST.> Steinkellner is currently

° For the dating of the YD, cf. Wezler/Motegi 1998: XXVIII. The YD
quotes Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya yet does not know of Dharmakirti
and hence must have been written at a time when Dharmakirti was not
widely known, although the author appears to have known Kumarila. A
quotation from the Kasikavrtti, datable to 680-700 CE, determines that
the YD was written after Dharmakirti’s lifetime. As for the relationship
between the PST and YD, I have not yet been able to find any passages
indicating that one of these works depended on the other. The YD does
not seem to contain any of the ST commentary fragments preserved in the
PST, although it does quote from the ST and relates positions of the follow-
ers of Vrsagana/Varsaganya.

10 Steinkellner 1999a.

11 Steinkellner 1999b. Steinkellner’s numbering of ST fragments in this
article is adopted in the following.

12 Kellner 2010, a study of VaiSesika fragments from the PST on the theory
of inference, may serve as one example for the rich harvest that these ma-
terials offer.
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completing this corpus, an invaluable and indispensible resource
given how few philosophical works of this period have been pre-
served as a whole.®

Given the improved philological basis for studies in Sankhya
epistemology, it is timely to aim for a better understanding of the
role of akara in Sankhya accounts of the perceptual process. In its
general structure, the Sankhya analysis of the perceptual process
owes its characteristic shape to the peculiar dualism of Sankhya
metaphysics. A plurality of unchanging, inactive and immaterial
souls (purusa) is placed in opposition to primordial matter (prakrti)
and its various evolutionary products, which arise through a process
of modification in the course of which material products become
increasingly subtle. These material products constitute the external
world, the sense organs as well as the psychic organism, referred to
as the “inner sense” (antahkarana). The psychic organism is sub-
ject to a variety of analyses that differ in their terminology — one
finds especially citta, manas or buddhi — as well as in the number
of factors that are thought to constitute it. Some Sankhya thinkers
assume the inner sense to be constituted by one entity, whereas oth-
ers assume it to comprise three entities, the intellect (buddhi), the
mental faculty (manas), and I-consciousness (aharkara), not all of
which however are necessarily involved in every cognitive pro-
cess!* Sentience (caitanya), or rather consciousness as the founda-
tion for knowledge, is exclusively a quality of the souls. Premised
on this peculiar metaphysical dualism, Sankhya epistemology has to
account for individual and changing perceptual processes in such a
way that these depend on the soul’s conscious nature and are impos-
sible without it, for only the soul has the capacity of knowing. Yet
these processes must not involve the soul in an active function, for
the soul is fundamentally inactive, unchanging, and not part of caus-

13 Steinkellner has kindly made a preliminary version of his corpus avail-
able to me, for which I would like to express my gratitude. For the reader’s
convenience, however, I shall refer to his publications whenever this is
possible.

4 Schmithausen 1968: 331.
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al processes. This background informs the discussion of Sankhya
views on perception in the first chapter of PS(V) and PST, which
contains the main materials pertinent to the topic of akaras.

The first part of Jinendrabuddhi’s presentation of Sankhya views
in the commentary on PS(V) 1.25 is concerned with cooperation
of the senses and the mental faculty (manas) in the perceptual pro-
cess. This section, PST 1 1364-138,14, is based on passages from
ST commentaries that deal with the ST’s definition of perception,
which follows immediately after the definition of inference placed
at the very beginning of the work. Jinendrabuddhi begins the section
with a quotation of the ST’s definition of perception. As is custom-
ary in the varttika style in which the ST was apparently composed,'
the definition is given in a short nominal sentence followed by a
more detailed explanation.

ST fragment 1 =PST 1 1364-8:'¢ kim anumanam evaikam pra-
manam? nety ucyate. Srotradivrttis ca pratyaksam. pramanam
iti Sesah. Srotratvakcaksurjihvaghrananam manasadhisthita
vrttih Sabdasparsariaparasagandhesu vyathakramam grahane
vartamand pratyaksam pramanam.

“Is inference the only means of valid cognition? To this we
say: no. Also the operation of [the sense of] hearing, etc., [i.e.]
perception - [is] a means of valid cognition, [this] completes
[the sentence]. The operation of the sense of hearing, of the
bodily sense, of the visual, the gustatory and the olfactory
senses, directed by the mental faculty [and] occurring when,
respectively, sound, the tangible, colour, taste and smell, are
apprehended, [i.e.] perception, is a means of valid cognition.”"’

15 Steinkellner 1999a: 251, n. 16.

16 Sources other than PST for individual Sankhya fragments are not re-
ported in the following unless they attest to substantive variants; cf. Stein-
kellner 1999b for further documentation concerning ST fragments.

7 A fragment in Simhasuris Nyayagamanusarini reads pramanam
pratyaksam for the concluding pratyaksam pramanam (Steinkellner 1999b:
669).
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The underlined phrases manasadhisthita and grahane vartamana are
the main target for explanation in the fragments from ST commen-
taries that Jinendrabuddhi assembles in this section. The first two of
these fragments are concerned with manasadhisthita:

STV. fragment 1'8 = PST 136,9-12: manaseti manovrttya. pra-
krtivikarayor abhedopacardd evam uktam. adhisthiteti tena
sahaikatra visaye pravritety arthah. sahdrtho ’tradhisthana-
rthah. tad yatha rajapurusenadhisthitah pravrttas tena saheti
gamyate.

STV, fragment 1 = PST 136,13-13714: anye tv ahuh — mana-
sadhisthiteti manasa samvidita, yathoktam — bahyesv arthesv
indriyam vyavasayam kurute. tasmims tv indriyavyavasaye mano
‘nuvyavasayam kuruta' iti. anena hi granthena indriyavrttir eva
bahyavisayakara manovrttya samvedyate, na tv indriyavrttisahi-
taya bahyo ‘rtha iti pratipaditam. tasmad ya srotradivrttir mano-
vrttya grhyate, sa tayadhisthitety ukta.®® vrttir indriyanam svavi-
sayasannidhye tadakarena parinamo jiieyah. sa punar dviprakara
sapratyayd capratyaya ca. pratyayah pauruseyo bodha ucyate cai-
tanyariipo visayanubhavasvabhavah. etac catmanah svaripam
nanyasya kasyacit, acetanatvat. tena pauruseyena pratyayena sa-
ha ya samprkta tadekariipatam ivapanna, sa sapratyaya. yathd
taptavasthayam ayogolakas tejahsamparkad atatsvabhavo ‘pi te-
Jjahsvabhavatam ivapadyate, tatha vrttir ananubhavaripapi cai-
tanyasamsargac caitanyaripatam ivapadyate. ya punar vrttih
pradipaprabheva kevalam visayaprakasika, na tu caitanyasam-
parkad asaditatadriippeva, sapratyayety ucyate. tatrapratyayavrtti-
nivrttaye grahane vartamanety aha. SabdasparSariparasagan-
dhanam yathakramam ity anena svavisayaviniveSavacanan niya-
tavisayatvam.

18 The hypothetical titles Sastitantravrtti a and b (STV., STVs) were pro-
posed in Steinkellner 1999b; the distinction between these two commentar-
ies goes back to Frauwallner 1958.

1 The underlined passage is ST fragment 2. Cf. also the closely related
fragments 7-9 in Steinkellner 1999b: 6711f.

20 Frauwallner (1958: 111) indicates parallels in SK 33-34, and 30.
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Instead of offering translations of these and other fragments from
ST commentaries discussed in the following, I shall present my in-
terpretation of the main issues at stake.”! According to the author
of STV., the operation of the external senses — “senses” referring
to the external senses excluding manas — applies together with that
of the mental faculty to the same external object, to the effect that
the expression “directed by the mental faculty” means “together
with the mental faculty.” This situation is compared to the use of
the expression “[someone] entered directed by a king’s servant,”
which conveys that the person in question entered a room accompa-
nied by the servant. In the second commentary STVy, on the other
hand, the expression “directed by the mental faculty” is interpreted
as “brought to awareness” (samvidita) by the mental faculty. It is the
operation of the senses, which has the form of the external object
(bahyavisayakara), that is brought to awareness by the mental fac-
ulty — and not, as assumed by the author of STV,, the external ob-
ject. The author of STV, justifies his interpretation with a quotation
from the ST, the work that, after all, both commentators regard as the
main authority on these matters: the sense undertakes a determina-
tion (vyavasdaya) with respect to external objects, whereas the men-
tal faculty undertakes a subsequent determination (anuvyavasaya),
which applies to the initial determination by the sense. The opera-
tions of senses and mental faculty therefore have different objects.??
The interpretation of STV.could also have been criticized on the ba-
sis of ST fragment 13, which states that sense and mental faculty do
not determine external objects together because if one assumes two
faculties that fulfil the same purpose, they end up being ineffective.?

2l For translations cf. Steinkellner’s forthcoming corpus.

22 Cf. also Oberhammer et al. 2006: 51f. A similar process is also indicated
in Syadvadaratnakara 233,10ff. (cited in Schmithausen 1968: 332, n. 12).

2 ST fragment 13: kim bahyesv arthesv indriyamanobhyam sahavyavasayah?

nety ucyate. kasmat? naikarthakarinor indriyayor kalpane samarthyam; the
last sentence is ST fragment 18 (Steinkellner 1999b: 673f.).
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The second part of the STV, fragment* explains grahane vartamana,
“occurring when ... are apprehended.” Most importantly for our pur-
poses, this part begins with defining the operation of the senses in
general as their transformation into the form of their respective ob-
jects (colour, sound, etc.) when these are in proximity.>® This view
is also encountered in the Yuktidipika, where a varttika states that
apprehension (grahana), identified as the operation of the senses, is
their entering a state of being of the object’s form (tadripyapatti),
or having the object’s form; this state results from their contact with
objects.?

This operation is now said to be of two kinds. It may be “with un-
derstanding” (sapratyaya), that is, accompanied by the purusa’s in-
nate sentience or consciousness, or “without understanding” (apra-
tyaya).*” When the inert senses are in contact (samprkta, samsarga)

24 Frauwallner (1958: 102) does not commit to considering this second
part as a fragment, but considers its views to be consistent with Vindhya-
vasin’s, whom he regards as the author of the second commentary (STVy).
In his forthcoming corpus Steinkellner considers the entire passage to be
one continuous fragment; I follow Steinkellner’s assessment.

% Earlier in STV, fragment 1, it is strictly speaking the operation of the
sense which is said to have the form of the external object, and not the
sense itself. But inasmuch as, according to PST 1371, the “operation” of
the sense consists in transforming into the object’s form, this can be in-
terpreted as a condensed expression. Cf. also Frauwallner 1958: 108, and
Schmithausen 1968: 332, n. 10, where this transition from “operation” to
“sense” is tacitly made.

26 YD 2034f. ad SK 28ab: visayasamparkat tadriapyapattir indriyavrtti<r>
grahanam, and YD 203,28f.: visayakaraparinamatmika vritih, discussing
the operation of the senses. Cf. further Kondo 2010: 1135.

¥ For this use of pratyaya, cf. also the quotation in YD 197,22, ascribed to
varsaganah: pradhanapravrttir apratyaya purusendaparigrhyamana adisarge
vartate. On the other hand, in ST fragment 16 (Steinkellner 1999b: 674),
the operation of a sense is said to be “with understanding” (pratyayavatr)
when the mental faculty is connected with that sense that operates with
respect to external objects of the present time: bahyesv arthesu samprate
kale kenacid indriyena yuktam yada mano bhavati, tada pratyayavati vrttir
indriyasya bhavati. This might suggest that what provides the sense with
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with the soul’s consciousness, their operation presents itself as if
conscious, just like a heated iron ball appears to have the nature of
heat, although it is merely heated up through contact (samparka)
with heat and does not have heat for its intrinsic nature. By contrast,
an operation of the senses “without understanding” is comparable
to the revealing or illuminating activity of light; it is not in contact
with consciousness, and would be nothing more than a revealing
of the object (visayaprakasika). According to this interpretation,
Vrsagana/Varsaganya used the expression “occurring when ... are
apprehended” to exclude a function of the sense that is not accom-
panied by the soul’s consciousness from the definition of percep-
tion. “Apprehension” (grahana) thus becomes semantically charged;
through the particular interpretive move that is made here, it is iden-
tified with the sense’s operation “with understanding.” The author
of the Yuktidipika also rejects the view that the senses operate like
a lamp and merely reveal or illuminate their objects, and explicitly
states that they operate by apprehending.?® Summarizing his own

sense, etc. is apprehending, and the inner sense (antahkarana) is
determining (vyavasayaka).”® In perception, the senses do not just
reveal objects, but apprehend them, and they do so only when ac-
companied by the purusa’s consciousness. The author of STV, then
goes on to explain Sabdasparsariiparasagandhanam yathakramam:
this expression conveys that the individual senses are limited to spe-
cific types of objects.

After this long extract from (or paraphrase of) STVy, Jinendra-
buddhi presents an objection. Its point of departure is that the op-
eration of the sense itself is the apprehension of the object; this can
be regarded as a conclusion drawn from STV, fragment 1, and is

“understanding” is the mental faculty, not the purusa, but perhaps the fur-
ther step that there is a necessary connection of the mental faculty with the
purusa’s consciousness is implicit here.

% YD 202,19-203,1, ending with the conclusion tasmad yuktam etad
grahakam indriyam na tu pradipavat prakdasakam iti.

2 YD 203,12f.
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also explicitly stated in the YD passage mentioned above. But if
that is the case, what other “operation” would then exist that occurs
when objects are being apprehended?* After all, according to the
definition, perception is an operation of the senses that occurs when
objects are apprehended. But does the definition then not tautologi-
cally state that the apprehension of objects occurs when their appre-
hension occurs? The qualifier grahane vartamana is without purpose
if the interpretation advanced in STV, fragment 1 is adopted.

Three different interpretations of grahane vartamand are present-
ed as responses to this problem, aiming to provide the contentious
qualifier with purpose and meaning. Their style indicates that they
too are fragments from ST commentaries:

Position 1 of “some” (kecit): “occurring when ... are apprehend-
ed” means “occurring when ... are fully apprehended.”
PST 1 13716-138,3: kecid ahuh — indriyavisayantaralavartini
kasabhighatavad dirvajalavad®' va visaye svasminn apratisthi-
ta vrttir ucyate. pratisthita tu visayakarena parinamena pari-
nispannda grahanam iti. yatrapi cantaralam nasti ghranadau
tatrapindriyasya visayasamyoganantaram vikriyopajayamand
visayakdaratvenaparinispannd vrttir jiieyd. tathaparinispannd-
ntargrahanam iti.
Position 2 of “others” (anye): “occurring when ... are apprehended”
means “occurring only when ... are apprehended [not when concepts
are formed].”
PST 1 1384-11: anye tv ahuh — vrttinam nirvikalpatvopadar-
Sanartham etad bhedena uktam Sabdadinam grahane var-
tamaneti. etad uktam bhavati — svariipagrahanamdtre varta-

30 PST 1 13715f.: nanu srotradivritir eva Sabdadinam grahanam. tatra
kanya vrttir ya grahane vartate?

31 The edition of PST 1 emends the text of the manuscript, ditrvajalavad, to
urdhvaksiptajalavad, on the basis of the Tibetan translation gyen du gtong
ba’i chu lta bu. We follow the reading dirvajalavad adopted in Steinkell-
ner’s corpus and consider the Tibetan translation as an attempt to clarify the
otherwise obscure example.
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mana pratyaksam pramanam nanyatheti. yady api vikalpane
'syah sambhavo ndsti, tathdpi jaiminiyadibhir vikalpakam
pratyaksam kalpitam. tadapeksaya etad visesanam. sarvaiva tu
vrttir grahanamadtre vartate, na vikalpana iti. grahane varta-
maneti tatsvabhavety arthah.

Position 3 of “others” (anye): “occurring when ... are apprehended”
means “occurring when ... are apprehended [with understanding].”

PST 1 138,12-14: anye tv apratyayam eva vrttim pramanam
icchanti, sapratyayam tu phalam. grahane vartamaneti caivam
varnayanti. grahane phale kartavye grahananimittam pravrtte-
ty arthah.

The first position of “some” (kecir), laconically remarked upon by
Frauwallner as one where various things remain unclear,* introduc-
es an operation of the sense that is “not fixed” (apratisthita) to its
object and occurs in the space between sense and object, as when
a whip has not yet hit its object, or when water is being poured
on grass and has not yet touched it.** By contrast, the “fixed” and
“completed” (parinispanna) operation of the sense consists in the
transformation of the sense into the form of the object. The com-
pleted operation of the sense is “apprehension,” and this is what the
qualifier grahane vartamana expresses. This interpretation suggests
that the sense operates in different stages. While this may seem in-
tuitively plausible in cases where sense and object are separated by
space, as, for example, in visual perception, it may seem counter-
intuitive in those cases where senses and object touch, such as in
olfactory, gustatory or tactile perception. The proponent of this posi-
tion accordingly stresses that even in such cases there is first an op-
eration that is uncompleted, when the modification of the sense has
just arisen immediately after the sense has come into contact with
the object (visayasamyoganantaram vikriyopajayamana).

32 Frauwallner 1958: 103.

3% Literally: “like in [case of] slashing by a whip, or diirva-grass [and]
water.”
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The second position, attributed to “others,” interprets grahane
vartamand against the background of the distinction between non-
conceptual perception and conceptualization: the expression is in-
tended to convey that the operation of the senses is limited to ap-
prehension, and does not extend to conceptualization. This position
therefore presupposes that perception is by definition non-concep-
tual. In this respect it is consistent with Vindhyavasin’s definition of
perception, for Vindhyavasin is known to have added the qualifier
“non-conceptualizing” (avikalpika) to the ST’s definition of percep-
tion.**

2

Finally, the third position, ascribed to still “others,” interprets
grahane vartamana in connection with the distinction between the
means of valid cognition and its result. Here the operation of the
senses without understanding is assigned the role of the means —
referred to by srotradivrttih in the definition. The operation with
understanding, identified with apprehension, is its result, expressed
with grahane vartamana. This implies that for these “others” an
operation without understanding is in fact within the scope of the
general definition of perception as a means of valid cognition, rep-
resenting a stage in the perceptual process. Their position in this
respect contradicts the account from STV, fragment 1, where the
expression grahane vartamanda was aimed at excluding an operation
of the senses that is not accompanied by the soul’s consciousness
from the definition altogether.

The following table summarizes the structure of the pertinent
section as we have thus far determined it; passages containing mate-
rial on the notion of akara are underlined.

3 Cf. Oberhammer et al. 2006: 52.
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Location in the text
PST 1 1364-8

PST 1 1369-12

PST 1 136,13-
13714

PST 1 13715¢.

PST 1 13716-
1383

Identification

ST fragment 1

STV. fragment 1

STV, fragment 1
(anye)

Objection

Position 1 (kecit);
ST commentary
fragment

Content

Definition of perception, involv-
ing the qualifiers manasadhi-
sthita (sc. Srotradivritih), graha-
ne vartamana, and sabdasparsa-
riparasagandhanam  yathakra-
mam.

Interpretation of manasadhisthi-
ta: both senses and mental fac-
ulty apply to the external object

Interpretation of manasadhisthi-
ta: Only the operation of the
senses has the object’s form
(indriyavrttir eva bahyavisaya-
kard), while the mental faculty
applies to the determination by
the senses.

Interpretation of grahane varta-
mand: The operation of the sens-
es is the transformation into the
object’s form (tadakarena pari-
namah). Distinction of operation
of the senses into sapratyaya and
apratyaya. The expression gra-
hane vartamanda serves to ex-
clude apratyayavrtti.

Interpretation of Sabdasparsarii-
parasagandhanam yathakramam.

The expression grahane varta-
mand is without purpose if the
interpretation advanced in STVs
fragment 1 is adopted.

Response to objection: grahane
vartamana refers to a vritih that
is parinispannda and pratisthita:
the transformation of the senses
into the form of the object (visa-
yakarena parinamena).
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PST 1 1384-11 Position 2 (anye); Response to objection: grahane
ST commentary vartamana refers to avikalpika
fragment, con- vrttih. Perception is non-con-
sistent with Vin- ceptual.
dhyavasin’s defi-
nition of percep-
tion as avikalpika

PST 1 138,12-14  Position 3 (anye); Response to objection: grahane
ST commentary vartamana indicates grahana as
fragment, older pramanaphala; pramana = apra-
than STV* tyayavrttih.

The section presents structural problems that cannot be resolved

easily given that Jinendrabuddhi’s sources are not available to us.*
For this reason I also refrain from distinguishing individual types of
fragments and proceed on the charitable assumption that Jinendra-
buddhi presents Sankhya views correctly as far as the main points
are concerned.’” A satisfactory clarification of the situation would
require a more comprehensive and in-depth study of Sankhya frag-
ments than we are able to offer at this time, as well as an inquiry into
the possibly distinctive ways in which Jinendrabuddhi arranges the
views of other schools and makes use of source materials in general.
I shall therefore confine myself to stating the main problems in brief.

To begin with, as already suggested by Frauwallner, the section
shows that Jinendrabuddhi knew more than two ST commentaries.
But can some of the three fragments in the end be assigned to STV,
or STV, the two commentaries that were postulated as the source
for the two alternate positions on manasadhisthita at the beginning
of the section? And can the author of any one of these commen-
taries be identified with a particular individual? Having determined

3 The view expressed in this fragment is referred to in PST 1 161,9,a STVs
fragment. It is also logically inconcistent with the position advanced in
STV, fragment 1.

36 For a preliminary discussion of some of the textual difficulties in this
section cf. Frauwallner 1958: 102.

37 Steinkellner will offer a fine-grained typology of fragments in his corpus.
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that the two first fragments belong to two different commentaries,*®
Frauwallner assumed that Jinendrabuddhi used the same two works,
and in the same sequence, also in the rest of the section. For this rea-
son Frauwallner assigned the first position on grahane vartamana to
STV., and the second to STVs. Since the second position draws on
Vindhyavasin’s otherwise attested view that perception is non-con-
ceptualizing (avikalpika), Frauwallner regarded it as fairly probable
that the author of the second commentary, our STV, was Vindhya-
vasin; Steinkellner basically follows his assessment.*

However, this line of reasoning is problematic. According to
STV, fragment 1, the qualifier grahane vartamana excludes an op-
eration of the senses without understanding from the definition of
perception: that the operation of the senses occurs when sound, etc.,
is apprehended means that their operation is accompanied by the
soul’s consciousness. In the following objection this interpretation
is criticized because it makes the qualifier grahane vartamana re-
dundant. Each of the three positions that Jinendrabuddhi presents in
response to the objection then holds a different view on the function
of this qualifier. Since the last position is criticized in a STV, frag-
ment later in the text and must therefore be taken from a commen-
tary that predates STV, Jinendrabuddhi obviously does not present
his materials in chronological sequence. The three positions were
not necessarily formed in response to problems arising from STV,
by virtue of their presentation after an objection to STV,. Rather,
Jinendrabuddhi brings positions culled from ST commentaries into
one conceptual space — and into dialogue with one another — regard-
less of the chronological sequence in which the commentaries were
composed. But most importantly, the three views are not only dif-
ferent from one another, but also from the interpretation advanced
in STV, fragment 1. If Frauwallner were correct, Vindhyavasin
would have assigned two different functions to the qualifier grahane

3% Note that Frauwallner does not consider the second part of STV, frag-
ment 1 as part of the fragment, but nonetheless considers the views ex-
pressed in it as conforming to Vindhyavasin’s.

3 Frauwallner 1958: 114; Steinkellner 1999b: 670.
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vartamana: it excludes the senses’ operation without understanding
and it also excludes conceptualization. To begin with, this is not
consistent with Frauwallner’s general assessment that these com-
mentaries advance well-defined positions — an assessment which is
supported by the characteristics of STV, fragment 1 and STV, frag-
ment 1. If Vindhyavasin was the author of the commentary from
which the second position on grahane vartamana was taken, he can-
not have been the author of STVy, and vice versa. There appear to
be only two ways to resolve this puzzling situation. First, the ST
commentaries might not be globally committed to advancing only
one single interpretation of the various qualifiers in the ST’s defini-
tion. Vindhyavasin might have presented several alternative inter-
pretations of grahane vartamand, and Jinendrabuddhi would then try
to bring out contradictions between them. Alternatively, one could
conclude that Jinendrabuddhi’s reliance on ST commentaries is less
straightfoward than has so far been assumed. Both approaches to-
wards resolving the problems require more comprehensive studies
of other fragments, including also those from the chapters on infer-
ence for oneself and inference for others. For the time being, the au-
thorship of the different commentaries, the number of commentaries
and their relationship remain open questions.

As puzzling as the situation may be when it comes to fragments
and their distribution across an unknown number of commentaries,
the materials examined above nevertheless provide new insights
into the role of @karas in early Sankhya epistemology. The author
of STV, holds the view that the senses transform into the form of
the object; this is basically what is meant by their “operation” of ap-
prehending the object.*” The author of the commentary from which
the first of the three positions on grahane vartamana was taken also
availed himself of this particular way of relating the senses to their
objects. Corresponding views could also be found in various pas-
sages in the Yuktidipika. All this suggests that “taking on the form
of the object,” or “transforming into the form of the object” was a

40 In addition to the fragments above cf. also PST 1 140,1-6 (Sabdakara-
parinatah).



144 Birgit Kellner

more widely accepted idiom among Sankhya thinkers engaged in
epistemological analysis, and predicated specifically on the external
senses. As no mention of akara is made in any of the identified ST
fragments, this idiom most probably gained acceptance, or was per-
haps even invented, within ST commentaries.

In the fragments examined above, there is no indication that any
other element of the cognitive apparatus, or even the soul, might
take on the form of the object. This is significant considering Frau-
wallner’s sketch of the development of the Sankhya view referred to
at the beginning of this paper. Frauwallner views this development
as one from a stronger claim (the soul takes on the form of the ob-
ject) to a weaker one (only the “psychic organs” take on the form of
the object), driven by criticism from other schools.*!

As for the general cognitive process, the ST stipulates that the
soul is conscious of the determinations undertaken by the senses,
which are synthesized by the mental faculty, but the soul is not con-
scious of the mental determinations through the mediation of senso-
ry determinations. This asymmetry is the basis for the metaphorical
designation of the senses as “gates” (dvara) and the mental faculty
as the “gatekeeper” (dvarin).** We can be fairly confident that the ST
indeed had nothing more specific to say on how precisely senses and
mental faculty cooperate, for Dignaga would hardly have passed on
the opportunity to direct criticism against its views. Different ways
of characterising the relationship between soul, psychic organism
and senses must have been formulated in Sankhya circles not soon
after Dignaga (or in sources unknown to him). The author of the
YD attributes the view to followers of Vrsagana/Varsaganya that the
purusa, when approached (avista) by the intellect, imitates (anuyati)

41 Frauwallner 1953: 396f.

42 ST fragment 14: manasy ekibhiitan indriyavyavasayan purusas cetayate,
na tv indriyavyavasayair manovyavasayan iti. tasman mana eva dvart dva-
ranindriyani. Steinkellner 1999b: 673.



The concept of akara in early Sankhya epistemology 145

the operation of the intellect which in turn occurs in conformity with
that of the senses.*

What was this “imitation” thought to involve? In Bhaviveka’s
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas and the Tarkajvala, the Sankhya oppo-
nent offers two different explications of how the soul imitates the op-
eration of the intellect (buddhivrtti); both are aware that the impres-
sion of a real change to the nature of the purusa must be avoided.
According to the first explication, when the object is cognised by
the mental faculty, a reflection (*pratibimba) of the object comes
to appear in the soul, like a reflection of the moon is seen on still
water that does not thereby undergo any change. The second expli-
cation invokes the notion of a “transformation” (*parinama), again
not in substantial terms, but comparable to a reflection in a mirror.*
Bhaviveka’s references to the “reflection” theory constitute the ear-
liest currently known evidence for it.* But no mention of any akaras
is made on any level of the cognitive process.

What, then, is the evidence Frauwallner cites for his sketch? The
YD passage just mentioned, according to which the soul “imitates”
the operation of the intellect, is one of his sources. But the passage
does not speak of any akaras, and there seems to be no reason to as-
sume any akdara-possession as being implied.*® Only one other pas-

YD 171,12-14: tatha ca varsaganah pathanti: buddhivrttyavisto hi pratya-
yatvenanuvartamanam anuyati purusah iti. Cf. also NM 1 6907-09: sankhyas
tu buddhivrttih pramanam iti pratipannah / visayakaraparinatendriyadivrt-
tyanupatini buddhir eva purusam uparafijayanti pramanam / taduparakto hi
purusah pratiniyatavisayadrasta sampadyate //

44 MHK 6.2 with TJ; Saito 2011: 15, Qvarnstrom 2012: 399, He 2013: 418.

4 Saitd 2011: 13. In TJ ad MHK 3.53 (Saito 2011: 18) a “reflection” ac-
count is offered as the *siddhanta of the Sankhya, but without reference to
the concept of “imitation.” Cf. also Qvarnstrom 2012: 398f.

4 See above n. 43. It appears that Frauwallner read YD buddhivrttyavisto
as buddhivrttyavisisto, or tacitly emended the text, as he translates that the
soul is not different from the intellect in its operation (1953: 396). If one
assumes that the intellect operates by taking on the object’s form, then this
translation might indeed suggest the same for the soul.
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sage is cited: two stanzas from an unknown source, quoted in YD
171,15-18 and introduced by aha ca:

arthakara ivabhati yatha buddhis tatha puman /
abhasamano buddhyato boddha manivad ucyate //

yatha yatha manovrttih puruso ’pi tatha tatha /
buddhirapam avapnoti cetanatvat parasrayam //

“Like the intellect appears like having the form of the object,
so the purusa appears, like a jewel, [and it does so] through
[mediation of] the intellect. Therefore, it is called ‘knower.’
In the same way as the operation of the mental faculty, so also
the purusa, because of [its] sentience, obtains (?) the character
of the intellect, which is based on the other [i.e., prakrti?].”

Frauwallner paraphrases the first sentence of the first stanza as
“Ebenso wie das Erkennen in der Form des Gegenstandes erscheint,
so auch die Seele.” Just like the intellect appears in the form of the
object, so does the soul. This paraphrase fails to account for the par-
ticle iva, which is, however, rather conspicuous because idioms of
the kind “appears like / as if ...”” occupy a special place in Sankhya
epistemology. They tend to be used deliberately to reinforce the du-
alism of a conscious, passive soul and non-conscious, active matter
in explaining the cognitive process. We have seen an example of
this “as if’-pattern in STVy,-fragment 1: When the inert senses are in
contact with the soul’s consciousness, their operation presents itself
as if conscious, just like a heated iron ball appears to have the nature
of heat, although it is merely heated up through contact with heat
and does not have heat as its intrinsic nature. Further examples for
this pattern can be readily adduced. Compare, for instance, Sankhya-
karika 20, according to which the intellect, when in contact with the
conscious soul, becomes as if it had consciousness, and the indiffer-
ent soul, when associated with the qualities (guna) which are active
agents, becomes as if it were an agent.*’” The point in the first of
the two stanzas cited in YD is then that while the soul appears as if

47 SK 20: tasmat tatsamyogad acetanam cetandvad iva linngam / gunakartrtve
ca tatha karteva bhavaty udasinah //
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having the form of the object, it does not really have that form, and
thus can remain indifferent and unaffected by cognitive processes
— and the same applies to the material cognitive apparatus, whose
elements appear as if conscious (when they are in contact with the
conscious soul), but are not really conscious.

Interpreted against this background, the first stanza states that the
soul and the intellect appear as if having the form of the object, but in
fact they do not. The simile of the jewel serves to illustrate this situ-
ation, if it is understood to convey that a transparent jewel appears
as if it were coloured if a colour-bearing substance is placed right
next to it — but it does not in fact change its colour. The transforma-
tion into the object’s form would then remain limited to the senses.
The second stanza raises many questions, and the above translation
is far from secure, but in any case it does not add any further details
that would allow us to conclude that the soul or intellect take on the
form of the object.

Frauwallner’s assertion consequently has little support in the
very evidence that he adduced for it. It can be understood as an at-
tempt to account for the situation that the “reflection” model seems
to exist side by side with accounts that make use of a different vo-
cabulary — including akaras — for analyzing the perceptual process.
And Frauwallner’s characteristic method of accounting for such situ-
ations is to connect them as stages in a dialectical historical develop-
ment in which one theory is explained as a reaction against criticism
directed at another: the reflection model forms in response to exter-
nal criticism directed at the earlier Sankhya view that the soul cog-
nizes objects by taking on their form.*® Upon closer investigation the
textual evidence rather indicates that early epistemological analyses
in Sankhya confined akara-possession more narrowly to the senses.
In at least one passage, the intellect (buddhi) is also said to possess
the object’s form.* It is quite possible that early Sankhya epistemol-

4 Frauwallner 1953: 395f.

4 This is indicated by YD 181,26f. buddhir upattavisayendriyavrityupani-
patat tadrigpyam pratipadyate (Schmithausen 1968: 333, n. 16). Here I take
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ogy first attempted to solve more specific problems relating to the
perceptual process with the help of akaras, and only encountered
problems (and criticism) in generalizing the proposed solutions of
these specific problems to a more comprehensive theory, which then
motivated the introduction of the “reflection” model.

Given our findings, is it plausible to presume, as Dreyfus has sug-
gested, that Buddhist epistemologists adopted the concept of akara
from the Sankhya? It is evident that the idea of something taking on
the form of the object in the perceptual process was not invented by
Dignaga. Commentaries on the Sastitantra contain the view that the
sense transforms into the form of the object, and a Sankhya view at-
tested in the YD also holds that the intellect takes on the form of the
object. At this point, it is not clear whether this particular way of re-
lating the senses to their objects is a fully worked out theoretical po-
sition; “taking on the form of the object” might at first just have been
a convenient idiom for relating elements of the perceptual process
to the perceived object. Moreover, since only passages were found
where material products, evolutes of prakrti, are said transform into
the form of the object, this early Sankhya notion of akara cannot be
assimilated to the notion of a “mental image” that dominates later
controversies.

It cannot be ruled out that Buddhist thinkers adopted the idiom
from the Sankhya that perceiving or apprehending an object means
to take on the akara of that object, and that both parties were driven
by the same basic attempt to account for how perceptual awareness —
or elements involved in the perceptual process — relate to the object.
But if this was merely a shared idiom, the claim that the concept of
akara goes back to the Sankhya is not a particularly substantial dis-
covery in the history of philosophy, for it does after all not explain
how a philosophically charged concept circulated and came to be
adopted. It seems rather that the philosophical significance of akara-
possession, culminating in the fundamental question of whether

tadrapya to represent akara-possession.
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cognition has akaras or not, is a product of discussions that followed
at a later stage.

Finally, a comparison of the early Sankhya views on akara with
their Buddhist counterparts reveals interesting differences as far as
the conceptions of perception with which the akara-idiom comes
to be connected are concerned. In the ninth chapter of the Abhi-
dharmakosabhasya Vasubandhu presents the view that perceptual
awareness takes on the form of the object as one of several pos-
sibilities for explaining how perceptual awareness is aware of its
object which avoids attributing the activity of perceiving to it.** As
noted elsewhere, a direct line can be drawn from this account to
Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti ad Pramanasamuccaya 1.8cd.”!
Here Dignaga presents the view that sense-perception arises from
an external object bearing that object’s form (akara) as a basically
correct view of the perceptual process that is contrasted with the
false conception that perception performs the activity (vyapara) of
perceiving. Although Dignaga invests the idea of an object-akara
with explanatory functions that are not found in the Abhidharma-
kosabhasya,” both Vasubandhu and Dignaga make use of akara-
possession in strictly causal accounts that rule out any activity. In
the Sankhya views reflected in PST 1, on the other hand, the senses
transform into the form of the object, and this is precisely presented
as an explication of their activity of apprehending.

30 AKBh 473,23-474.,9, discussed in detail in Kellner 2014.
31 Kellner 2014.
2 Cf. again Kellner 2014.
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Dignaga and the Sastitantra'

Philological observations on a text criticized in the
Pramanasamuccaya

Horst Lasic, Vienna

One of the more noticeable characteristics of Dignaga’s Pramana-
samuccaya is the blatant and rather outspoken way in which it deals
with rival philosophical positions. As many titles of Dignaga’s lost
works indicate, this attitude might well have been a salient feature of
the greater part of his philosophical work. And judging merely from
the amount of space Dignaga devotes to refuting Sankhya tenets in
comparison to those of other schools,” he may well have considered
the followers of this school his most significant opponents in the area
of epistemology, or at least those most worthy of a lengthy rebuff.
In any case, the fact that Dignaga deals extensively with Sankhya
tenets makes the Pramanasamuccaya a promising starting point for
investigations into the nature of the so-called classical Sankhya.

In 1958, Frauwallner published a more than fifty-page study on
the epistemology of the classical Sankhya system.? In the latter part
of this study he presents a reconstructed piece of text as being part
of Vrsagana’s* Sastitantra, the reconstruction consisting of passages

! I thank Dr. Luo Hong for valuable comments on an earlier version of this
paper. I would also like to thank Katharine Apostle, Cynthia Peck-Kubac-
zek, and Sophie Francis Kidd, who improved the English of this paper at
several states of its development.

2 Cf. Frauwallner 1958: 85.
3 Frauwallner 1958.

4 T am citing the name here as it is used by Frauwallner without intending
to imply that this is the actual name of the author.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 155-172.
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in Tibetan and Sanskrit.’ In the preceding part of the study, Frauwall-
ner explains in detail how he assembled this text from the available
materials. He started from a number of sentences® that are quoted
— and in one case alluded to — by Dignaga in the Sankhya section
of the Pramanasamuccaya’s second chapter. He found correspond-
ing sentences embedded in a longer connected passage of text in
Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary. From the fact that in the commen-
tary these sentences occur exactly in the same sequence as in the
Pramanasamuccaya, Frauwallner concluded that Dignaga composed
his polemic against the Sankhya in response to a particular text that
he had in front of him, and that Jinendrabuddhi provides us with
a longer piece of the same text. In the Pramanasamuccaya’s third
chapter, Frauwallner discovered a passage that he found continued
the Sankhya discussion at exactly the point at which Dignaga left off
in the second chapter. In this way, Frauwallner was able to identify
a continuous Sankhya portion of text dealing with inference. Fol-
lowing similar lines of argumentation and including further material
discovered in Simhastri’s commentary on the Dvadasaranayacakra,
Frauwallner reconstructed in spectacular fashion what he presents
as a part of the Sastitantra.

Since then, this text has been used by scholars as a frame of ref-
erence to evaluate and allocate Sankhya passages found mainly in
the Pramanasamuccaya and the Pramdanasamuccayatika.” At the
time of his work, Frauwallner had access to the Pramanasamuccaya
and Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary only in their Tibetan transla-
tions. However, a Sanskrit manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s com-
mentary has become available since his day, and thus rereading
Frauwallner’s article seemed to me to be an instructional exercise
and one that I personally felt had immense value. This is because
I have been trying to reconstruct the Sanskrit text of chapter two

5> For an investigation of the authorship of the Sastitantra, cf. Oberhammer
1960.

6 Cf. Frauwallner 1958: 86-87.
7 Steinkellner 1999 and 2005, PST 1.
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of the Pramanasamuccaya and needed a frame of reference for the
Sankhya materials occurring there. The only candidate I was able to
think of is the text constructed by Frauwallner.

Nonetheless, caution is called for. To a large extent, Frauwall-
ner put together this part of the Sastitantra by relying mainly on
his interpretation of the Pramanasamuccaya and Jinendrabuddhi’s
commentary. If we take this piece of text as our frame of reference
to evaluate corresponding passages in the Pramanasamuccaya and
the Pramanasamuccayatika, it is clear that we are moving in a circle.
As long as Frauwallner’s assessments are correct, there is no danger
in doing so. But if he was mistaken, the case is, of course, different.
Reinforcing doubtful or even incorrect assessments of particular
passages can easily lead to assigning an incorrect value to related
passages and obscuring possible hints of different layers of argu-
ments and texts.

The epistemological section of the Sastitantra — as established by
Frauwallner — has the following layout. (1) It starts with a general
presentation of inference. This presentation includes a definition of
inference, the depiction of the seven kinds of connections that can
be used for inference, an extended version of the definition of in-
ference, followed by an account of how an inference arises, and a
description of how to cognize a logical mark with the necessary dis-
tinctness and accuracy. Next come the presentations (2) of percep-
tion and (3) of verbal testimony. The text then returns to the topic of
inference by (4) discussing its sub-species up to direct and indirect
proof. In connection with the elaboration on the verbal formulation
of direct and indirect proof, five direct and indirect proofs regard-
ing the existence of primordial matter are presented. Then the same
scheme is applied for the remaining nine of the so-called ten main
points.

With respect to the Sankhya section in the second chapter of the
Pramanasamuccaya, points one and four are of greater relevance.
For technical reasons, I will mainly restrict the discussion here to
point one.
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In order to facilitate the discussion, I have provided you with the
text of the section in question in appendix A. In preparing it, I have
tried to follow Frauwallner’s proposal exactly, replacing however
Tibetan text with the now available Sanskrit passages. In the few
cases where the Sanskrit is not available, I have inserted retransla-
tions. For ease of identification, these are italicized.

In appendix B you will see my attempted reconstruction of the
beginning part of the Sankhya section of Pramanasamuccaya chap-
ter two.

Let us begin with the Sastitantra. The Sanskrit wording of the
definition, namely “sambandhad ekasmat pratyaksac chesasiddhir
anumanam,” was already given by Frauwallner. If one were inves-
tigating the textual tradition of the Sastitantra, the quotation of the
same passage in the Yuktidipika, which lacks “pratyaksat,”® would
have to be taken into account, as well as Simhasiiri’s consideration
of the variant reading “sambaddhad” for “sambandhad.” For pres-
ent purposes, whereby I am concentrating on the version of the text
that Dignaga and Jindendrabuddhi might have used, the text as giv-
en here seems acceptable.

The next passage is a little trickier. Here Frauwallner presents a
passage he extracted from Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary. The com-
mentary reads:

‘brel pa rnam pa bdun no Zes pa | don rnams kyi ’brel pa ni
rnam pa bdun fiid de | nor dan bdag po’i dnos pos dan || Zes
pa la sogs pa bsad ’grel du bsad pa’i phyir ro || PST, 117b6-7
Frauwallner explains that at this point Jinendrabuddhi quotes the be-
ginning of a rather long sentence in order to justify Dignaga having
said “’brel pa rnam pa bdun no (saptavidhah sambandhah, cf. PST 2
94486al),” notwithstanding the fact that this passage, according to
Frauwallner’s assessment, is not taken from the Sastitantra. In line

8 Cf. YD 5,12, cf. Kellner 2010: 87.

° Cf. DNCV 240,10-11, 685,18-19. Frauwallner speaks of an “early variant”
(Frauwallner 1958: 117, n. 37).
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with this explanation, we might understand the present passage as
follows:

[Dignaga said:] “The connection is of seven kinds.” [He is jus-
tified in saying this] because in the Bhasya the following is ex-
plained: “The connection of objects is exactly of seven kinds
on account of the relation of property and property-owner or”
and so forth.

Frauwallner identifies this explanatory passage with a passage quot-
ed by Simhasiri. In Jambtivijaya’s edition this passage reads as fol-
lows:

sambaddhanam bhavanam svasvamibhavena vetyadina sapta-
vidhena ... DNCV 240,12

Evidently under the impression that both texts were corrupt, Frau-
wallner emends both passages based on each other. At the begin-
ning of what he considered to be the quoted passage in Jinendra-
buddhi’'s commentary he inserts “’brel ba rnams kyi,”"° and in the
passage quoted by Simhastri he inserts “sambandhah saptavidha
eva.”!! As a result we have an almost perfect correspondence be-
tween “sambaddhanam bhavanam <sambandhah saptavidha eva>
svasvamibhavena va” and “<’brel pa rnams kyi> don rnams kyi ’brel
pa ni rnam pa bdun jiid de | nor dan bdag po’i dros pos dan.”

Here I should mention that in the Sankhya section Jinendrabud-
dhi refers several times to certain passages by using expressions
such as sitra, Sastra, or bhasya. Frauwallner argues that they actu-
ally all refer to the Sastitantra, the present case included.> However,
if, accordingly, the Sastitantra read something like “sambandhah
saptavidha eva,” it is difficult to believe that Jinendrabuddhi felt the

10 Cf. Frauwallner 1958: 117.
11 Cf. Frauwallner 1958: 118, 123.

12 Cf. Frauwallner 1958: 118. For practical reasons, I follow Frauwallner
in treating the Sastitantra as a unitary text consisting of sitra and bhasya
passages. However, I do not intend to exclude the possibility that we might
actually be dealing with a composite text that has two layers which might
even have been composed by different authors.
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need to justify Dignaga’s expression “saptavidhah sambandhah.”
Nonetheless, if I understand Frauwallner correctly, it is exactly on
account of this supposed need for justification that he considered
Dignaga’s “saptavidhah sambandhah” as not being a quotation from
the Sastitantra. And Frauwallner’s opinion that Jinendrabuddhi did
not use any Sankhya commentaries when explaining the Sastitantra
passage under discussion'® might have been based on the same con-
sideration. In any case, he does not give any other reasons to sub-
stantiate his claim.

If we now look at the Sanskrit version of the passage from Jinen-
drabuddhi under consideration, we see that it differs in an important
point from what Frauwallner supposed:

saptavidhah sambandha iti / saptavidhatvam sambaddhanam
arthanam svasvamibhavena vetyadibhasyavacandat PST 2 94 4-
5 (sambaddhanam em. : sambandhanam)

We see that “rnam pa bdun iiid” translates “saptavidhatvam.”
Thus, this passage does not support the insertion of “sambandhah
saptavidha eva.” Presumably, the text identified as the saying of
a bhasya consists only in the phrase “sambaddhanam arthanam
svasvamibhavena va,” and “saptavidhatvam” is part of the framing
statement.!* One could then understand:

[Dignaga said:] “The connection is of seven kinds.” The ‘be-
ing of seven kinds’ [can be understood] from the Bhasya’s ut-
terance [which says] “Since the connected objects have the
relation of property and property-owner or” and so forth.

Unfortunately, the expression “saptavidhatvam’™ (“being of seven
kinds”) possesses a certain ambiguity. Is Jinendrabuddhi simply say-
ing that one can understand from the bhdsya that the relation has
seven kinds, or that one can understand what these seven kinds are?

Accepting the second interpretation — whereby Jinendrabuddhi
is understood as saying that this expression refers to the details of

13 Frauwallner 1958: 121
4 The Tibetan translation, however, presupposes a different interpretation.
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the seven kinds of connections — frees us from thinking that Jinen-
drabuddhi is justifying Dignaga’s having inserted something into the
text. We may well assume that Dignaga did quote the expression
“saptavidhah sambandhah” from the Sastitantra, but skipped the
long enumeration and illustration of the seven kinds of connections,
which may have followed immediately. Jinendrabuddhi then refers
his reader for more information to the passage skipped by Dignaga.
If we accept this, we have removed the strongest argument against
assuming that Jinendrabuddhi inserted an excerpt from a commen-
tary on the Sastitantra right at the beginning of the Sankhya section.
If we understand the expression “saptavidhah sambandhah” as be-
ing part of the Sastitantra, it can of course occur as pratika in a com-
mentary on it. The very next sentence in the Pramanasamuccayatika
also supports this explanation:

sambaddhanam arthanam iti ca nirdesat siitre karmasadhanah
sambandhasabdo jiieyah PST 2 94,5-6 (sambaddhanam em. :
sambandhanam)

As far as I can see, neither Dignaga nor Jinendrabuddhi exploited
this analysis of the word “sambandha’” in their arguments against
the Sankhya position at this point in the discussion. Since I therefore
see no special reason for Jinendrabuddhi to introduce this analysis
here, it seems quite reasonable to assume that he copied it, together
with the preceding and following explanations, from a commentary
on the Sastitantra.

If, however, we opt for the other interpretation, namely that the
expression “saptavidhah sambandhah” is not from the Sastitantra,
we have to assume that Jinendrabuddhi is speaking at this point with
his own voice, or — if we nonetheless believe that he was following
a commentary on the Sastitantra — that he made substantial changes
in order to adjust it to the wording of the Pramanasamuccaya. As a
further consequence of this interpretation, we would have to explain
how the passage being quoted from the so-called Bhasya is syntacti-
cally connected with its environment.
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Taking a hint from the Nyayanusarint,” it is possible to under-
stand that the group of seven expressions in the instrumental case
qualifies the term pratyaksa in the expression “kascid arthah kasya-
cid indriyasya pratyakso bhavati” (appendix A, passage no. 4). My
admittedly clumsy rendering is as follows: “A certain object becomes
perceptible to a certain sense faculty in terms of the related objects
being property and property-owner, or in terms of being basic mat-
ter and transformation” and so on. The same grammatical construc-
tion appears again at a later point in the Nyayanusarint:

svasvamibhavena va prakrtivikarabhavena va karyakarana-
bhavena va nimittanaimittikabhavena va matramatrikabhavena
va [sahacaribhavena va] vadhyaghatakabhavena va kascid ar-
thah kasyacid indriyasya pratyakso bhavatiti tebhyo ’tiriktasya-
vacanad etesam eva vacanad DNCV 684,8-10
If we assume for the Sastitantra a sentence that has been syntactical-
ly constructed as suggested by the two passages I have just referred
to, passage no. 3 now no longer fits, and we would have to shift its
position, or remove it entirely.

Let us now turn to Dignaga’s text. If we accept Frauwallner’s re-
construction of this section of the Sastitantra, we have also to assume
that at the beginning of the Sankhya section Dignaga is presenting a
part of the Sastitantra with some modifications; more precisely that
he has copied passage no. 1, which is the definition sitra, condensed
passage no. 2 to a minimal version, copied passage no. 3, which con-
stitutes an extended and modified version of the definition, skipped
passages nos. 4, 5, and 6, and copied again passage no. 7.

Now, I would like to draw your attention to lirigajiianam tu ...
sarvam of appendix B, passage no. 2. This portion of the text corre-
sponds to passage no. 7 of the reconstructed Sastitantra. According
to Frauwallner’s understanding, this passage means:

Sometimes the cognition of the logical mark is not ascertained
or does not correspond to the object. For this reason, all later

5 sambaddhdanam bhavanam svasvamibhdvena vetyadind saptavidhena
kascid arthah kasyacid indriyasya pratyakso bhavati DNCV 240,12
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effort is aimed at ascertaining it [i.e., the logical mark, HL] in
its particularity. In fact, an object that is perceptible in a gen-
eral way, but is not grasped in an ascertaining way, is cognized
in its particularity on account of seeing its particularity®

If, however, we follow Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation, we arrive at a
completely different understanding of this passage. This paragraph
is not discussing a cognizer’s epistemic endeavour to improve his in-
sufficient perception of a logical mark. It is explaning that the author
of the Sastitantra has written a certain paragraph in order to specify
the expression “ekasmat pratyaksat” in the definition of inference.
Since perceptions are sometimes undetermined or even wrong, one
must specify the perception involved in the production of inference
in a way that excludes such unsuitable cases of perception. Accord-
ingly, we can understand the passage under discussion as follows:

However, since [according to the Sankhya understanding of
perception] the cognition of a logical mark is sometimes not
ascertained or does not correspond to the object, [the author]
writes, in order to specify [the perception intended in the
definition sitra], the whole [section] below which goes: “One
cognizes an object that one has perceived in a general way and
also one that [one has perceived] without determination [later]
in its particularity on account of seeing its particularity.”

Jinendrabuddhi points out that the expression “sarvam” (“whole”)
indicates the remaining passage, which he then quotes. !’ This pas-
sage can be found in appendix A as passage no. 8.

If we accept the proposed understanding of passage no. 7, Frau-
wallner’s assumption that Dignaga took this whole passage from the

16 “Manchmal ist die Erkenninis des Merkmals nicht bestimmit oder ent-
spricht nicht dem Gegenstand. Daher ist alle spiitere Bemiihung darauf ge-
richtet, es in seiner Besonderheit zu bestimmen. Ein Gegenstand, welcher
dem Gemeinsamen nach sichtbar aber nicht bestimmt erfaf3t ist, wird ndm-
lich durch das Sehen einer Besonderheit in seiner Besonderheit erkannt.”
(Frauwallner 1958: 127)

7 PST 2 96,12-972
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Sastitantra seems less plausible. That the mediating voice, which
explains the relevance of the quoted passage for the definition of
inference, is the voice of the author of the Sastitantra himself seems
rather unlikely. In order to maintain this assumption, we would have
to believe that the author of the Sastitantra himself was aware of a
flaw in his definition of inference and tried to fix it by referring to a
passage that he was going to provide at a later point, rather than by
improving the definition itself. Even if we allow that the author of
the Sastitantra might have had his reasons for stating the definition
as he did,'® knowing that this definition is not sufficient in itself, and
that he choose to make up for any insufficiently determined points
by subsequently adding clarifications, we are confronted with an
odd situation. The author of the Sastitantra would then be presenting
his definition of inference in passage no. 1, specifying in passage no.
2 the otherwise too broad meaning of the expression “pratyaksat”
in the definition, be presenting a revised definition in passage no. 3,
giving a description of the circumstances of the production of infer-
ential knowledge in passages nos. 4 and 5, followed by an example
in passage no. 6. Then he would be starting again, in passage no. 7,
to make some necessary clarifications of one part of the definition.
This, at least to my mind, seems rather implausible.

If, further, the quoted part of passage no. 7 (samanyatah khalv api
... pratipadyate) forms a single unit with passage no. 8, as indicated
by Jinendrabuddhi,"” then this invites further considerations. Passage
no. 8 mentions a perceived object that one is unsure whether it is a
cow or a horse. This, however, is rather an unexpected example for
an insufficiently determined logical mark. A case such as something
perceived that one is unsure whether it is smoke or dust*® would
seem more appropriate. The uncertainty of whether something is a
cow or a horse, however, seems a perfect example of a perception

8 One could, for instance, assume that this definition was already in cir-
culation before the composition of the Sastitantra and that the author felt a
commitment towards it.

19 Cf. note 17.
20 PST 2 96,5.
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that is not sufficiently determined in general. I would therefore like
to suggest that the entire section, consisting of the quotes in pas-
sages no. 7 and no. 8, originally belonged to the pratyaksa section
and was only secondarily brought into connection with the defini-
tion of inference.

A first guess as to who made this connection might be Dignaga.
Dignaga’s first attack on the Sankhya definition of inference (appen-
dix B, from passage no. 3 to the end) concerns precisely that utter-
ance embedded in passage no. 7. One could imagine that Dignaga
was of the opinion — or pretended to be of the opinion — that in the
present context, one must refer to the concerned utterance in order
to save one part of the Sankhya definition of being underdetermined,
and this reference enabled his first attack. Dignaga’s main argu-
ment at this point is that perception, according to a teaching of the
Sankhya?! and even by the Sastitantra’s own definition, is incapable
of having a generality or a particularity for its object, and that there-
fore, if one must cognize a logical mark in the manner delineated in
passage no. 7, it is unacceptable to refer to this kind of cognition by
the phrase “ekasmat pratyaksat.”

Further on, in passage no. 5 of appendix B, we see an attempt to
counter Dignaga’s argument. According to this counter-argument, the
word “pratyaksa” in the definition of inference actually refers to the
result of a perception, namely the function of the mind (manovrtti).
Since this function of the mind, which is called “pratyaksa” in the
definition, is capable of having both generalities and particularities
for its object,?> Dignaga’s criticism is not justified.

If we assume that this counter-argument was not invented by
Dignaga as a hypothetical possibility, but was actually put forward
by a Sankhya proponent, we must also assume that the argument
Dignaga made use of was already known to that Sankhya proponent.

One possible scenario might be as follows: somebody in the ex-
egetical tradition of the Sastitantra tried to make up for the already

2L Cf. PS 2.36¢, SK 28ab (YD 201,11, 213,15) and YD 21730.
2 Cf. YD 202,2-8.
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mentioned lack of determination in the definition of inference by in-
corporating into his explanation a passage from the pratyaksa section
describing how an object that was initially perceived in an incorrect
or undetermined form can later be perceived in a sufficiently deter-
mined form. Then, perhaps in order to counter external criticism,
presumably another commentator explained the term “pratyaksa’ in
the definition as referring to manovrtti.

This would mean that in Dignaga’s opening of the Sarnikhya section, we
can distinguish at least two historical layers.

I would now like to draw your attention to passage no. 3 of appendix A.
For the most part it looks like a normal commentarial rendering of the defi-
nition. Its decomposition of compounds and explanatory insertions do not
present anything unexpected, with the exception, however, of one addition.
Whereas the basic definition states that inference is the establishment of the
rest, passage no. 3 states that inference is the cause of the establishment of
the rest. It seems to me at least doubtful that the author of the basic defini-
tion would offer this addition without any other mention of a discussion of
pramana and pramanaphala. In the DNCV, there is a similar explanatory
rendering of the basic definition of inference, here however without the ad-
dition of the word “‘cause” (hetu).” I cannot think of any convincing reasons
why Simhasiiri would have dropped the expression “‘hefu” if he had read it
in the Sastitantra, nor can I think of a reason for Dignaga to insert it, if he
had copied the explanatory rendering of the definition from the Sastitantra
and the expression “heti” were not there. One might try to understand this
situation as indicating that Dignaga and Simhasuri did not copy the defini-
tion from the Sastitantra itself, but from a pool of existing explanations of
the definition. At this point, I would like to remind you that when reflect-
ing on how to syntactically connect passage no. 2 (of appendix A) with its
environment, one line of argumentation suggested removing passage no. 3.

I have to admit that several of the problems I have addressed here are
far from being solved. Nevertheless, in conclusion I would like to state my
impression that the text presented by Frauwallner as part of the Sastitantra

B tasmad idanim indriyapratyaksdc chesasya apratyaksasyarthasya ya sid-
dhir anumanam tat DNCV 240,13,
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is — at least with regard to the passage I have dealt with here — actually a
compilation of two or even more texts.*
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Appendix A: Reconstructed section of the Sastitantra, follow-
ing Frauwallner 1958
(This compilation attempts to represent Frauwallner’s conception of the begin-

ning of the Sastitantra’s chapter on inference. It is not the result of the discus-
sion in this article, but was conceived as its starting point.)

syistarenanumanam vidyeta.® ’kim idam anumanam nama.’

(Passage 1:) ““sambandhad’ cekasmat! pratyaksac® ‘chesasiddhir anu-
manam’.°

(Passage 2:) tsambaddhanam arthanam?® <sambandhah sapta-
vidha eva> "svasvamibhavena va," irajabhrtyavat pradhanapurusa-
vac ca,' iprakrtivikarabhavena va, dadhiksiravat pradhanamahada-
divac ca, *karyakaranabhavena vak 'rathangavat! msattvadivac ca,™
"nimittanaimittikabhavena va" °kulalaghatavat® Ppurusapradhanavrz-
tivac ca, matramatrikabhavena va,? 9§éakhadivrksavac chabdadima-
habhutavac ca, sahacaribhavena va, cakravakavat sattvadivac ca,
badhyabadhakabhavena va, ahinakulavat angangisattvadivac ca.d

(Passage 3:) "fesu Syathasambhavam sambandhad ekasmat® pratyak-
sac chesasya ‘apratyaksasya sambandhino' yah siddhihetuh, tad anu-
manam.’

(Passage 4:) "kascid arthah kasyacid indriyasya pratyakso bhavati.
(Passage 5:) tasmad idanim indriyapratyaksad arthat purastat sam-
the krtasambandhad buddhir aviSistasyarthasyastitvam pratipad-
yate. (Passage 6:) tad yatha puro dhimagnyoh sambandham drstva
dhtimadarsanad agner api sattvam pratipadyate."

(Passage 7:) Ylingajfianam tu kificid aniScitam api syad" *ayathar-
tham ca* ifi YviSesanartham uttaram arabhate’ — “*samanyatah khalv
api pratyaksam canavadharitam ca® artham BCvi§esadarSanad® vise-
sena pratipadyata®? jfi Psarvam.PY

(Passage 8:) ftad yatha — mandamandaprakas$e gavasvocite dese go-
pramanam artupam drstva sandihana buddhir viSesadar§anad viSese-
na pratipadyate — gaur asva iti ca.F

“CiPST 2 94,1 « "Ci PST 2 942 » ¢ Ci NV 536, DNCV 240,11, 685,18,
688,14-15, Cie YD 5,1-2 » ¢ Ci PST 2 94,1-2, 2 958, cf. DNCV 701,9 * ¢ Ci

PST 2967 (cor) * FCiPST 2963 * &" Ci DNCV 240,12, PST2944-5 « ' Ci
PST294,7 « i CiPST294,10-11 **CiPST 2951 ' CiPST 29512 * ™ Ci
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PST 2952 " CiPST2952-3¢°CiPST2953 P CiPST953-49Ci
PST2954-6 " Ci'PSV ¢ CiPST 2958 * ' Ci'PST 2951-2 * " Ci PST 2
958-12, cf. DNCV 685,20-22 ¥V CiPSV * ¥ CiPST 2964 * * Ci PST 2 96,6
*YCiPST296,6-7 ** CiPST 2 104,11-12, cf. PST 2 968-11 * » CiPST 2
9712 * B Ci'e PST 296,11, Ci'PST 2972 * € Ci PST 2 969-11 * P Ci PST 2
96,12 * £ Ci PST 2 96,12-972

! For a variant sambaddhad, see DNCV 240,10-11, 685,18-19 ? arthanam PST
: bhavanam DNCV
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Appendix B: Reconstructed section of the Pramanasamucca-
ya(vrtti), Chapter 2

“Isankhyanam api* — (Passage 1:) "sambandhad ‘ekasmat° pratyaksac?
cchesasiddhir anumanam® ifi! *tatra® 'saptavidhah sambandhah.f
(Passage 2:) #¥tena® yathasambhavam sambandhad" ekasmat ‘praty-
aksdc chesasya_'apratyaksasya “arthasya* sambandhino' yah siddhi-
hetuh, anumanam tat.®® ¥lingajfianam tu kificid ani$citam api syad'
mayathartham ca™ ifi "viSesanartham uttaram arabhate” — °®’samanya-
tah *khalv api® 9pratyaksam canavadharitam ca® artham “viSesadar-
Sanad® viSesena pratipadyata™ ifi 'sarvam.*
(Passage 3:) “evam cesyamane" — ‘ekasmat pratyaksad’ ity ayuktam.
*kasmat.5

wsvarthalocanamatratvat (2.36¢)
pratyaksasya.” (Passage 4:) *na hi Srotradivrtter* gavadinam Ysama-
nyam vi§eso va visayah.Y atha vesyate, tena na sarva “§rotradivrttih
pratyaksam,” “ayatharthatvad® iri ®saiva viSesya vaktavya,® “yatha-
nyatra® — PavyapadeSyam avyabhicari®_ityadi.
(Passage 5:) atha ’atra’ Fpratyaksaphalam pratyaksam® ®*uktam,’
Fekasmat pratyaksad® ity atra Spratyaksaphalam manovrttihS praty-
aksam ucyate. tadvisayasyapi pratyaksatvad adosa iti cet, (Passage
6:) ftad apy ayuktam," svarthalocanamatratvat pratyaksasya. yadi
pratyaksam 'samanyavisesavisayam' syat, evam sati manovrttir api
tadvisayam eva pratyaksam ucyeta. 'na hy anyavisayasya pramana-
syanyatra phalam’ iti *prag uktam.X 'na canyasya visayasya pratya-
ksavyapadeso yukta °iti.’
1 CiPST 294,1 +*Ce ST (Ci NV 536, YD 5,12 [om. pratyaksac], DNCV 240,11
[sambaddhad], 685,18, 688,14-15) « ©Ci PST 2 94,2-3 « ¢ Ci PST 2 96,7 (cor.) *
°*CiPST 2963« Ce ST (Ci NV 5315,PST 294,4) « ¢ Ce commentary on ST ¢
"CiPST 2958 «icf. DNCV 240,13 «JCi' PST 2 96,1-2 « ¥ Ce' commentary on
ST*!'CiPST 2964 ™ CiPST 2 96,6 * " Ci PST 2 96,6-7  ° Ce ST (Ci PST 2
104,11-12) »» Ci PST 2 9712, cf. PST 2 96,8-9 « 4 Ci PST 2 96,8 + * Ci'e PST 2
96,9-11, Ci' PST 2972 +* Ci PST 2 96,9-10 +  Ci PST 2 96,12 « * Ci PST 2 974,
PST 298,11 « ¥ Ce ST, cf. above, d * ¥ cf. PST 2 98,3 « *Ci PST 2 976-7 « ¥ Ci'
PST 2 9710 « = Ce'e ST (cf. Steinkellner 1999, Fragment ST 1), cf. PST 2 9713
*ACiPST29711+8CiPST29712-13“CiPST29713+PCe NS 1.4+ ECi
PST 298,11 « ¥ Ce ST, cf. above,d * S cf. PST 298,13 « H Ci PST 2 98,13 « ! cf.
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PST 298,12 « 7 Ce PSV on 1.19d (cf. PST 1 113,10-12) « ¥ cf. PST 2 98,14-15
L Ci PST 2 98,15-16, PST 2 994

lgrans can pa rnams ni re Zig ... Zes zer ro V, grais can pa rnams ni ... Zes zer
roK «2delaV :de ltar K « 3tena PST : de rnams nas V, de dag laK * *n. e.
Ke3n.e. T *°®or kutah or katham * " n. e. V * 8 or ity uktam * ° The assumption
of “iti” at this point is based upon the facts that K subordinates “na canyasya

... yuktah” to “prag uktam,” and in V “de nas” precedes the following “idam
ca vaktavyam.”



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR

Zhen Liu (XI|3), Shanghai

1. General remarks

Although the Dharmadhatustava (DDhS) has been ascribed to
Nagarjuna,' this attribution has been questioned by Tsukinowa
(1934) and Seyfort Ruegg (1971: 453-54) and rejected by Lindtner
(1982: 10).? Judging by its content, which shows significant influ-
ence from the tathdagatagarbha tradition, the author of the DDhS
cannot be the same as that of the Madhyamakakarika. Another pos-
sible indication for the non-authenticity of this work is the fact that
we do not find any Indian commentaries on it.3

Nevertheless, great significance has been attached to the DDhS in
the Indo-Tibetan Tantric tradition. Bhaviveka,* Naropa,” Ratnakara-

! It has been brought to our attention that Lobsang Dorjee (Sarnath) and
Drasko Mitrikeski (Sydney) are also working on the Sanskrit text of the
Dharmadhatustava.

2 In addition to Seyfort Ruegg 1971, other works investigating the DDhS
include: Tsukinowa 1933, 1934, Hayashima 1987, Brunnholzl 2007and Mo-
chizuki 2008. However, since the Sanskrit text was regarded as lost, it has
not been taken into account in any of the studies published to date.

3 Cf. Brunnholzl 2007: 130.

4 A quotation is found in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa; cf. Brunnholzl
2007: 130. According to Seyfort Ruegg 1990 (59-71) and Krasser 2011
(231, n. 100), the author of this work is the second Bhaviveka, who lived
after the sixth-century author of the Madhyamakahrdayakarika and the Pr
ajiiapradipamillamadhyamakavrtti. See the discussion on the authorship of
the Madhyamakaratnapradipa in Eckel 2008 (23-27).

5 In his Sekoddesatika (Paramarthasamgraha, SUT), six stanzas (18-23) of
the DDhS are cited, which provide the only other Sanskrit evidence for the

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 173-222.
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$anti, Dharmendra, AtiSa, etc., as well as a large number of Tibetan
authors cite stanzas from the DDhS and clearly ascribe authority to
it. Upon its introduction into Tibet, numerous commentaries were
written on it by the local Tibetan masters, most of whom were Saky-
apa or non-Gelugpa.®

2. Source materials

The source materials for this edition are a Sanskrit Ms found in Ti-
bet, the Tibetan translation by Krsna Pandita and Nag tsho lo tsa
ba Tshul khrims rgyal ba’ dated to the middle of the eleventh cen-
tury, and three Chinese translations, the first undertaken by %4>
il (Amoghavajra) in about A.D. 765 (henceforth: Chl),? the second
by jiti## (*Danapala or *Danaraksita) between A.D. 1015 and 1019
(henceforth: Ch2),” and the third, the earliest translation but with a
doubtful authority, by %4 % (*Srimadda) in A.D. 707.°

2.1. The Sanskrit manuscript

2.1.1. Description

The present work is based on two pages of black-and-white pho-
tocopies of a Ms whose original is kept in the Potala. They show,

work; the other known quotations are in Tibetan. With the exception of one
word in 18d and various scribal slips in the Sekoddhesatika Mss’ citations,
the Sanskrit quotations match up almost perfectly with the corresponding
verses of the DDhS. Cf. the edition of SUT in Carelli 1941: 66 and Sferra
& Merzagora 2006: 188, and the quotion in Seyfort Ruegg 1971: 466, n. 82.

¢ Cf. Brunnholzl 2007: 130-152.
7 Cf. the colophon of T and Seyfort Ruegg 1971: 463 and n. 68.
8 Tsukinowa 1934: 425 and Chou 1945: 296.

°He and two Indian monks headed a project to translate KZ 4% (*Sarva-
tathagatatattvasamgrahasiitra), during the course of which this later Chi-
nese version of the DDhS must have been made. Cf. Tsukinowa1934: 419.
It is worth remarking that all the translators of the three translations had a
Tantric background.

0Ct. § 2.3.
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respectively, the recto and verso of eight folios as well as a number-
ing label. This label bears the following information in Chinese and
Tibetan: “Zwa [u, number 53, number of folios: 8.” This indicates
that the Ms came from Zalu, TAR. From the label, these eight folios
can be identified with a Ms listed in Luo Zhao’s catalogue,'' namely,
the sixth text listed under the Ms “Potala, Tanjur, item no. 8.” Luo
Zhao notes: “The Sttras, Paiicaraksahrdayabijamantrah (sic), etc.,
are in one bundle with a label, ‘Zalu, No. 53, eight folios’. Three
folios deal with the Pariicaraksahrdayabijamantra, measuring 30.5
by 4.3 cm, black ink, Dharika script, 4-5 lines. The other five folios
concern some kind of stava, without title, with its beginning and end,
measuring 30.5 by 4.4 cm, black ink, Dharika script, 5 lines.” The
copy of this collective Ms is now kept in the CTRC’s library, Box
Nr. 185, item 6.

In fact, it is nothing other than the DDhS that is found in the
five folios of the unnamed stava, which are represented as the first
five folios on each photocopy. Contrary to Luo Zhao’s assessment,
the last folio of the work is missing.> His comment, however, that
the Paricaraksahrdayabijamantra, whose rectos and versos are also
found on our copies, is contained in three folios, is correct, although
he does not mention the additional material contained in them.!

1 For Luo Zhao’s catalogue, cf. Steinkellner 2007: xii, n. 5.

12 Tt is possible that the seventh Ms listed under the same heading in Luo
Zhao’s catalogue is the missing end of the DDhS, but in another form (dif-
ferent size, script, etc.). He states: “Some kind of stava, one folio, with a la-
bel ‘Zalu, No. 51, one folio’, palm leaf, measuring 26.1 by 4.6 cm, black ink,
Gupta script, 6 lines.” If this folio indeed contains the end of the DDhS, it
could be a remnant of an earlier copy, of which the preceding five-sixths of
the text would have been replaced by the five folios listed as Zalu, No. 53.

13 In fact, in addition to the Paiicaraksahrdayabijamantra, the three folios
bear a colophon, other mantras and a series of verses used in everyday
ritual. The preserved colophon indicates that these three folios were writ-
ten during the joint reign of King Laksmikamadeva and King Rudradeva
over Nepal. According to Petech (1958: 35-39), this must have occurred
between A.D. 1008 and 1018.
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The five DDhS Ms folios are paginated with the numerals 1-5 in the
left margins of the rectos. Each folio contains five lines, except for
the left part of folio 4a, which has six lines. Each line contains from
51 to 57 aksaras, with a few exceptions (50 aksaras in 2b5, 58 in
4b4, 59 in 5a3, only 23 in 2a5, 20 in 4a6 and 37 in 5b5). Each folio
has a string-hole in the left half, at about a third of the way into the
folio. The hole is located in the third line in a vertical oblong space
that interrupts the lines and is 3-4 aksaras in width. The left edges
of folios 3 and 4 have been damaged by insects or worms, but the
text has not been overly affected. Judging from the photocopy, the
quality of the original is only occasionally diminished by fading or
blotting.

The Ms is written in old Nepali' script which, based on Biihler
(1896: plate VI, column XV), Bendall (1992: plate IV, Add. 866,
1643 and 1684) and MacDonald (2005: ix-xxii), would appear to
date to the eleventh century. It might be noted that certain aksaras
such as e, tha, dha, bha and gha, preserve their older forms (forms
that started to disappear after the eleventh century), while others
like kha, pha, la and sa, appear in more developed forms, i.e., those
that would predominate in later centuries. Initial e * (2a3) appears
in its archaic closed form. For comparison with its developed form
see MacDonald 2005;5 see e of Mss dated 857 (Add. 1049) and
1008 (Add. 866) as found in Bendall’s Table of Letters. tha q (3a2)
and dha & (1al), with respectively open tops, are almost the same
except that tha has a middle horizontal line, and dha a pointed bot-
tom. However, in rare cases tha 4 (2a5) has a still more pointed
bottom. bha (4b4) occurs in its older form, which lacks a curved
stroke extending to the right beneath the left part of the aksara, as
seen in the developed form. gha ¥ (1a3) is in its older form; see the
gha in Biihler’s plate VI, 18 and Bendall’s plate IV. kha  (4bl) in
our Ms represents a development of the older form. pha  (1b4)

4 For the arguments for designating the script as Nepali rather than
Nevari cf. lain Sinclair’s explanation under: http://www.danielstender.com/
granthinam/1373/#respond.

15 MacDonald 2005: xix ff. and n. 19.
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is similar to the modern form. la &1 (1a5) has a full right vertical
stroke which it often lacks in other eleventh-century forms. '*$a %%
(5b1) appears in a more developed form.!”

It should be noted that the other three folios which have been
included with the Ms of the DDhS have been copied by a different
scribe.!® However, the two Mss are almost in the same style, and can
both be dated to the same period, namely the beginning of the elev-
enth century (see n. 12).1°

The orthography has the following characteristics: a) alternating
use of s, 5, §, b) non-differentiation of v and b, c) occasional alterna-
tion of ks and k, and of ksy and ky, d) reduction of the double conso-
nant in #tva to t, €) gemination of consonants after the semi-vowel r,
albeit not consistently, f) occasional alternation of n and n, ¢ and th
(3a4, prajanathah for prajanatah), g) lack of avagraha, h) occasional
alternation of ddh, dv and db (2b3, pratyatmayogitvad buddhanam
and 2b4, govidvanam).

Errors occur frequently due to the similarity of certain aksaras;
for example, p and s (1b3, srabhavyate for prabhavyate;*® 2bl,
strisumstvam for stripumstvam; 4aS, bodhisustir for bodhipustir); y
and s (5a2, durjasana for durjayana, 5a2, sudurjasa for sudurjaya);
and due to the random elision of anusvara, the overlooking of sev-

16 Cf. Biihler 1896: plate VI, 42.

17" According to Bendall (1992: xxv), this form is attested only in a Ms dat-
ed 1065. However, the DDhS Ms is probably earlier than this Ms; cf. n. 13.

18 Characteristics of this scribe that distinguish him from the one who cop-
ied the DDhS include a thicker end of the downward curve in ru, tha and
dha sometimes written with closed tops (however less frequently than open
tops), na and ra in a slightly more hooked style, etc.

1% On the basis of the paleographic analysis and the fact that the eight folios
were bundled together, it cannot entirely be ruled out that the colophon (see
n. 13) found on one of the three folios with the Pajicaraksahrdayabijamantra
was intended to belong to both the Paricaraksahrdayabijamantra and the
DDhS.

20 Which is then corrected to prabhasate.



178 Zhen Liu

eral padas (4bl, <69d-71a>?!), etc. The use of danda and double-
danda is not always in accord with the metrical requirements. The
places where insertions are to be made are marked in the text with
upward- or downward-pointing kakapadas. The aksaras to be in-
serted are found in the top or bottom margins of the Ms.

The language of the text is classical Sanskrit, with the exception
of one single word, kadevare (3b4, <48a>) instead of kalevare,”? and
one single form, jiandarcisaih (5al-2, <71c>) instead of jianarcir-
bhih,?® which may be Middle Indic.?*

If we count the six padas missing in the Ms (but found in all
translations) from the end of f. 4a and the beginning of f. 4b, the Ms
ends at the beginning of pada 86c¢c. As we know that T has a total of
101 verses and approximately eight stanzas occupy one side of the
folios of our Sanskrit Ms, the last 15 verses and a possible colophon
would have filled one more complete folio.

The metre of the text is anustubh with vipulas in 40c, 71c (na-
vipuld), 37¢ (bha-vipula), 2a, 9c, 15a, 22¢,> 25c¢,*° 27a, 49a, 51a,”
56c¢ (ma-vipula), 45¢,® 49¢ and 59a% (ra-vipula).*

2 The stanza numbering of the Skt. text is given in angled brackets <>,
that of T in square brackets [ ], of Chl in braces {} and of Ch2 in round
brackets ().

22 Cf. BHSD: s.v: kadevara, CPD and EWAia: s.v kalebara.
3 Cf. BHSG: § 16.36.

24 There is one other word, aripam (3a4, <40b>) instead of aripyam, which
may be Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit, cf. BHSD: s.v: ariipa. Since aripya is an
abstract form of ariipa, and the latter would cause the minimum change in
the critical edition, here arigpam in Ms. is emended into ariapam.

% With an error in the 3™ syllable.
26 With an error in the 4™ syllable.
27 With an error in the 3% syllable.
2 With an error in the 4 syllable.
2 49c, 59a both with nine syllables.
30 64c, 79b has one extra syllable.
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If some rhyming or near-rthyming was intended, it resulted in an
awkward imitation of an alamkara, i.e., yamaka, for example:

ya eva dhatuh samsare $odhyamanah sa eva tu |
Suddhah sa eva nirvane dharmakayah sa eva hi || <2>
yatha hi ksirasammi§ram sarpimandam na drSyate |

tatha hi kleSasammi§ram dharmadhatur na dr§yate || <3>

yatha vi§odhitam ksiram ghrtadravyam sunirmalam |
tatha viSodhitah klesa ~ dharmadhatuh sunirmalah || <4> etc.

2.1.2. Remarks on the text

As usual, there is more correspondence between the words, phrases
and sentences of the Skt. and T than the Skt. and Ch. Nevertheless,
there are quite a few cases in which one does find a correspondence
between the Skt. and Ch that is not evident in T (normally in Chl,
see § 2.3). In some places there are words or phrases in Skt. which
have no correspondence in the parallel texts, e.g., cintayet <61b>
against bsgrubs pa [71b] and W15 {60b}; asrayadhimuktanam
<63c> against theg mchog mos rnams la "an [73¢] and 51T {62¢);
sarvadharmanam <78a> against sans rgyas rnams kyi chos kyi [88a]
and 7% {77a}; laksana® <83b> against ze'u "bru can [93b] and =
{82b}; klesair malinasattvanam <84c> against sfion mons can gyi
sems can gyis [51c]®! and SEA§HIHO {113c); ajianadagdhanam
<85c> against mi Ses pas bsgribs pas [52c] and /D AE# {114c¢}.%

Although within each stanza nearly every word has a parallel in
T and Ch, the construction of the sentences in the translations some-
times takes on a new form, with, for example, shifts in case or num-
ber. This can be seen in the following examples:

ya eva dhatuh® samsare $odhyamanah sa eva tu |

31 Strictly speaking.
32 In the last three examples listed here, the wording of each text is differ-
ent.

3% This word is differently interpreted in either T or Ch 1.
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$uddhah sa eva nirvane dharmakayah sa eva hi || <2>%
gan 7Zig ’khor ba’i rgyur gyur pa | de fiid sbyan ba byas pa las |
dag pa de fiid mya nan das | chos kyi sku yan de fiid do || [2]*
HAERDAESE R WIREEIS
T A JRRIIEVE £ {2}

and
buddho hi parinirvati  Sucir nityaSubhalayah |
kalpayanti dvayam bala advayam yoginam padam || <55>%
gan phyir sans rgyas mya nan das | gtsan ba rtag pa dge ba’i gZi |
gan phyir giiis ni byis pas brtags | de yi giiis med mal “byor gnas |
[65]
T Pl A AR (R EREE
BR T g {54 1%

and

daSabhi$ ca balair balas tisthate balacandravat |
klesair malinasattvanam na pasyati tathagatam | <84>%

34 “That very element which is in samsara, however, is being purified. Puri-
fied, it is in nirvana, for it is nothing but the Dharmakaya.”

35 “When that which is the cause of samsdara has been purified, just that,
pure, is nirvana, and nothing but the Dharmakaya.” For dhatu in the mean-
ing of hetu, cf. the passage from the Ratnagotravibhagavyakhya cited in
Zimmermann 2002: 58ff.

36 “Its nature is samsara, and when it is purified, it is also like that. When
it is pure, it is nirvana, and also the Dharmakaya indeed.” For dhatu ex-
plained as “nature”, cf. Schmithausen 1969: n. 116.

37 “For the Buddha enters parinirvana, pure, with a fundamental basis that
is permanent and good. The spiritually immature conceive duality. For yo-
gins, there is [only] the non-dual abode.”

38 “Since the Buddha enters parinirvana, [he] is pure, and [his] fundamen-
tal basis is permanent and good. Since the spiritually immature conceive
duality, the yogin has his non-dual abode.”

3 “This parinirvana of the Buddha is constantly pure and without stain.
[For] the spiritually immature, [it is] the conceiving of duality, [but] the
non-dual is the verse of the yogin.”

40 “On account of the ten powers the spiritually immature man stands like
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stobs beu'i stobs kyis byis pa rnams | byin brlabs zla ba tshes pa bZin |
flon mons can gyi sems can gyis | de bzin gsegs pa mi mthon no | [S1]*

B NI A EaK A

R

etc.

[EECRE N AR {113}

If we compile an overview of the entire Skt. text, using T as a
basis for its missing conclusion, the contents can be divided into
several units. These are, briefly:

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
6)

7
8)

the relationship between gnosis (jiiana) and defilement
(klesa), <1-23>

emptiness, <24-37>
the true nature of the six senses and their objects, <38—45>
the need to relinquish the conception of
a. self and <46-50>
b. objects, <51-55> [61-65]
the path <56-63> [66-73]

a. introduction of the bhiamis of the bodhisattva, <64—-67>
[74-77]

b. the ten bhimis of the bodhisattva,<68-77> [78-87]
the Dharmakaya, <78-80> [88-90]
the Nirmanakaya for

the new moon. Because of the defilements of impure beings he does not
see the tathagata.”

4 “The spiritually immature are empowered by the ten powers, like the
new moon. The being with defilements does not see the rathdagata.”

42 This pada has no correspondence in the other texts. However it is clear
that the object of this sentence, which is equivalent to the subject in Skt.
and T, is plural as in T, as against the singular in Skt.

4 “One after the other, [he] appears before their eyes and tranquilly abides,
like the moon reflecting on the water. [Since] defilements disturb the heart,
[they] don’t see the tathagata.”
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a. the bodhisattvas who have arrived at the bhumis
(Buddhaputras), <81-83> [91-93]

b. the normal living beings, and the Rupakaya, <84-
86¢, *86d-88> [51-55]

9) the Sambhogakaya, <*89-93> [56-60]
10) the Buddha. <¥94-101> [94-101]

This breakdown reveals the logical, thematic structure of the DDhS
and its organic development (with the proviso that some verses may be
insertions). The author commences by introducing the Dharmadhatu
and elucidating how it is obscured by the defilements (klesas); he then
proceeds to explain selflessness (anatman) — of the Self, sense-objects,
indeed of all things —, demonstrating that conceptuality obstructs and
is not involved in awakening (bodhi). Subsequent to this, he expounds
the components of the path to liberation, presents the bhimis and fi-
nally describes Buddhahood and the Buddha.

It is interesting to note that in all versions the contents of the
first half of the hymn, stanzas 1-50, apart from a few omissions,
form a fixed and integral text.** However, from stanza 51 onwards
the order of the stanzas differs in Skt. and T, despite there being a
word-for-word correspondence in the translations of the individual
stanzas. Here, the order found in Ch1 and Ch2 is closer to the Skt., if
one disregards a number of omissions. Stanzas <51-83> of the Skt.
correspond to stanzas [61-93] of T. Stanzas <50-51> in the critical
edition read as follows:

uktam ca suitravargesu viharaty atmacintakah |
prajfiadipaviharena paramams$antim agatah || <50>
na bodher duram samjfit syan na sasannam ca samjfiinah |
sannam hi visayabhaso yathabhtitam parijiaya || <51>%

4 However, AtiSa’s Dharmadhatudarsanagiti quotes ca. 20 stanzas from
the first 32 stanzas of the DDhS in a different order, which is difficult to
explain. Cf. Seyfort Ruegg 1971: 471 and n. 119.

45 “And, it has been said in the group of siitras: ‘He remains focused on the
self. Through abiding in the lamp of wisdom, he has reached the supreme
peace.” One who is aware would not be far from [the state of] awakening;
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These correspond to T [50 and 61], Ch1l {49-50}, Ch2 (49-50):

$es rab mar me la gnas nas | mchog tu Zi bar gyur pa yis |

bdag la brtags pas gnas bya Zes | mdo sde’i tshogs las gsuns pa lags | [50]

byan chub rin bar mi bsam Zin | fie bar yan ni bsam mi bya |

yul drug snan ba med par ni | yan dag ji bZin rig gyur pao | [61]

AR R A ENSPEY

EEVRES Vi ML {49}

FIRAEM IR fE B A8

EANEER B g s {50}

T SR Ik 2R T e

L R LM (49)

LA B

EARAR IEREIRAIEE (50)
From Skt. stanza <84>, the order of the stanzas is once again no lon-
ger the same in the four texts under consideration. Stanzas <83—84>
read as follows:

anekaratnapattrabham laksanam jvalakalpikam |
anekaih padmakotibhih samantat parivaritah || <83>%

daSabhi$ ca balair balas tisthate balacandravat |
kleSair malinasattvanam na paSyati tathagatam | <84>

These correspond to T [93, 51], Ch1 {82, 113} and Ch2 (75, 83).

’"dab ma rin chen du ma’i ’od | dod par bya ba’i ze’u ’bru can |
pad ma bye ba du ma yis | rnam pa kun tu yons su bskor | [93]

stobs beu’i stobs kyis byis pa rnams | byin brlabs zla ba tshes pa bzin |
fion mons can gyi sems can gyis | de bZin gSegs pa mi mthon no | [51]
R FOLM AR

Ji B A E A Wi A6 8 {82)

AN AT K A

nor would that [awakening] be in the proximity of the one who is aware.
For with the knowledge that is in accord with reality there is [only] a false
appearance of the objects of the six [sense faculties].”

46 “(The seat) is characterized by the light of its many jewel petals, which is
like fire. It is surrounded by many millions of lotuses on all sides.”
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JEHEHR G AR (113)

KEAE TP LR SR b 1

S il 7 L 3l g E (75)

DUABER S RS IE

PITEIRA R AT HEES (80)7
On the basis of this comparison of the stanzas it might be possible
to conclude that these units, if in fact they were even recognized as
units, were freely selected and combined with one another at the will
of the compilers. Since the order and number of stanzas in the vari-
ous texts is not identical, the meaning of the text varies correspond-
ingly in the different versions.

Indisputably, since there are many variations between the San-
skrit and the DDhS translations due to their different transmission
backgrounds,”® a comparison of sentences and contexts would be
less fruitful than one confined to words and short phrases. Thus the
critical apparatus operates solely with deviations from the Skt. of
words and short phrases, viz., small units of words.

2.2. Tibetan translation

The following Tibetan translations of the DDhS have been used in
the critical edition. The location in each canonical version is as fol-
lows:

Co ne (C): ka, fol. 72a7-76b4

sDe dge (D): ka, fol. 63b5-67b3

dGa’ ldan (Golden Ms Edition, G): ka, fol. 90b1-96a1l
sNar thang (N): ka, fol. 70a3-74b3

Peking (Qianlong, P): ka, fol. 73a7-77a8

47 Tt is doubtful whether this stanza really corresponds to stanza 84 in the
Skt. text, cf. Tsukinowa 1933: 532 and Hayashima 1987: 64.

4 For examples of various Skt. Mss. and T, cf. MacDonald 2005: xxxiii-
xxxvi and Steinkellner 2007: xxxvii-xliv.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 185

Phug brag (F): Ia, fol. 384a3-389b7 (F'); sa, fol. 343a6-348a7 (F*)*

As mentioned above, Skt. and T correspond more closely than Skt. and
Ch, although this is not consistently the case. There are also instances
where the Skt. only corresponds to the Ch (see § 3.2), T corresponds only
to Ch (see § 2.1.2), or T does not correspond to any other text (see § 2.1.2).

Seyfort Ruegg (1971: notes on pp. 464—471) points out many
variant readings in D against the other editions.”® When compared
with the Skt. text, these distinctive readings in D often seem more
reliable, i.e., are closer to the Skt., than the reading shared by the
remaining four editions, e.g.: sans rgyas riiid DF'F? instead of s7iin po
fiid CGNP [15c] for buddhatvam <15c¢>;>! brtags pa DF'F? instead of
btags pa CGNP [30b] for kalpyamanam <30b>; brtags pa DF'F? in-
stead of btags pa CGNP [30d] for kalpitam<30d>;>? chos kyi dbyins
kyi nio bo yin D instead of chos kyi dbyins kyi rio bo yis CF'F>? GNP
[41c] for dharmadhatusvabhavata <41d>; mthorn DF'F? instead of
mtho CGNP [46a] for drstam <46a>;>* bdag la brtags pas gnas bya
Zes DF'F? instead of bdag lartag par gnas bya Zes CGNP> [50c] for
viharety atmacintakah <50b>; brtags DF'F? instead of brags GNP
and gtags C [65c¢] for kalpayanti <55¢>;% and so on. But not all of
the readings in D are correct, e.g.: dri ma CF'GNP instead of 7ion

4 Cf. Hartmann 1996: 72 and Eimer 1993: 25 and 37. I am indebted to Dr.
Ralf Kramer at Bavarian State Library, for having kindly offered me the
electronic version of F! and F2.

50 Neither the Skt. Ms, nor G, nor F was available to him. However, ex-
ecpt for [52c], mi Ses pas bsregs pas F (ajiianadagdhanam <85c>) against
bsgribs pas CDGNP (*ajiianavrtanam),most of the differing readings in F
can be regarded as scribal errors or peculiarities. In many cases both F' and
F? show closer affiliation to D than to the other editions, see below.

5t Chl %8 = buddhakaya {15c}.

52 Chl 733 {29bd}.

3 Chl AWM = *dharmadhatusvabhavatvatr {40d}.
5 Chl K, (45a).

5 Chl 7% H EME {49b}.

6 Chl 733 {54c}.
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mons D [21c] for malam<21c¢>;>" zab pa la CF*GNP instead of zad
pa la D [83c] for °gambhira <73c¢>;%* mi g.yo ba CGNP instead of mi
gyos pa D [85d] for akampya <75d>;* and so on.

As compared to the Skt. text, the second pada of stanza [33] is
missing in T. In CGNP, a pada has been added between stanzas [91]
and [92], perhaps in order to bring the total number of padas into
balance. This added pdada is merely a repetition of the third pada of
[92]. In D, this odd pada is absent, although it also lacks the pada
of [33].0 &1

More noteworthy is the shift of a block of ten stanzas in T. As
has been described above, the stanzas <51-83> of the Skt. text cor-
respond to [61-93] of T, although from the beginning to stanza [50],
T parallels the Skt. text stanza for stanza. The stanzas [51-60] cor-
respond to <84-86¢> (and presumably the following stanzas) of the
Skt.%

There are three hypotheses that might explain this variation:

1. The Tibetan translators revised the text during translation,
finding their order more suitable with regard to the context than
the original one. The stanzas [51-60] (which would correspond to
<84-*93> in the Skt. text) are related to three kayas of the Buddha.
The first kaya, namely Dharmakaya, the Nirmanakaya for the Bodhi-
sattvas, and the Buddha, which are involved with Buddhahood, are
then consecutively described in [88—93] and [94—101], without the
interruption as found in the Skt. While the insertion of the topic of
the three kayas of the Buddha between 3) “the true nature of the six

57 ma F2.

8 zab pa dan F*; Chl Hi {72¢}.

% gyos ba F'; gyogs ba F>.

% This has been noted in Seyfort Ruegg (1971: 471 and n. 117) and Hayas-

hima (1987: 44); Seyfort Ruegg, however, considers the proper position of
the additional pdda to be stanza [99].

61 Here F' and F? follow D.

62 Due to the missing final folio of the Skt. text, it is not certain whether the
Skt. would have corresponded to all ten stanzas of T.
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senses’” and 4) “the need to relinquish the conception” is not particu-
larly logical, it seems reasonable to want to connect the two parts
concerning the Dharmakaya, etc.

2. The translators jumped ten stanzas, namely <84-*93>_ when
reading their Skt. exemplar. Like the first pada in <84>, dasabhis
ca balair balas the Sanskrit for the first pada in [94], stobs bcu po
Vis Yons su gan, quite possibly also began with dasabhih and was fol-
lowed closely by balaih, which may have led to the eye skipping the
ten stanzas. When discovered, the forgotten stanzas were inserted
into the text at an earlier point, namely following stanza [50].

3. The Skt. exemplar used by the Tibetan translators presented
the verse order as now found in T. However, since both Chinese
translations confirm the stanza order of our Skt. text, their Skt. text
may have had an error, i.e., the Tibetan translators had a Skt. Ms that
already had the verses either inserted in the wrong place or written
around the margins or on an extra folio. This would mean that it was
one of the Skt. scribes whose eye skipped the stanzas, as described
in the second hypothesis, and that the translators had to deal with the
ten stanzas added by him afterwards.

Although there has still been no convincing evidence for a San-
skrit manuscript having been used during the redaction of D, it is
nevertheless clear when comparing the alternative readings in the
various editions, those in the redacted version of D seem closest to
Skt.

2.3. Chinese translations

The earlier Chinese translation (Chl) is found in Taisho 413, and
the later (Ch2) in Taisho 1675.5* The title of Chl reads i T-2H K4

83 stobs bcu’i stobs kyis byis pa rnams (T).

% Ch2 has long been recognized as a Chinese translation of the DDhS; see,
e.g., Seyfort Ruegg 1971: 463. In 1933, Tsukinowa discovered that Chl
was an earlier Chinese translation, but not all scholars took note; it has
been mentioned in Hayashima (1987) and Brunnhélzl (2007: 113). Like
Tsukinowa(1933), Hayashima (1987) also provides a detailed comparison
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S8 Hh ek i s B VE B 7R (*Ksitigarbhapariprechadharmakayastava),
“Hymn concerning Ksitigarbha’s question on the Dharmakaya in
the Mahasannipata which consists of [prose passages whose num-
ber of syllables equals] a hundred-thousand Slokas”. Here, neither
a relationship with the topic of the Dharmadhatu, nor the author
Nagarjuna is indicated. In the eighth century, this text was regard-
ed as an appendix to the Mahdsannipatasiitra and was attributed to
Ksitigarbha.

Chl1 is a direct translation of the DDhS and in its entirety con-
tains 125 four-pada stanzas. While in the first 124 stanzas each pada
has five syllables, which is normally regarded as an apt reflection
of the Skt. anustubh metre % each pada in the final stanza has seven
syllables, which might correspond to the Skt. tristubh metre. Verses
{1-82} match stanzas <1-83> of the Skt. text very well, except that
stanza <20> in the latter has no equivalent in Chl. Naturally there
are here, too, a handful of variations in the wording.*®® It seems that
stanzas {83-90} of Chl would be equivalent to *94—101 of the Skt.
text. Surprisingly, some of the same portion of the text that does not
correspond in position to the Skt. and T (i.e., [51-60]) is again not in
the expected position in Chl. However, contrary to T, these stanzas
(in this case five: {113—-115 and 120, 122}) have been placed at the
end, i.e.,, {113-115} correspond to <51-53>; {120} corresponds to
T [54], and {122} to T [55]. Stanzas {91-121, 123-124}7 deal with
the Nirmanakaya, which here can also be divided into two parts. The
first twelve stanzas {91-112} describe the Nirmanakaya from the
side of the Buddhas; the latter eleven {113-121, 123-124} describe
the Nirmanakaya in the eyes of ordinary beings. In addition, 22 stan-
zas, {91-112}, reveal Tantric characteristics and have no parallel in

of T, Chl and Ch2; however, Hayashima does not take advantage of this
comparison or of the critical apparatus in the Taisho edition to improve
certain readings in the main text of Chl.

% For the term F.5 VUf], see Taisho 2059, 415b and Mair & Mei 1991:
454,

% Cf. notes 80-82.
67 Stanza {122} deals with the Rupakaya, cf. the breakdown in §2.1.2.
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the other three texts.’® The last stanza {125} describes the dissemi-
nation of this doctrine.

Ch2 bears the title Bk 5L88 (*Dharmadhatustava or Dharma-
dhatustotra). It is a less satisfactory translation,”” and contains only
87 four-pdda stanzas. It is clear that many stanzas of the Skt. text are
missing, while at least nine stanzas’™ have no correspondence in any
other version and the correspondence of more than ten stanzas is
unclear. Nonetheless, stanzas (1-75) can be recognized as a transla-
tion of stanzas <1-83> of the Skt. text, in the same order. Thus, up to
verse (75) Ch2 corresponds to both Chl and the Skt. text. The next
four stanzas, (76—79), may have corresponded to *94—101 of the
Skt. text. Then follow the stanzas (80—86) on the Nirmanakaya and
Sambhogakaya, which correspond to stanzas <84-86¢> and possi-
bly *86d-92 of the Skt. text. The concluding stanza deals with the
dissemination of the work.

There is some vocabulary in the Skt. text that corresponds only to
words found in Ch, e.g., fijk {9c} for pasanakose <9c> against rdo yi
nan na [9c]; & {15b} for klesasagare <15b> against 7ion moris gzeb
[15b]; —J¥ (24b) for °napumsakam <24b> against skyes pa [24b] and
5 {23b}; \ETRET (39b) for aripam anidarsanam <40b> against
gzugs sumed pa’i dpe [40b]; & {46¢} for bodhdya <47c> against ‘gags
pas [47c]; #% {52b} for bhajane <53b> against lus ‘dir [63b]; T4 %
{62a}™ for Salyankuradimam <63a> against sa lu'i sa bon sogs [73a];
34 {65d} for jayate <66d> against rdzogs Sin gsal [76d]7; & & i
vk {66b} for buddhe dharme ca nityasah <67b> against saiis rgyas

% Cf. Tsukinowa 1933: 540ff. Tsukinowa therefore believed that this part
must have been added even after the establishment of the common content
of DDhS, and that Ch1’s entire text would stand after that of T and Ch2 in
the transmission line, cf. ibid., p. 425ff.

% On the quality of translations during the Song Dynasty see Sen 2002:
27-80.

0 Stanzas (3, 14, 28, 61, 74, 83, 84, 86, 87).

I Tt is possible that the phrase 5 fEzEfH 2 ¥ 015 E (57ab) also cor-
responds to {62a}.

72 Probably 517 515 & B M6 (60cd) supports T.
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chos dan dge ‘dun la | rtag tu mos pa brtan po yis | [77ab]; @15 {67c}
for avabhodhena <68c¢> against ries rtogs pa [78c]; WG #EIG {69b)
for prabhabhrajavinirmala <70b> against dri med Ses rab rab gsal bas
[80b]; A4=4tifg {82b} for bhavasagarat <82b> against khor ba'i gzeb
las [92b]; & E{&# 1L {82c) for anekaih padmakotibhih <83c¢> against
pad ma bye ba du ma yis [93c]; and H1F {115a} for sartvanam <86a>
against dman pa [53a]. There are also a number of words that Chl
shares with T but not with the Skt. (see § 2.1.2).

In addition to these two Chinese translations, there exists another
translation, whose authority is, however, doubtful.” It is the second
i (parivarta) called HhjsE g BEGE S BT (FKsirigarbha-
dharmakayastavasamskarapariksaparivarta), “The Chapter of In-
vestigation on Predispositions, in which Ksitigarbha Bodhisattva
praises the Dharmakaya”, in a sitra called 75 FlTI0E L Hi4%,
“Sitra of the Yogadharma Mirror, revealing those who offended (the
Discipline)”, in Taishd 2896. Recorded in a Buddhist canon register
from A.D. 730, it has already been acknowledged as an Apocrypha,’*
and was therefore probably regarded as lost. This siitra is only pre-
served in the form of a fragment found in Dunhuang,’ in which its
first parivarta and most of the second parivarta is no longer avail-
able. According to its colophon, this siitra was translated into Chi-
nese by ZF|KZ (*Srimadda) in A.D. 707. If we can rely on this
dating, then it seems possible that this parivarta may be neither an
invention nor a re-composition based on Chl, a Chinese translation
which was finished more than 50 years later than this text, but in fact
the earliest translation of the DDhS.”6

73 Identified by Tsukinowa (1934: 46ft.).

™ In BICREFLEE, “Register of the Buddhist [Canon] in the Kaiyuan Era”,
cf. Taishdo 2154, 627b29-c12. However, it is not definitively stated there
that the second parivarta itself is either a rewriting of an old sitra or an
apocryphal one at all, cf. Tsukinowa 1934: 49.

> On its preservation cf. Yabuki 1927: 23 (232).

76 Its content also appears to support this assumption, cf. below.
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This second parivarta (henceforth: ChX) contains only 31 four-pada
stanzas, in which each pdada has seven syllables, together with a fi-
nal paragraph in prose, although no indication of the original total
number of stanzas’” has come down to us. Most of these stanzas cor-
respond approximately to {90-125} of Chl in wording and order,
while stanzas x+22-24 correspond to <84-86> in Skt. and [51-53] in
T, and x+1 and x+29 to [101] and [54] in T too. Nevertheless, eight
stanzas, {98-102} and {122-124}, have no correspondence in ChX,
whereas three stanzas, x+2, 8, 14, have no match in any other texts.”
When we compare the stanzas with those of other texts, especially
x+22-24 with {113-115} and <84-86>, as follows, we can see that
ChX is a more paraphrastic and literary translation than Ch1.”

BERE R AP AW K R 3

MR EESE B EAnmAS x+22

BN LRI 3 K A

W AR A RS A x+23

i X N AR N R

BB M EH N WIEREATA R x+24%

WA N B AL LAE K H

TR B0 ANFLA AR {113}

T “x+17, “x+2” and so forth are used by the text edition in ChX for the
numbering of these stanzas.

8 Further research is required to explain these variations.

7 Seven Chinese syllables for one pada seems to be too many if we as-
sume that the hymn section in the Skt. exemplar of ChX was also written
in anustubh metre; cf. n. 65.

80 “He demonstrates his supernatural power according to [the respective
merit of] each being, like the moon reflected on the water [surface]. For
those evil beings who have deviant intelligence and are born blind, the
Buddha stands before them, yet does not show himself. Like the ghosts
in front of the ocean only see that it becomes dry everywhere, such evil
beings, whose merit is inferior, often say ‘the Buddha doesn’t exist.” All
the rathagata Buddhas cannot rescue such sentient beings, whose virtue is
meager, like a man who is born blind without eyes and cannot see the bright
pearl in front of him.”
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INERA RN i A

R rEE EEOE {114}
AtEbwmE R IfE
wrAEET  ZUEBE (1151

daSabhis$ ca balair balas tisthate balacandravat |
kleSair malinasattvanam na paSyati tathagatam | <84>

yada pretah samantat tu $uskam pasyanti sagaram |

tathaivajiianadagdhanam buddho nastiti kalpana || <85>

sattvanam alpapunyanam bhagavan kimkarisyati |

jatya Xx w--x XXXX w-UX || <86>82
We are therefore convinced that ChX represents an independent
translation from a Skt. manuscript in the DDhS transmission lin-
eage. Finally, according to ChX’s prose part, the whole hymn is
placed in the mouth of Ksitigarbha, whose name appears in the title
of ChX and Chl. Hence it is obvious that Nagarjuna was not thought
to be the author of the text before the middle of the eighth century.

3. Conclusion

Thus, we see that throughout the long textual transmission of the
Dharmadhatustava, the main textual constituent was stanzas 1-83,
with the insertion of the Nirmana- and Sambhogakaya descriptions
of T [51-60] constituting an anomaly. The presumed positioning of
these, <84-86¢c> and *86d-93, in the Skt. text between the two parts

81 “Like the ghosts on the shore, who see that it becomes dry everywhere,
such ones, whose merit is inferior, have the idea ‘the Buddha doesn’t exist’.
For the sentient beings, whose merit is inferior, what will the fathagata do?
In the same way one puts the most supreme of jewels in the hand of a man
who is born blind.”

82 “The pretas see the ocean but it becomes dry everywhere, just in the
same way the ones who are burned by ignorance have the false conception
that ‘the Buddha does not exist’. For the beings whose merit is little what
will the Blessed One do? It is as if one puts the most supreme of jewels in
the hand of a man who is born blind.” The translation for pdda ¢ and d in
<86> is based on T.
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of the Dharmakaya description is also a special case, since in the
other three versions, [94-101], {83-90} and (76-79), the description
of the Dharmakaya is found as an integral section.

The core of this text already existed in the eighth century, al-
beit with a different title. It spread widely, as the sitra was affili-
ated with Tantrism together with texts traditionally associated with
Nagarjuna. Only after the end of the eighth century, or even as late
as the eleventh century, was the hymn ascribed to Nagarjuna and
given the title Dharmadhatustava. At this time it appears to have
been shortened. Revisions occurred during its translation and trans-
mission in the respective importing lands. The order in Ch2 is 1-6,
9 and 7-8, viz., the most ideal transmission in spite of its translation.
The order in the second part of the Skt. text is not logical and has
no echo in other versions. The order in T is 1-3, 7-8, 4-6 and 9, and
might have been the same as in Ch2 if the translators/redactors had
not misread the text.

Abbreviations
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ed. Franklin Edgerton. New Haven: Yale University Press 1953.
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cf. confer
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Appendix: Critical Edition of the Tibetan Translation'

(727, N7003, P7307) chos Kyi dbyins bstod pa || ||?

(D63bs, F384a3, F1343a6, Goov1) Tgya gar skad du | dharma dhatu vows sta-
va® | bod skad du | chos kyi dbyiris su bstod pa | @354 phags
pa* jam dpal 726 gZon nur gyur pa la phyag ’tshal mssbs, r3437)
lo ||

gan Zig kun tu’ ma $es erasyna ||

srid pa gsum du rnam ’khor ba® ||

sems cen kun la nes gnas @oos2) pa’i’ ||

chos 3545 kyi® dbyins wvees) la phyag tshal 10° || [1]
gan Zig ’khor ba’i 3438 Tgyur gyur pa ||

de fiid sbyan ba byas pa las ||

dag pa de fiid (c72s2 mya fan ’das ||

@731 chos kyi sku yan' de fiid do || [2]

e3ve) ji'! m38406) Itar "o ma dan ’dres pas ||
mar gyi sfiin po mi snan ba ||

! T was unable to use manuscript F in the critical edition of the Tibetan text
in my monograph The Dharmadhatustava, A Critical Edition of the Sanskrit
Text with the Tibetan and Chinese Translations, a Diplomatic Translation of
the Manuscript and Notes. (STTAR 17) Beijing-Vienna: CTRC-AAS 2015,
and so I have now taken this opportunity to present a new critical edition
that takes F into account.

2 om. DF'F?G.

2 dharma dhatu stabam D; dharma dha tu stotra CGNP; dharma dha du
sta ba F'F2.

4 om. CF'F?"GNP.

> du F~.

¢ la F'F2.

7 ba’i G.

8 kyis F2.

° ’tshal *dud F'F?GN.
10 a5 F\,

W dri F2.
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de bzin flon mons (343v1) dan @oows, N70a6) ‘dres pas'? ||
chos kyi dbyins kyan mi mthon no || [3]

me3v7) ji Itar ‘0 ma rnams sbyans pas ||

(F384a7 MAT gYi p73b2) sTiin po dri med ’gyur ||

de bzin fion mons rnams'? sbyan 723 bas ||
chos'* dbyins §in @s43v2 tu'® dri med "gyur || [4]

(64 ji'® Itar mar me bum nan gnas ||

av7oa7y cun'’ Zig snan'® Goovs) bar masasy mi ‘gyur ba ||
de bzin fion mons bum nan' gnas ||

®73v3 chos kyi dbyins kyan®® mi mthon no || [5]

phyogs ni gan dan ¢=343v3 gan dag nas ||

bum pa bu ga gton gyur pa?' ||

de dan (7204, P3sav1) de yi*2 phyogs fiid nas ||

’od Kyi ran bzin *byun mes2 bar ovoon ‘gyur || [6]

gan tshe tin ’dzin rdo rje coos) yis ||

@73p4 bum ba de ni beag gyur pa ||

de tshe 34304 de ni nam? mkha’ yi ||

mthar thug?* @ssano par® du snan bar byed || [7]

12

20

21

22

23

24

25

ba F.
rnam F2,
om. F2.
du F2.

ci F2.
can F2.
om. F2.
na C.
om. F2.
pa’i F'F2,
de’i F'F2.
na GN.
thugs F2.
bar F'F2.
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chos kyi dbyins ni*® skye ma*’ yin ||

nam yan ’gag® par ’gyur ba med ||

dus rnams 7205 kun tu?’ fion mons wvor2 med ||
thog ma bar®® 34365y mthar?! dri ma bral || [8]

(D64a3, F'384b3, P73b5) ji Itar (9obs) Tin chen bai dﬁ I‘ya32 ||
dus rnams kun tu*® "od gsal yan ||

rdo yi* nan na gnas gyur na ||

de* yi ’od ni gsal ma yin || [9]

de bZin fion mons Kyis bsgribs 346 pai ||

@3sav34 chos dbyins §in tu*® dri med paan®” ||

(c7206, N70b3, P73b6) 'khor bar ’od ni gsal ma yin ||

mya nan ’das* ceanna® ’od gsal s+ 'gyur || [10]

khams yod na*’ ni las byas pas ||

sa le sbram @3s45) dag mthon bar @437 gyur ||
khams med par ni las byas na@an*' ||

flon mons ’ba’ 7ig e7v7) bskyed*? par zad || [11]

3 mtha’ CNP; mtha’i G.
32 be du rya F2.

3 du P

34 ’l' Fl‘

3 diP.

3 du F'F2.

Y pa F.

3 ’od F2.

¥ ni F2.

“ pa F,

4 pa D.

4 skyed CF'F’GNP.
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ji Itar* avove) sbun pas* g.yogs gyur 7267 pas® ||
G9122) SO ba ’bras bu 3saemi ’dod Itar ||
de bzin fion mons 34308 kyis g.yogs me4as) pas® ||
de ni*’ sans rgyas Zes mi brtag® || [12]

ji Itar sbun pa* las grol na ||

®73v8) “bras fiid snan bar ’gyur ba* Itar ||
3847 de bZin flon mons las (vobs) grol na ||
chos kyi sku fiid (=344 Tab tu c7zan gsal || [13]

o123 chu §in siin®' po med do Zes ||

’jig rten na ni dper byed kyan ||

de yi ’bras bu sfiinn po me4ae fiid ||

(F3s4bs, P74al) MNAr>? po za bar byed pa ltar || [14]

sfiin po =442 med pa’i ’khor ba las ||

flon mons gzeb>* dan bral gyur na ||

de yi ’bras (732 n70v6) bu sans rgyas® fiid ||

lus> can kun @o1a4) 2yi @3ssan bdud® rtsir "gyur®” || [15]

de bzin sa bon 742 thams cad las ||
rgyu dan ’dra®® ba’i #3443 "bras bu ’byun ||

 [tan B

“ mas F'; bas F.
4 bas F'F.

4 bas F2.

47 nas P.

8 rtag F.

4 ba F.

50 pa F.

U dnos F.

2 dnar F'F2.

3 gseb F?; gzib P.
34 siiir. po CGNP.

3 las F2.

% bdu F2.

57 gyur GP.

3 ’bra P.
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sa bon*’ med mes7) par ’bras yod par ||
38522 Ses 1dan gan gis bsgrub par nus || [16]

sa bon gyur pa khams® de fiid ||

7067y chos rnams (c73a3 kun gyi61 rten du ’dod ||
rim® Gotas, Pr4a3) gyis®® sbyans par® gyur pa las ||
sans 3ssa3) rgyas go ‘phan thob par® ’gyur || [17]

dri med fii® ma zla ba yan ||

sprin dan khug rna®” du ba® dan ||

sgra mssn gcan gdon dan rdul la sogs® ||

sgrib pa 35 Ina’” yis bsgribs par’” "gyur’? || [18]
(F38504, N71a1, P74ad) d€ bZin ’0d (c7304) gsal ba yi sems ||
’dod 9126 dan gnod sems le lo dan ||

rgod pa dan ni the tshom” ste ||

sgrib’ pa Ina yis bsgribs @346 par "gyur” || [19]

ji Itar me yis dag 3ss.s pa’i gos ||

% bor P2,

0 khams F?.

o1 gyis F2.

2 rims F'; rigs F2.

S kyis F2.

% bar F'F2.

5 “phans thob bar F2.
% 7iid F2.

7 rnam F2.

8 du ba khug rna CGNP.
% stsogs F.

" khams Ina F2.

T bar F2.

2 gyur DF'F2,

 tsom F2.

" bsgrib F.

5 gyur DF?,



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 2073

sna tshogs mesno) dri mas dri ma’® can ||
7425 J1 Itar me yi a2y nan beug na ||
dri ma tshig ’gyur”’ gos 735 min ltar || [20]

de bzin ’0d”® o1 gsal ba yi sems ||

34427 'dod chags la sogs”™ 3ssas dri ma can ||

ye Ses me yis dri®® ma®! bsreg®? ||

de fiid ’od gsal ma yin no® || [21]

ston pa fiid ni ston pa’'i mdo ||

®7406) Tgyal basd* means) ji%> sned®® w713 gsuns pa gan®’ ||
de dag kun gyis fion mons (3ss.7 F3a4a8) ldog ||

7306 khams de fiams par o2 byed ma yin || [22]

sa yi nan na gnas pa’i%® chu ||

dri ma med par gnas pa Itar ||

fion mons nan na ye $es kyan ||

@727 de bZin dri ma med @3ssas) par gnas || [23]

(344b1) chOS (v71a4) dbyins gan phyir bdag ma mesvs yin ||
bud med ma yin skyes pa min ||

gzun ba 73 kun las rnam grol oz ba ||

ji Itar bdag ces brtag par bya || [24]

chags 3ssony pa med pa’i 34402 chos kun® la ||

76

71

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

om. F2.

gyur FL,

"dod F?.

las skyes F'F2.
fion D; om. F2.
mornis D.

sregs F2,

vino G.

de F.

ci F'; om F2.
iiid F.

de F'; om. F2.
dkyil na yod pa’i F'F?D.
sku F'.



204 Zhen Liu

@748 bud med skyes pa dmigs ma yin® ||

’dod chags kyis ovias) Idons®! gdul® bya’i phyir ||
bud med skyes pa Zes” rab bstan || [25]

esvs) Mi rtag sdug bsnal® c73v1, rass) ston pa® Zes ||
bya ba gsum? 34403 co1v4) pos sems sbyon byed ||
mchog tu sems @741 ni sbyon”’” byed pa’i®® ||

chos ni ran bzin med pa yin || [26]

ji Itar sbrum ma’i 1to na w7ae bu ||

yod kyan mthon r3ss63 ba ma yin pa® ||

de bZin fion (=444 mons Kyis g.yogs pai ||

chos kyi 732 dbyins kyan messs mthon ma yin || [27]
oibs) bdag dan erav2) bdag gi'® rnam rtog dan ||

min gi ’du'"! §es rgyu mtshan @sssva) gyis ||

rnam rtog bzi po ’byun ba yan ||

34465 "byun wiar dan “byun las gyur pas'®? so'® || [28]
sans rgyas rnams Kyi smon lam'* yan ||

snan ba med cin 733 mtshan e7avs fiid med ||

% min F2.

9 gduns CGNP; mdons F'; "dons F2.
2 ’dul F'F2.

93 Zes DF'F2,

% snal F2.

% ba F.

% gsum F2.

7 sbyor. mi F2,
% ba’i F2.
» ba F.

100

gis F2.

101 dus F2.

102 la FZ.

103 s0gs F2.

104 Jas F'; lan G.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 205

#3855 SO SOT'% ran rig sbyor @oive Idan!® fiid ||
(De4b7) SANS TEYas rtag pa’i e chos fiid can || [29]
ji'%7 1tar ri bon mgo'® bo’i'® rwa!'® ||

brtags'!! pa fiid de med pa ltar ||

w7ivny de bZin chos rnams 3ssbe thams cad kyan ||
brtags!'!? p7ams pa fiid de yod ma yin || [30]

phra rab rdul gyi''* no bo yis ||

(7304, P34407) glan gi rwa!'* yan yod'"® ma yin ||
@92 ji Itar snon bZin phyis de bZin ||

de wmesan la m3ssvy) i 2ig brtag par bya || [31]
brten nas ’byun bar ’gyur ba dan ||

«7iv2) brten nas ’gag s par gyur bas na ||
gcig s kyan yod pa ma yin no''® ||

byis pas'!’ ji!!® Itar rtogs par byed || [32]
38568 T1 bON (Go202) ba lan rwa (c73vs) yi'' dpes ||
XXXXXXX ||

ji Itar bde gSegs chos rnams fid ||

dbu ma fiid du sgrub mesa2 par byed || [33]

ji Itar v fil z1a 3a5a1) skar vzivsy ma’i gzugs ||

165 50 F'G.
106 Jtqr F.
107 Ci FZ‘
108 90 P,
109 ’l' FZ‘
10 yag F2.
! btags CGNP.
12 ptags CGNP.
13 gyis F2,

14 ya ba F2.

U5 dmigs DF'F2,
116 na FIFZ.

17 pq DFF.

118 Ci FZ‘

19 ra ba’i F2.

1

jon



206 Zhen Liu

dag' pa’i snod kyi'?! chu nan du ||
386a1) gZUgs briian mthon bar ’gyur ba ltar ||
mtshan fiid rdzogs paan'?* de dan @23 'dra || [34]

thog ma bar dan mthar «c73vs, 34502 dge ba ||
bslu'? ba med #3862 cin brtan ez pa yi ||

gan zig de Itar bdag med paan'** ||

jiavie Itar bdag mesas) dan bdag gir brtag!® || [35]
ji Itar sos ka’i'?® dus su chu ||

dro bo'?*” Zes ni brjod par'?® byed ||

de 1id'? @3seas, 34503 gran ba’i dus su ni ||

gran no o924 Zes ni brjod pa yin || [36]

®74bs) ion mons dra bas 73, g.yogs pal*’ ni3 ||

sems can Zes ni brjod par bya ||!*?

de fiid ~71vs) flon mons bral gyur na ||

(F386a4) SANS TEYAS Zes Ni brjod (3s504) par mesas bya || [37]
mig dan gzugs la brten nas ni ||

dri ma med pa’i snan pa'** ’byun ||

®75a1) SKye o205 med ’gag pa'** med fiid las ||

120 dan F2.

121 kyil P2,

2 pg P

123 slu F.

124 Ja C F'F>*GNP.
125 rig brtan F'.
126 50 ga’i DF'F2.
127 70 D, bos CP.
128 yjod bar F2.

12 fiid ba F>.

130 ha F2.

B! na CF'F?GNP.
132 sems Zes brjod par bya ba yin F.
133 ba B2

134 ba F2.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 207

chos kyi dbyins @3ses ni rab cr4an tu!® Ses || [38]

sgra dan rna ba la brten'* nas ||

w71 Tnam par'®” dag pa’i'3® Ses @aass pal?® gsum ||
mtshan fiid med pa'*’ chos kyi dbyins ||

rtog dan e7sa2) beas pas mesas) thos par esses ‘gyur || [39]
sna dan dri la brten'*! nas snom'# ||

@926 de ni'** gzugs su med pa’i dpe'** ||

74 de bZin sna yi145 rnam $es (r345a6) kyiS ||

chos kyi dbyins w7ivn la rtog par'#® byed || [40]
Ice yi'*” ran sser) bZin ston pa fiid ||

ro yi'¥ khams 75,3 kyan dben pa ste ||

chos kyi dbyins kyi no bo yin'¥ ||

rnam par §es mssae pa gnas med pa'*® || [41]

34507 dag oznn pA’i lus kyi'! no bo dan ||

reg 7403, F3sces) byl rkyen gyi'>? mtshan fiid dag ||

135 ran du F.
136 yten F2.
37 bar F2.

138 ba’i F2.
139 ba F2.

140 pa’i F2,
41 ste F2,

2 nom F2.

43 om. C.

144 dpes DF'F2,

%5 sna’i F'F2.

146 rtogs bar F2.
7 Jce’i F.

48 ro’i FIF2,

149 yis CF'F>*GNP.
150 ba FZ‘

151 kyis F2.

152 gyis F2.



208 Zhen Liu

rkyen dag las nix7an grol gyur pa ||
chos kyi dbyins Zes #7s.4 brjod par bya || [42]

yid gtsor gyur pa’i'> chos rnams la ||

rtog a5 dan brtag!>* m3seo1y pa rnam spans nas ||
chos rnams ran bZin med pa o2 fiid ||

mesan chos kyi dbyins su 744 bsgom par bya || [43]

mthon ~2w) dan thos dan bsnams'> pa'* dan ||
7525y myans dan reg ssen) par gyur pa dan ||
34501y chos rnams de Itar rnal “byor pas ||

Ses nas mtshan fiid rdzogs pa yin || [44]

mig dan rna ba sna dag dan ||

lce dan lus @o2v3) dan de 3seb3) bZin yid ||

skye (7425 mched mssv) drug po rnam 2.3 dag @75 pal>’ ||
’di fiid de fiid (34502 mtshan fiid do || [45]

sems fiid rnam'® pa gfiis su mthon'> ||

ji Itar ’jig rten ’jig rten'® @ssevs) 'das ||

bdag du'®! ’dzin las ’khor ba ste ||

so sor rig na de fiid do || [46]

’dod chags zad (34503 pas Go2vsey mya nan 757 ‘das ||
7e a0 sdan gti mug zad pa'® w2 dan ||

de (3sevs) dag mesv2) 'gags pas sans rgyas fiid ||

lus can kun gyi skyabs fiid do || [47]

Ses dan mi $es pa dag las ||

153 ba’i F2.

154 brtog F'; rtags F>.
155 bsnoms C.

156 ha FL.

57 rnams ba F.

158 rnams F2.

* mtho CGNP.
10 om. F2.

161 tu FZ‘

162 ba Fl.

1

W



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 209

lus ’di fiid 1a'%® 34504 thams cad de ||
ran 3seve) Zi rNAmM par ersas) rtog'%* pas beins ||
bdag fiid o2vs) Ses nas'® grol bar ‘gyur || [48]

(c7407 byan chub rin min «72.s fie ba’an'*® min ||

’gro min ‘on baan'®’ ma yin zin ||

(Desb3) ION MONS gZeb m3sen7) EyUr @sasvs) "dil®® fiid la ||
mthon ba dan ni ma mthon yin || [49]

@7sbn) §es rab mar me la gnas nas ||

mchog tu Zi bar gyur'® pa yis ||

9206 bdag la brtags pas'” gnas bya Zes ||

(c74b1, F386b8) MAO (N7206) s’ tShOgS las @=34506) gsuns pa lags || [50]

stobs!”! beu’i stobs kyis byis!’? pa rnams ||

(esba, P75b2) byin brlabs!” zla ba tshes pa bzin ||

fion mons can gyi sems can gyis ||

@3s7a de bZin gSegs pa mi mthon no || [51]
3asb7,.6o3an) ji Itar yi dwags'” rnams Kyis ni ||

rgya w2 mtsho bskams!'” (742 par mthon ba Itar ||
de bzin 7503 mi Ses s pas bsregs!'’® pas ||

sans rgyas rnams ni med par brtags || [52]

163 Jas CGNP.
164 rtogs F2.
165 na DF2,

1 ha DF'F2,
197 ba DF2.

168 pq’i B,
169 oy F2.

170 rtag par CGNP.
71 stogs F2.

172 pyin C; byas P.
173 rlabs D.

7% dags D; dag F°.
175 skams D.

176 bsgribs F'F2.



210 Zhen Liu

dman ssbs) pal”’ bsod nams @450y dman pa la ||
bcom ldan ’das Kyis 32 ci bgyir mchis!'”® ||
ji Itar @3s7.3 dmus lon lag pa!” ru ||

(N72b1, P75b4) rin chen mchog ni biaglgo pa”“ ’dra || [53]

743 sems can bsod nams byas rnams la ||
’od kyis 36 gsal Zin dpal'®? 1dan pa’i ||
sum cu'® m3s7s rtsa giiis'® mtshan “bar ba ||
esbe) sans rgyas de yi'® mdun na e gnas || [54]

mgon e7svs) po de yi'*® gzugs Kyi skus'®” ||

bskal pa man por w72v2) bZugs 3462 nas kyan'®® ||
gdul bya rnams @3s7.5 ni "dul'® 7404 ba’i phyir ||
dbyins iid tha dad gyur pa lags || [55]

sems Kyi yul ni des' rtogs nas ||

der ni Ses pa ’jug @rsve par ‘gyur®! ||

SO SOT ran mesb7 Gosad) rig rnam'®? ez dag na ||
38760 sa rnams de yi'®® bdag fiid gnas'™* || [56]

77 dan DF'F2,

'8 ovyis mchos F2.
179 ba F2_

180 gZag F.
181 ba F2.

182 dban F'.

183 beu F2.

134 om. F2.

185 de’i F2.

186 de’i F2.

187 sku CGNP.
188 i CGNP.

139 odul F?.

190 ses F'; nos F2.

191

gyur D.

92 nam F?; rnams P.

193 de’i F.

19 nas F2.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 211

dban phyug 23 chen po’i gnas mchog dan ||

’og min fiid de 745y Tnam mdzes pa ||

Ses pa gsum po gcig fiid du ||

7367 "dres par‘95 gyur la bdag (F38727) SITA 'O || [57]
346a4) byis pa’i nan na'® yons'”” mkhyen dan ||
@9%s5) "phags pa’i nan na sna tshogs fiid ||

sy dban phyug chen po tshe dpag med ||

bskal v72vs pa’i'®® tshe yi'” rgyu?® gan yin || [58]

«c74b6) phyi 10l (38728 SEMS can e7sbs) Khams?! kyi yan ||
dpag 3465 tu med pa’i bskal par*” ni ||

tshe?® yan gan gis bsruns gyur cin ||

srog chags rnams** gyi*® srog?* o3 gnas pai || [59]
rgyu yan®*”’ mi zad pa @sswide fiid ||

(e6a2) gan gis bras bu mi zad w7ovs) gan ||

®76a1) Snan ba med pa’i*® aac) bye brag gis ||

«74vn) §es rab don du rab tu ’jug || [60]

byan chub rin bar?® mi bsam zin ||

fie bar yan ni bsam @3s72 mi bya ||

195 bar F2.
19 nas F2.

97 kun CGNP.
19 pa CF*GNP.
199 tshe’i F'F2.

200 royud F'F2.

20U mkhas CGNP.
202 pg P2,
203 che P.

204 kun CGNP.
05 ki F,

26 srogs F2.
207 ’a’,'l FlFZ.
208 ba’i F2,
29 rab F.



212 Zhen Liu

yul drug snan ba med par ni*!° ||
©o3bny yan dag ji*!! bzin ere rig gyur pa'o?? || [61]

ji Itar (3467’0 ma dan ’dras avrabe chu ||

snod gcig?!® 1a?!* ni mseas) gnas pa’t las ||

nan pas*'® ’o ma ’thun «7s.n byed cin ||

3873 chu ni ma yin de bZin gnas || [62]

de bZin filon mons kyis g.yogs nas ||

ye Ses 7603 lus dir Gosn2) gCig217<F2346a8) nas?!® kyar'l ||
rnal ’byor pa yis ye $es len ||

(N7267) M §€S pa ni “dor 3s74) bar byed || [63]
bdag dan bdag 75 gi?" Zes ’dzin pas ||

ms6ad) ji stid phyi rol rnam brtags pa*? ||

bdag med rnam pa giis 34601, P76asy mthon na??! ||
srid pa’i sa bon ’gag par o3 ‘gyur || [64]
®3s7p5) gan phyir sans rgyas mya nan ‘das ||
gtsan ba w7z rtag pa®?? dge ba’i gzi*? ||

gan??* phyir giiis ni byis pas (c7s.3 brtags® ||

210 na Fl.
211 Ci Fl.
212 pg B,
23 cjg PR,
24 na D.

215 ba FZ.
216 pg D.
U7 ¢i FY cig F2

218 gnas F2.

219 gjg F2.

20 ptags pa CGNP; rtags pa F'F2.
2! nas CGNP.

22 rtag pa] om. F2.

223 Z’ln FZ‘
24 dag CGNP.

225 btags GNP; gtags C.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 2173

de yi*?¢ giiis med rnal ¢7es) "byor gnas || [65]

(F34602) dKa 33706) SpyOd sna (D66a5)tShOgS sbyin pa dan ||
tshul khrims sems can don sdud®”’ dan ||

sems @93»4) can phan byed bzod pa ste ||

732 gsum po ‘di yis??® khams rgyas ‘gyur || [66]

chos rnams 3877 preas) kun la (34603 brtson (c7sa) ’grus dan ||

bsam gtan la sems ’jug pa dan ||
rtag tu Ses rab brtan®?’ pa ste ||
’di yan®*® byan chub mese rgyas byed yin || [67]

thabs dan o3vs) beas pa’i §es rab gasms) dan ||

(N733) SMON lam (34604, p76a7 TNAM par sbyans pa dan ||
stobs la nes gnas®! ye $es te ||

7525 Khams?* rgyas byed pa’i*** chos bzi po®* || [68]
byan chub sems phyag mi bya Zes ||

smra ba nan? gsssany pa?*® smra ba ste ||

byan chub sems 34605y dpa’ ma byun bar ||

®7538) Chos (Go3be) Kyl sku meea7) ni “byun oz ma yin || [69]

bur §in sa bon la sdan gan ||
kha ra spyad par ’dod @3ssa2) pa®*’ des?® ||
756 bur §in sa bon med par 400 ni ||

226 de’i F2.

227 bsdud F'F>.
228 dis ni DF'F.
22 bstan DF?.
230 nl’ FZ.

31 des nas D.
22 sans F.

23 ba’i F2.

B4 20 D; yi FL
25 na P.

26 bar F>.

237 ba FI.

28 de P.



214 Zhen Liu

kha ra*®* *byun bar ’gyur ma yin || [70]

bur §in sa bon gan bsruns nas ||

®7eon fie bar?® gnas §in bsgrubs pa®! las ||

bu ram kha ra?*? rsssa3, Gosar, N73a5) hwags?*® rnams ni ||
de las ’byufl (Deeb1) bar ’gyur ba 34607 Itar || [71]

byan chub sems ni*** 7.7 rab bsruns nas ||

fie bar gnas §in bsgrubs ba’* las ||

dgra bcom rkyen @erev2) rtogs sans?*® s rgyas rnams ||
de las skye zin ’byun bar ’gyur || [72]

ji Itar @s460s) $3%47 (Go4a2) IU'1 (v7326) S@ bon sogs?® ||

Zin pas bsrun®” bar®° byed pa Itar ||

de bzin theg 7501 mchog mos®! rnams mssw2) la’an>>? ||
385 'dren pa rnams Kyis bsrun bar?> erersy mdzad || [73]
ji Itar mar no’i*** bcu bzi la ||

@347a1) Z1a ba cun zad*® mthon ba Itar ||

de bzin theg mchog mos w77 rnams laan ||

29 kha ri F\.

0 fies par F2.

241 bsruns ba F'.

22 kha ra] khur F>.
243 sa Fl‘

244 ’dl FIFZ'

25 bsruns pa F.
26 pas F2.

247 sa FIFZ.

28 stsogs F'; lcogs F.
2 sruns C.
250 ba Fl.
B rmos F2.

22 Ja CGNP.

253 ba CGNP.

24 mar no’i] na’i F.
255 Zig CGNP.



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 215

sans (Gosa3) rEYas m3ssae) sku ni cun zad** mthon®’ || [74]

ji Itar tshes pa’i zla ba la ||

skad cig c7sv2 skad 34720 Cig 7604 Tgyas par mthon ||
de bzin sa 1a>® Zugs*” meevs) rnams kyan ||

rim gyis rim gyis*® rgyas®! esssa7 par mthon || [75]
ji Itar yar no’i bco®®? Ina la ||

w73 zla ba rdzogs par “gyur ba ltar ||

de bZin sa Gosas) yi*®® 3473 mthar thug na ||

chos kyi sku eebs) yan rdzogs $in gsal || [76]

(75b3 Sans (p3ssas) Tgyas chos dan dge ’dun la ||

rtag tu mos pa brtan po yis ||

sems meeb4) de yan dag bskyed byas nas ||

phyir mi Idog par?* yan @474 yan wzsw2) "byun || [77]

nag po’i gZi ni 3ssv1) yonis (prebe) Spans nas ||
dkar 945 po’i gZi ni rab bzun bas ||

de tshe de ni nes rtogs pa ||

7500 dga’ ba?®® Zes ni mnon par brjod || [78]

’dod chags la sogs sna tshogs 3ssw2, F347.5 pa’i ||
dri mas rtag?s® tu dri ma?’ osss) can ||

dri ma med par®®® ¢7en) gan dag pa ||

w733 dri ma med ces brjod pa yin || [79]

26 Zig FIF2,

7 snann CGNP,
258 sa la] las F2.
259 Z’us FZ‘

20 rim gyis] om. F2.
261 *phel DF'F?,

262 yar no’i beo) yan de’i bewo F2.
263 yis F2,
264 pa CF?’GNP.
265 pa B,
20 rab F'.
267 la Fl‘

28 pas CF'F?GNP.



216 Zhen Liu

fion mons dra ba rab s 'gags nas ||

dri med $es®* rab rab @sssv3 gsal bas ||
tshad med pa (c75b5) yi mun pa 3470 dag ||
sel bar byed pas®”® ’od byed pao®’! || [80]

rtag tu dag eevs) pa’i "od kyis?’? gsal ||

’du ’dzi rnam par spans pa yi ||

(D66b6, N73b4) Y€ (F1388b4) Ses ’od kyiS rab bskor bas ||
sa de ’od ’phro can du 1) ’dod || [81]

rig?”? dan 3477 sgyu rtsal bzo gnas kun ||

bsam?™* gtan®’> rnam?’® pa sna (c7sv6) tshogs e77an fiid ||
flon mons 3ssbs) §in tu sbyan®’” dka’ las ||

rnam par rgyal bas sbyan®”® dkar ’dod || [82]

byan chub ~7bs) rnam pa gsum po dan ||

phun sum?” tshogs msss7 kun bsdu ba dan ||

skye dan cos2) 'jig pa ®77a2) Zab® m3ssvs, 34708 pa 1a2! ||
sa de mnon du gyur par?? ’dod || [83]

’khor 1o’i bkod pas?3 7507 rnam kun tu?®* ||

269 §e C.

20 bas F2.
1 pas F2.
272 kvl FZ‘

23 rigs F2.
24 bsams F2.
5 tan F2.

218 rnams F2.

27 spyan F'F2,

28 dka’ las || rnam par rgyal bas sbyan] om. F2,
2 po dan || phun sum] om. F2,
80 zad D.

B dan F2.

82 gyur bar D.
283

pa D.
84 du DF'F2,



The Dharmadhatustava found in TAR 217

’od kyi dra bas® rtse ba dan ||
"khor ba’i mtsho yi?*¢ ’dam brgal®*’ bas ||
w73ve de la rin du son Zes @sssv7 bya || [84]

sans (471 rgYyas Kyis er7.3 nes di bzun Zin ||

ye §es rgya me7at, cosp3) mtshor Zugs pa dan ||

’bad med lhun gyis grub gyur pa®® ||

bdud kyi ’khor gyis mi g.yo® 76 bao?* || [85]

SO SO (rassvs) yan dag rig kun la ||

@34702) chos ston pa yi “bel sy pai®! gtam ||
@774 rnal *byor pa*? de mthar son pas®” ||
sa de legs pa’i blo gros ’dod || [86]

ye Goana) §€8 w670 Tan bzin *di yi** sku ||

dri 3sean med nam?* mkha’ dan miiam pa ||
(7622, F34763) SANs rgyas rnams kyi ’dzin pa las ||
chos Kkyi sprin ni?*® 7.5 kun®’ tu ’byun || [87]

sans (4an rgyas rnams kyi essoa chos kyi gnas ||
spyod pa’i ’bras bu yons ’dzin pas®*® ||

i ; (F?347b4) - (G94b5)
nas ni yons su?” gyur a300 de

25 pa F'F2.

286 mtsho’i F'F>.
B7 rgal F.

28 pas CF'F?GNP.

289

gyos DF'; gyogs F2.
20 pa’o D.

P °phel ba’i F2.
292 ba FZ.

23 son bas F'.
24 °di’i P2,

25 na CGNP.
296 kyi P,

27 kun ni F2.

28 pg FIF2,

29 yonsu GNF2.
300 ba F2.
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chos kyi sku Zes brjod pa®"! pe7s yin || [88]

bag chags las grol (763 bsam3®? 77,6 mi khyab® ||
38923 'khor ba’i bag chags bsam du a2 yod ||
khyod ni kun tu*** bsam*® mi khyab ||

gan gis m37ms khyod ni Ses par®® nus || [89]

nag®”’ gi spyod yul kun las ’das ||

dban PO G94b6) kun gyi (F'389a4) SpyOd yul min ||

®77a7) yid gyi’® Ses pas rtogs bya ba ||

gan yan (s, pe7as) Tun la phyag ’tshal bstod || [90]
(F34706) TIM YIS (7403) “jug pa’i lugs® fiid kyis ||

sans rgyas sras po grags*'® m3ses) chen rnams ||
chos kyi sprin gyi ye Ses kyis ||

chos fiid ston 7. pa mthon osany gyur nas || [91]*!

gan tshe sems ni rab 3477 bkrus (765 pas®? ||
"khor v4as ba’i gzeb las *das gyur @ssos nas®® ||
pad ma chen po’i*'* ran me7s) bZin gyi*’s ||
stan®'¢ la de ni rab gnas ’gyur || [92]

301 ma FZ.

302 bsams F.
303 bya B,
304 dl/t F‘Z‘

35 bsams F2.
36 rab F'.

307 gan P,
38 kyis F2.

39 Jus F.

310 grag P2,

311 CGNP has one more stanza: pad ma chen po’i rarn bZin gyis |.
312 has F2.

313 gyur GP.
314 po CN.
315 gyis F2,
316 pstan F.
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@71y ’dab?!’” ma rin chen du ma’i ’od ||

’dod G9522) par313 bya ba’i 347 ze’u*!® “bru can ||
pad ma bye ba du ma yis*? ||

@307 Tnam pa kun tu*! yons su®?? bskor || [93]

(c7626) StODS (v7425) beu po yis yonis su*?® gan ||

mi ’jigs pa yis gan®?* dag noms ||

@7v2) bsam mi khyab pa’i sans rgyas oe7s chos ||

(F34sa1) SPros med (m3s008 TNAMS las fiams mi mna’ || [94]

@osa3 legs par’®® spyod??® pa’i las kun gyis ||

bsod nams ye $es rab bsags w pai ||

zla 767 ba fia*?’ la skar ma yis ||

®7763) "Khor @=34s02) du rnam pa’?® asonn) kun gyis bskor || [95]
sans rgyas phyag gi** fii ma der ||

dri med rin chen ’bar gyur des®® ||

sras Kyi*}! thu me7.7 bo**? dban bskur bas ||

dban (cos.4) bskur ba ni kun tu stsol** || [96]

317 mdab F'; ’an ba F?.

318 bar F2.
319 ze D; zem F2.
320 yin P2,
321 du FZ‘
322 yons F2.
32 yons F2.

24 yari CE'F°GNP.
325 bar F.

326 spyad F'F2.

327 ﬁl FZ‘

328 ba Fl.

32 phyag gvis F?; chagi N.
330 te DF'F2.

3 kyis F2.

332 bor F'; po F.

333

gsol F2,
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rnal @3s0:2) "byor chen sasas) po®>* der w47 gnas @774 nas ||
rmons pas 7 dman pa’i ’jig rten rnams ||

sdug bsnal gyis g.yens ’jigs pa la ||

lha yi* spyan gyis gzigs gyur nas || [97]

@303 de yi sku 1a%¢ *od zer rnams®7 ||

“bad pa med?*® e34sa0) par339 ’byur'l (D67b1) ’gyur (G95a5) t€ ||

(P7705) TMONS pa’i (N74b1) INUIN par34° iugs de yi3‘” ||

sgo rnams "byed par mdzad pa yin || [98]

lhag 762 becas mya 3soa Nan ’das pa’#? rnams ||
lhag med mya nan ’das par* ’dod ||

’dir (734505 N1 mya Nan ‘das pa fid ||

dri ma med par sems @776 gyur pa2o || [99]
sems can kun gyi dnos med cosas, N74v2) pa’i ||
(38925110 bo de mem2) yan de’i spyod yul ||

de mthon byan chub sems dban po** ||

§in tu** dri med chos 7603 kyi 34806 sku || [100]

dri ma** med pa’i chos sku la ||

ye Ses rgya mtsho gnas ¢77v7) gyur nas ||

(38926 SNa tshogs nor bu ji bZin du ||

de las*7 sems can don rnams w73 mdzad || [101]

3 po’i P2,
35 Tha’i F'F.
36 Jas F'F2.
37 rnam F.

38 om. F2.

39 ya C; bar F~.

340 par F2.

3 pa de’i F'; yis F2.
342 ba F2.

M pa P2,
3 dpa’o CGNP.
345 du FZ‘

346 om. F2.

37 de das CGNP
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chos kyi dbyins su @osvi) bstod pa slob dpon ’phags pa®* klu
sgrub (F*348a7) kyis349 o673 mdzad pa I‘dZOgS SO || (F'389a7 P77b8) I'Zya
gar gyi*** mkhan 64 po krsna®! pandita®? dan | lo tsa ba®>
tshul khrims rgyal bas bsgyur ba'o®* ||

348 chen po D; om. F'F2.
9 oyis F2.
350 om. C.

3 krisna F'F.
32 panbita F.

333 o tsa ba dge slon F'; lo tsa ba dge slori GNP.

334 bsgyur cin Zus te gtan la phab pa F.






A Sanskrit manuscript of Sthiramati’s commentary
to the Abhidharmakosabhasya

Kazunobu Matsuda, Kyoto

As participants in a cooperative research project between the China
Tibetology Research Center and the Austrian Academy of Sciences,'
Dr. Nobuchiyo Odani, emeritus professor of Otani University, and I,
together with other scholars in the Kyoto area, including professors
Masaru Akimoto, Yoshifumi Honjo and Kazuo Kano, are currently
working on a copy of a Sanskrit palm leaf manuscript of Sthirama-
ti’'s commentary on Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhdsya entitled
Tattvartha. Our reading group has been studying this manuscript at
Otani University once a week for about six years. On this occasion
I would like to give a brief summary of the research that has been
done on the manuscript we have been reading.

1. Date of the manuscript

In the Luo Zhao Catalogue,? the Tattvartha manuscript is the 34th
manuscript in the Sastra section of manuscripts held in the Potala
Palace in Lhasa. The manuscript is not found in a single bundle but
is made up of two bundles of palm leaf folios. One bundle consists
of 58 folios, the other of 79 folios, making 137 folios in total. Ac-
cording to the catalogue, the manuscript is comparatively large,
measuring 54.3 by 6.6 centimeters. The script is very similar to the
so-called “Gilgit/Bamiyan Type 2” script and is of the same type as
the Siddham script that was transmitted to Japan. Judging from its
script, it is certain that this manuscript was written in North India

I Cf. Helmut Krasser 2014.
2 Luo 1985; cf. also Luo 2009.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 223-230.
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between the 8th and 9th century. It thus can be considered one of the
oldest Sanskrit manuscripts preserved in the Tibetan Autonomous
Region.

One interesting detail about this manuscript is that two types of
script are seemingly randomly used for the letter ‘ya’: Gupta Brahmi
script, in which the ‘ya’ is identical to that in Tibetan script, and
Nagari script, in which the ‘ya’ is the same as in Devanagar script.
We have often noticed individual words written in some cases with
the Gupta Brahmi ‘ya’ and in other cases with the Nagar1 ‘ya’. This
suggests that the present manuscript was written during the period
when the Gupta Brahm script was gradually being transformed into
Nagart script.

2. Manuscript consisting of three bundles

Unfortunately, our manuscript does not contain the complete text
of the Tattvartha. We assume that the manuscript was originally di-
vided into three bundles, which we have temporarily named ‘manu-
script bundles A, B and C.” Of these three bundles, only manuscript
bundles A and C are preserved in the Potala Palace, which means
that one third of the manuscript is missing. Bundle A covers pages 1
to 56 in Pradhan’s first edition of the Abhidharmakosabhasya,® that
is, from chapter one to the middle of chapter two, while Bundle C
corresponds to pages 219 to 460 in Pradhan’s edition, i.e., the mid-
dle of chapter four to chapter eight. The commentary on the part on
pages 57 to 218 in Pradhan’s edition is not extant. The colophons of
chapters 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 as found in the two manuscript bundles
are as follows:

3 Pradhan 1967.
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Chapter 1 (Dhatunirde$a), Bundle A, 45v6-7 || acaryabhadanta-
sthiramatyuparacitayam prathamam kosasthanam samaptam®* ||

<Colophons of chapters 2 and 3 missing>

Chapter 4 (Karmanirde$a), Bundle C, 1419 || acaryasthirama-
tyuparacitayam tatvarthayam vyakhyanatas caturtham kosa-
sthanam samaptam ||
Chapter 5 (Anu$ayanirde$a), Bundle C, 35114 || @caryabhadan-
tasthiramatyuparacita@yam tatvarthayam kosatikaya{ma}m
pamcamam koSasthanam samaptam ||
Chapter 6 (Margapudgalanirde$a), Bundle C, 56v4 || acarya-
bhadantasthiramatyuparacitayam tatvarthayam koSatikayam
<sic> vyakhyanatah sastham kosasthanam samaptam ||
Chapter 7 (Jiiananirdesa), Bundle C, 69v2 || acaryasthiramaty-
uparacitayam vyakhyanatah saptamam kosasthanam ||
Chapter 8 (Samapattinirdesa), Bundle C, 79v12 || dcaryabha-
dantasthiramatikrtayam kosatikyam<sic> vyakhyanato ’sta-
mam koSasthanam samaptam samapta ca tatvartha nama ko-
Satika ||
The commentary ends with the colophon of the entire Tattvartha,
which follows directly after the colophon of chapter eight, show-
ing that this manuscript, just as its Tibetan translation, never con-
tained a commentary on chapter nine of the Abhidharmakosabhasya
(Pudgalanirdesa). Thus a later/closing part of the text has not been
lost, but Sthiramati himself presumably did not comment on chapter
nine.

3. Tibetan translation of the Tattvartha

The Tibetan translation of the Tattvartha was undertaken rather late,
namely, according to its colophon, between the 15" and the 16% cen-
turies.* For this reason, in the Tibetan Tripitaka the Tattvartha is not
part of the Abhidharma section, but of the section containing miscel-

4 Peking ed., Otani No. 5875, Tho 56b4-565a8. cf. Ejima 1986: esp., note
4 (pp. 23-24).
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laneous works. Furthermore, according to the colophon the transla-
tion was based on a set of two manuscripts: a main manuscript and
an incomplete supporting manuscript, which lacked a section from
the middle of chapter two to the middle of chapter four. It is thus
likely that the manuscript we have been working on is the one used
by the translators as the supporting manuscript. As yet, the main
manuscript has not been found.

Regarding other translations of the Tattvartha, in addition to the
Tibetan translation fragments of a Chinese translation have been
found at Dunhuang® and there exist some fragments of an Uy-
ghur translation® translated from a Chinese translation that is now
lost. These fragments of Chinese and Uyghur translations, which
are presumably from the beginning of the Tartvartha, indicate
that Sthiramati began his work with verses of homage and a long
prologue. In the homage in the Uyghur translation it is stated that
Sthiramati’s teacher was Gunamati, but the name Gunamati is not
mentioned in the invocation of the Chinese translation from Dun-
huang. It is worth noting that the homage in Ya$omitra’s commen-
tary states that Gunamati and Vasumitra wrote commentaries on the
Abhidharmakosabhasya.” However neither our Sanskrit manuscript
nor the Tibetan translation contains any homage verses or a pro-
logue written by Sthiramati. The commentary begins immediately
—and in my view, rather abruptly — with the first verse of chapter
one of the Abhidharmakosa. This prompts the question of why the
Sanskrit manuscripts as well as their Tibetan translation begin the
commentary in such an unusual way.

Another puzzling aspect is the many instances in the Tibetan
translation in which the original Sanskrit sentences have been sim-
ply transliterated into Tibetan script. Was this due to the Tibetan

5 Taisho Tripitaka No. 1565, Vol. 29, pp. 325-328. Recently a new fragment
from Chapter One has been published. Buddhist Texts not Contained in the
Tripitaka (in Chinese), Vol. 1, Beijing, 1995, pp. 169-250. This fragment
covers Scroll Three of the Chinese translation.

6 Shogaito 2008.

7 Woghihara 1932: 1.



A Sanskrit manuscript of Sthiramati’s commentary to the Abhidharmakosabhasya 227

translator being unable to translate these passages? There is no
doubt that the quality of the Tibetan translation is generally poor.
But admittedly the problematic parts of the Tibetan translation of-
ten correspond to very difficult or unclear Sanskrit sentences in our
manuscript, sentences that even modern scholars find difficult to un-
derstand. It is possible that these Sanskrit sentences were not cor-
rectly transcribed. But if two different manuscripts were used for
the translation, then why was it impossible to translate these difficult
sentences? Does this imply that the two Sanskrit manuscripts shared
these unclear and problematic sentences? In order to answer these
questions, I suggest the following steps having occurred in the trans-
mission of the Tattvartha’s Sanskrit manuscript:

1. Manuscript X — first folio missing from manuscript X —
three-bundle manuscript (8" to 9" century C.E.) — loss of
bundle B — our manuscript (the supporting manuscript used
by the Tibetan translators)

2. Copy of three-bundle manuscript — main manuscript for
Tibetan translation (as yet undiscovered)

I propose that as the first step in this process, the first folio of Manu-
script X with the homage verses and the prologue was lost. Either
a manuscript in three bundles was then produced from Manuscript
X without the first folio, or the three-bundle manuscript itself was
Manuscript X. Subsequently a new copy was made from the three-
bundle manuscript and served as the main manuscript for the Tibet-
an translation. Bundle B was then lost from the three-bundle manu-
script and the remainder became the supporting manuscript for the
Tibetan translation. According to this scenario, the two manuscripts
used for the Tibetan translation would be genetically closely related
and both missing the homage verses and the prologue. Furthermore,
the problematic sentences that were merely transliterated in Tibetan
script may have already been corrupt at the Manuscript X stage.
Such an assumption might provide answers to all the above ques-
tions.

The Tibetan translation of the Tartvartha contains many prob-
lems. In addition to the shortcomings of the original Sanskrit manu-
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script, we have come across many cases of poorly translated pas-
sages that cast doubt on the abilities of the Tibetan translator. Here
I would like to introduce two simple and even rather entertaining
examples of erroneous translations, neither part of a complex Ab-
hidharma discussion:

1. yas tiragaprabhrtinam (Bundle A, 26v5), gan shig hdod
chags la sogs pa (Peking ed., To 82a6).

2. kasmad iti | (Bundle C, 3815), las la sogs pa (Peking ed.,
Tho 348al).

The first example shows that the translator probably failed to un-
derstand the word uraga (snake) and translated it as ‘hdod chags,’
meaning raga. In the case of the second example, the Tibetan trans-
lator probably understood kasmad iti in the Sanskrit manuscript as
karmadi and translated it as ‘las la sogs.” There are countless in-
stances of other obvious mistakes perpetrated by the Tibetan trans-
lator. To date only this Tibetan translation with all its mistakes and
problems has been available to the academic world. Now, however,
the situation will change, given the existence of this original San-
skrit manuscript.

4. Did Sthiramati write a commentary on Dignaga's Pramana-
samuccaya?

In conclusion, I would like to share an interesting piece of infor-

mation gleaned from the manuscript of the Tartvartha (Bundle A,

17v2-5):
mano(v3)vad iti (|) atra tu VaiSesikasya ataijasatvenapi ca-
ksurvijiianasrayatvasya praptatvat® tatsiddher istavighata-
krd viruddhah (|) ata$ ca hetur asiddhah (|) caksurvijfiana-
syanasrtatva(d) drstanta§ ca sadhanavikalah (|) Kapilasyapy
atrigunatvenapi hetur vyapta itistavighatakrd viruddhah
(]) manas tu na trigunam iti Pramanasamuccayopanibam-

8 Read vyaptatvat.
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dhad vijiieyam (|) tatra hi vista(v4)rena pratipaditam (]) iha
tu granthavistarabhayan nocyate (|) hetu§ casiddhah wvrtti-
vrttimator evanyatvad’ aSrayasritanam hi bhedo drstah
ku_ndabadaradinam, na ca sa eva tasyaivaSrayo drsta isto
va drstanto 'pi sadhanavikalah (]) na hi caksurindriyavrt-
tir mana asritya pravartate Samkhyasya (|) Bauddhasya tv
abhyupetabadha (|) suitre bhagavata caksuradinam riipaprasa-
(v5)datmakatvabhidhanat™ (])
This passage is found in the middle of the commentary to verse nine in
chapter one of the Abhidharmakosabhasya, immediately after the opin-
ions of the VaiSesika and Samkhya schools have been mentioned. The
first underlined sentence reads: “It is to be known from the commentary
(upanibandha) to the Pramanasamuccaya that manas does not have three
gunas (manas tu na trigunam iti Pramanasamuccaya-upanibamdhad
vijiieyam).” This is followed by the sentence: “Because it is expounded
in detail there (that is, in the Pramanasamuccaya-upanibamdha), here
it is not expounded out of concern that the text becomes [too] long.” A
similar sentence is found in another commentary of Sthiramati, namely
on verse 19 of Vasubandhu's Trimsika Vijiiaptimatratasiddhil® Here
Sthiramati devotes a considerable number of sentences to demonstrating
the existence of alayavijiiana. However, the end of the Trimsikabhdasya
reads vistaravicaras tu paiicaskandhaka-upanibandhad veditavyah:
“For more detailed discussion/reflection, it should be known from the
commentary to the Paiicaskandhaka (Paiicasknadhaka-upanibandha).”
In other words, he refers the reader to one of his other commentaries
for more details!' Here too, the commentary is indicated by the word
‘upanibandha;’ the structure of the sentences is the same as that in the
Tattvartha. Thus it seems highly possible that Sthiramati is referring
at this point in the Taftvartha to a commentary he wrote on Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya, a commentary that is no longer extant.

® Ms. evadanya-.
10T évi 1925: 39:3-4, cf. Buescher 2007: 120.
I Kramer 2014.
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Materials for the study of the Paramarthaseva by
Pundarika'

Francesco Sferra, Naples
Hong Luo, Beijing

1. The Paramarthaseva is one of the most important and original
works of the first phase of the Kalacakra system. It is a relatively
short text of 343 stanzas (in upajati metre), composed by Pundarika
(10"—11" cent.) in quite a complex and refined Sanskrit, likely af-
ter his magnum opus, the Laghukalacakratantratika Vimalaprabha
(henceforth Vimalaprabha).

We do not know exactly where and when the Paramarthaseva
was written, but it may well have been composed in an area of north-
ern India where the Islamic presence was already strong in the early
decades of the eleventh century, during the period immediately fol-
lowing the initial diffusion of the system. The terminus ante quem is
fixed by the quotation of stanza 208 in the Sekoddesatika by Naropa,
who died around the year 1040.

Other verses of this work are quoted in the Gunabharani and in
Subhdsitasangraha and in the Kriyasamuccaya by Jagaddarpana (alias
Darpanacarya). It is cited by Bu ston rin chen grub (1290-1364) and
mentioned several times in the Deb ther siion po by gZon nu dpal
(1392-1481) and in later Tibetan literature. For a preliminary list of
the stanzas quoted in the available Sanskrit sources, see 3.2 below.

Together with the Vimalaprabha, of which the editio princeps
was published between 1994 and 1996 at the Central Institute of

! We thank Kristen de Joseph for her help in revising the English text of
this paper.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 231-244.
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Higher Tibetan Studies in Sarnath, the Paramarthaseva is the only
other text by Pundarika that survives in its Sanskrit original. Later
tradition attributes to him two other works that are extant only in
Tibetan translation: the Kalacakratantragarbhavrtti (Otani 4608),
which is a short gloss on the Srikdlacakragarbhatantra (Otani 6),
and the Aryamanijusrinamasangititika Vimalaprabha (Otani 2114).
However, as John Newman has kindly pointed out to us, it is worth
mentioning that Bu ston questions and mKhas grub rje (1385-1438)
rejects the attribution of the latter work to Pundarika.

In the Paramarthaseva, Pundarika summarizes some of the
Kalacakra teachings (for instance, it is worth mentioning his treat-
ment of the ‘appearance of the families’ or ‘sets’ [kuldgama] in stt.
331-334), and develops some arguments which are not dealt with
in other early Kalacakra texts. Particularly important are the refer-
ences to other Indian traditions and to Islamic religious practices.

The laconicism of some passages, especially towards the end of
the text, suggests that the author writes for other Buddhists, prob-
ably disciples, masters and perhaps also exponents of other Buddhist
Tantric systems, who already knew the main Kalacakra teachings.

2. The first studies of the Paramarthaseva were carried out by
Franz Kielhorn (1894), Watanabe Kaikyoku (1908, 1909) and Sakai
Shinten (1960) on the basis of only six stanzas photographed from
a single palm-leaf manuscript once kept in Gaoming Monastery on
Mount Tiantai in the province of Zhejiang, China.? This manuscript
is now preserved in Guoqing Monastery, in the same area, but unfor-
tunately is not accessible to scholars. Only one side (a recto side?) of
one leaf is on view to visitors in the small museum of the monastery.
The leaf, which is partly damaged at the edges, contains stanzas 62c—
69a. The codex is potentially important since, when we compare this
visible portion of the text with the same part edited on the basis of

2 This manuscript was photographed there three times: by A.O. Franke in
1894, by Heinrich Friedrich Hackmann between 1901 and 1903, and by
Henri Maspero in 1914. Unfortunately, none of these pictures (even though
most probably illegible and for the most part out of focus) has come down
to us. For further information, see Sferra 2007a.
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two other manuscripts kept in Kathmandu at the Kaiser Library (see
below for bibliographical details), we notice that it transmits a few
equally possible readings, as is shown by the following diplomatic
transcription:

(...) enclose partly broken aksaras and dandas
[...] enclose line numbers
{...} enclose post correctionem readings
(0) string-hole
broken aksara
i hyphenation
[1] .. .. .. oo e oo oo .. (]| asau) prabuddhas tava raksamanam dadati

kayam khagajambukebhyah | evam kalatram svasutam svabandhu-
mitrafi ca natham §aranagatafi ca || mrtyupradatta jvalana(d)i ..

[2] .. .. .. .. .. .. .. (ksa)yitu(m) samartha{h} | tenaiva siddha rsayah
surendra nitah ksa(O)yam yavad anantusa(m)khyah | svakarmma ko
varayitum samartho jiiananalo yavad adr§yamanach |) asa

[3] (§vatam sarvvam idam) hy an(i)stam jianamrtam §riguruvaktram
istam || etata dvayan duhkhasui(O)(kha)prasuti grhnasi kim naiva
vicarayitva|karosiyavatsvaSariraptijamsamsaradurggabhramanasva
[4] bhavam || tavad guroh kin na karosi tam vai nirvvanasaukhyam
sakalam pradatri | (O) (da)tva dhanani svayam arjjitani grhnasi narin
narakagnidatri || dadasi tam kim na guro{h} svamudram

[5] buddhanganalingana{da}payatrim || divyanganah punyavasad
bhavanti dhanani dhanyani manoramani | papaprabhava
cirasaficitani nasam prayanti pratiraksitani | tas(mad viSista)
Fortunately, there is another complete manuscript of the Parama-
rthaseva. The original is preserved in Lhasa, while a photographic
copy is retained in the library of the China Tibetology Research
Center in Beijing (CTRC).? It is a relatively correct manuscript in
33 palm-leaves in ancient Nepalese handwriting.

3 The fifth item in Box 46. The images of the manuscript are printed on ten
B3 pages numbered from 26 to 35.
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As far as we know at present, outside China, the Paramarthaseva
is preserved only in three palm-leaf fragments kept in Kathmandu:

a) a relatively long fragment identified by John Newman: a man-
uscript in the National Archives of Kathmandu, which is kept under
the title Kalacakratantra (MS No. 5-7235 = Nepal-German Manu-
script Preservation Project [NGMPP] Mf. No. B 30/31) and which
contains stanzas 5—42ab, 50-76ad;

b) a fragment identified by Harunaga Isaacson: a single leaf (folio
1 verso), partly damaged at the bottom, that contains approximately
the first eight and a half stanzas of the work; this leaf has been in-
cluded with another 20 leaves in a codex held by the Kaiser Library
of Kathmandu, listed as MS 117 and microfilmed in NGMPP Reel
C 13/5, which is labelled ‘Paricaraksa (Prakirna)’;

c¢) a fragment identified by Harunaga Isaacson: four folios (folios
3—-6) containing stanzas 21c—69c of the text; these folios are held by
the Kaiser Library of Kathmandu and have been grouped with another
57 folios from a different manuscript (of the Kriyasangrahapaiijika),
catalogued as MS 163 and microfilmed in NGMPP Reel C 17/7; it is
labelled generically ‘Bauddha Tantra’.

All these fragments, which together with citations in other works
contain about one-fourth of the text, have been studied and pub-
lished by Francesco Sferra (2007a, 2007b, 2008).

A new phase in the study of the Paramarthaseva started in Oc-
tober 2010, when an agreement was signed between the Institute of
Religion Study of the CTRC and Sferra for a collaborative research
project aimed at editing the whole text of the work on the basis of the
complete Sanskrit manuscript preserved in the Tibetan Autonomous
Region. The projected outcome of the research will consist of a de-
tailed introduction, a complete critical edition of the Sanskrit text
on the basis of all the extant manuscripts kept in Nepal and China,
a critical edition of the Tibetan translation done by the Kasmirian
Somanatha (Zla ba’'i mgon po) in the second half of the 11" century
and an annotated English translation. The work, which is being car-
ried out by Luo Hong and Sferra, will be submitted for publication
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in the STTAR Series within a larger cooperation program for the
publication of Sanskrit Tantric Texts between the CTRC, the Univer-
sitdt Hamburg (Asien-Afrika-Institut) and the University of Naples
“L’Orientale”.

3. Here follow some materials for the study of Paramarthaseva.
These include the presentation of five passages from the still-unpub-
lished portion of the text (3.1) and a table of the stanzas that we have
so far been able to identify in other Sanskrit works (3.2).

3.1 Excerpts

Sigla, abbreviations and symbols used:

B

KN

T

COIT.

cm.

ac

— A =

=y

Beijing, Library of the CTRC, reproductions of the Sanskrit
MS kept in Box 46, item 5

Kathmandu, National Archives, MS No. 5-7235 (= Nepal-
German Manuscript Preservation Project Mf. No. B 30/31)

Tibetan translation of the Paramarthaseva (see below, Bib-
liographical References: dPal don dam pa’i bsiien pa)

correction

emendation

ante correctionem

post correctionem

separates the accepted reading from the variant(s)
enclose restored aksaras or numbers

enclose the pagination (the subscript numbers indicate the
line change)
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3.1.1 The fourteen miilapattis. For a similar list, see e.g. the work
Miilapattayah by Maitreyanatha (a.k.a. Advayavajra), a new edition
of which was published by Klaus-Dieter Mathes (2015).

caturdadanuttaratantragita
apattayah siddhiharah samulah | [B 973]

anantakalpani vinastasaukhyah [KN 117, etc. missing]
siktasya Sisyasya kumargagasya || 81 ||

8la caturdasanuttara® KN ] caturdasany uttara® B 81b °harah KN 1°hava B

apattir eka gurucittakhedad
ajiiaparityagavasad dvitiya | [B 9r4]
bhratrprakopal lapane trtiya
maitriparityagavasac caturtht || 82 ||
Sribodhicittatyajane Sarakhya
siddhantadosagrahanac ca sasthi |
ama[B 9r5]ntrinah sankathanan nagakhya
skandhapratikleSakrd astamt syat || 83 ||
83a sribodhicitta® corr. based on T (dpal ldan byar: chub sems) 1tvabodhicitta® B

samSuddhadharmam aruci<r> grahakhya
sudustamaitrigrahanad disakhya |
saddharma[B 9v1]sankalpavasad rudrokta
samSuddhasattvapratidusane rkah || 84 ||
84a °dharmam B (metrically incorrect) ] read °dharme-m (with the m
hiatus filler)? ¢ grahakhya Bpc T (gza’ Zes bya) ]| grahasyda Bac 84b
sudusta® B 1*sadusta® T (gdug pa dan bcas) ¢ °grahanad disakhya B
(the consonants d d are not perfectly readable) 84c rudrokta em. (udr
is considered metrically short) ] udraukta B 84d °pratidiisane 'rkah em.
1 °pratiduhkhane rkkah B
asevyamane samaye 'py ananga
strinam jugupsasya caturdasi syat |
a[B 9v2]saparityagam api prakrtya
aradhaniyo gurur istabuddhya || 85 ||
85a asevyamane corr. (T bsten bar ma byas pa yis) 1 asevyamane B~ ¢
ananga corr. (T yan lag med) 1 anaga B (perhaps anamga, but the anusvara
is not readable)
3.1.2 A son should not ask the father about his own marriage. The

father knows the right moment. In the same way the disciples should
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not ask the guru for the supreme initiations. He knows those who,
among his pupils, are entitled for those initiations.

yatha svaputrena vivahaheto<r>
na prarthaniyah svapita kadacit |
vidheyaputrasya gunanvitasya [B 10v2]
pitaiva janati vivahakalam || 95 ||
95d vivahakalam em. ] vivahakaham B
Sisyais tatha cottarasekahetor
na prarthaniyo gurur adarena |
sa caiva janati viSuddhata[B 10v3]ttve
yogya na yogya mama tatra Sisyah || 96 ||
96d yogya na yogya em. ] yogyo na yogyo B ¢ mama em. ] sama B
3.1.3 The distinction between the social classes according to the
brahmanical point of view. The following verses have also been
quoted by Bu ston in his commentary on the Vimalaprabha (ad
Laghukalacakratantra 2.167) and translated from Tibetan by Vesna
Wallace (2004: 230).

vaktrena dharmam kila desayanti
teneha vipra mukhatah prabhutah |
kurvanti yuddha[B 2372]ni nrpa bhujabhyam
tabhyam bhujabhyam api te prasutah || <233 ||>
233b vipra Bpc 1 viprah Bac
urvor balad vai§yajana vrajanti
desantaram tena tatah prasutah |
kurvanti sevam kila pada[B 23r3]mile
tasmac ca §udras caranaprasutah || <234 ||>
234c sevam em. ] savam B ¢ 234d siudras em. ] siidras B
anye tathastadasa jatibheda
jatah svakarmaprakrtisvarupah |
3.1.4 Simplified depiction of the Tayins’ faith and behaviour. As Al-
exander Berzin has pointed out (2010: 191-192), in Kalacakra lit-
erature, the Tayins have likely to be identified with ‘the adherents
of late tenth-century CE eastern Isma‘1li Shi‘a, as followed in the
Kingdom of Multan’ (see also Orofino 1997). They are presented
here as believing that heaven can reached by circumcision, as eating
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at the end of the day and during the night and, moreover, as eating
the flesh of animals that have been slaughtered and not of cattle that
have died naturally by virtue of their own karman. According to
them, there is no other way to Paradise. On the following stanzas,
see also Newman 1998: 346, 365-366 and Berzin 2010: 194.

anye punah svargasukhasya heto$
cchinnanti lingagragatam svacarma |
divavasane niSi bhojanam ca
kurvanti bhogam khalu [B 29v4] tayina$ ca || 304 ||
304b lingagragatam em. ] lingagra(space for one aksara)tam B ¢ sva-
carma em. ] svacarman B 304c¢ divavasane em. ] divavasane B 304d
tayinas em. ] yayinas B
svakarmana mrtyugatam paSunam
mamsam na tesam upabhufijaniyam |
bhojyam tu tatpranavadham prakrtya
na canya svargasya gatir naranam || 305 [B 29v5] ||
305d canya em. ] canya B
3.1.5 Parallelism between the four vyithas of Vasudeva and the
four vajras (delusion, passion, arrogance and envy). It is worth not-
ing here that in Vaisnava sources, the list of the vyithas is usually
Vasudeva, Samkarasana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. Narayana is
either one of the epithets of the Absolute or one of the vyithantaras
stemming from Vasudeva.
samkarsano durjayamohavajra<h>
pradyumnasuddha<h> khalu ragavajrah |
narayano yah sa ca manava[B 31r3]jro
mahaniruddhah punar rsyavajrah || <319 ||>

319d irsyavajrah em. ] isavajrah B
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3.2 Table of the quoted stanzas*

Stanzas Source

20-21 Gunabharant, p. 87

30c Kriyasamuccaya, p. 76

33b Kriyasamuccaya, p. 76

33d Kriyasamuccaya, p. 76

34a Kriyasamuccaya, p. 76

50 Subhasitasangraha, part 1, p. 383

111 Amrtakanika, p. 95

154 Kriyasamuccaya, p. 74

162 Subhasitasangraha, part I, p. 26

163 Gunabharani, p. 85; Subhasitasangraha, part 11,

p. 26. This stanza has also been imbedded in the
Yogambaramahatantra (cf. Szant6 2012: 95)

165 Subhasitasangraha, part I, p. 26

169 Kriyasamuccaya, p. 72

178 Amrtakanika, p. 2 (the first pada is quoted again on p.
49 and in Gunabharant, pp. 110-111)

179 Gunabharant, p. 85

185 Subhasitasangraha, part 11, p. 26

203 Subhasitasangraha, part 11, p. 26

4 For the convenience of the reader, in this paper we chose to adopt the
numbering of the verses found in B, the only complete manuscript of the
work. Note, however, that this numbering does not have an absolute value:
in fact, there are cases in which, between two verses that are indicated by
consecutive numbers, there is a verse that is not numbered at all (for ex-
ample, between st. 112 and st. 113; in our edition, this intermediate verse
has been designated with the number 112B); there are also opposite cases
in which, between two numbered stanzas, there is a group of unnumbered
verses, the quantity of which is smaller than would be expected (e.g. be-
tween st. 132 and st. 145, there are only five verses).
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204 Subhasitasangraha, part 11, pp. 26-27
208 Sekoddesatika, p. 181
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Further folios from the set of miscellaneous texts
in Sarada script on palm leaves from
Zha lu Ri phug

A preliminary report based on photographs preserved
in the CTRC, CEL and ISIAO!
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Xuezhu Li, Beijing
Kazuo Kano, Koyasan

Introduction

The present report gives an overview of further findings from the set
of miscellaneous texts on Sarada palm leaves from Zha lu Ri phug.
The palm-leaf set was first reported by Kano Kazuo (2008), who
made use of nine folios in two photographic images (Sferra Cat. MT
42 1I/1 & 2) preserved at the Istituto Italiano per 'Africa e 'Oriente
(IsIAO) in Rome with the help of Francesco Sferra. We knew on
the basis of catalogue descriptions that there are further folio im-
ages from the same set preserved in other institutes, viz. the China
Tibetology Research Center (H &~ 70+ >, CTRC) and the
China Ethnic Library (+[E K% 578, CEL). In other words, the
photographic images of the set have been scattered and separately
preserved in the three institutes. Ye Shaoyong and Li Xuezhu have
independently focused on these materials in their research.?

I A previous version of this article was published in China Tibetology 20,
2013, pp. 30-47. Thanks are due to Mr. Diego Loukota who took the trouble
of checking our English.

2 See Ye 2012 and Li 2011.

Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (eds.), Sanskrit manuscripts in China II. Proceedings
of a panel at the 2012 Beijing Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August I to 5. Bei-
jing 2016, pp. 245-270.
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It was during a lunch break on 2 August 2012 at the 5th Beijing
International Seminar on Tibetan Studies at CTRC that we, the au-
thors of this paper (Ye, Li, Kano), became aware of the fact that we
were studying folios from one and the same collection. We quickly
decided to collaborate by pooling all our findings and sharing all
related materials (in respect of the CTRC material we shared the
transcription prepared by Li). After collecting the folios together,
we realized that the set comprises a total of 87 folios, of which 46
folios are found in the CTRC images (Sang De Cat. No. 100, [3], [5]
= Luo Cat., 136ff., No. 44, [3], [5]) and 41 in the CEL images (Wang
Cat. Nos. 10, 15, 16, 17). The nine leaves in the ISIAO images as
reported by Kano (2008) overlap with those in the CEL (Wang Cat.
Nos. 10, 16). These folios contain more than fifteen works, most of
which are, unfortunately, incomplete. The remaining folios have yet
to be found. There are also folios yet to be identified among those
that are already available. In the present report we shall provide a
preliminary survey of the Sarada folios and an update on the report
by Kano (2008) in terms of providing further identification.

Manuscript descriptions by Luo Zhao — Palm-leaf images
from the CTRC

The folio images in the CTRC are photographs of manuscripts pre-
served in the Potala Palace. The 46 Sarada palm leaves in question
correspond to the following items listed in Luo Cat. under No. 44 of
Sastras preserved at the Potala (1st class, p. 133ff.):

44, (PTmEs B YT OE R ) &)\ MP LA Eig i g Ty —

B, JL185Mt. ARRAMKLEE “036%57 o piRUIF:

[...]

(=) (&HE™it) (Satralamkara [sic], XN mdo
sde'i rgyan | FrWr. L34t ATEEE, BREEIZ, HHIBER
Bl RARAINEERL, HAE  parijayaparipakadhikaro-
bhavama . DIMHKS3.9EK, BE5.28K, AR
=817, FHAT “BET 5 BRI A E . EEE30
EEHBOC: bal dpe | FIENXES D2 AE R IR S AL
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H1 JE VH /R B E] Y A
[...]
(T R H 28 —Ff, JE13H (g — Y
D, AERE, BREMRZ, MabuEL. D545
K, BESIECK, BRESEBREL-14T, T, TR
T CBE”H M R E. SCENERET R
o) WERE, WA A E R et Rt ks
WAL EOCEAL,  FR OO H A R A
dpyal ston gdung rabs gser gyi ‘phreng ba la |
rim par byon pa’i mkhas grub ded dpon gyis |
rgya gar kha spu can gyi pusta ka |
ngo mtshar rnam mang spungs pa’i lhun po che |
nyid yin bla ma’i drin gyis bdag nyid la |
di dag ji bzhin klog pa’i skal bzang ldan | ...
IX i S REAE B AR, I AL I T S 0. BA
e R, XL DR R A (dpyal) B
e (B, HEMFROEH]S HAR DU R A AE, thREH 5
s 2 B R —4, 5%
On the basis of the corresponding images from the CTRC we can
point out the following: (a) Regarding the chapter title “parijayapa
ripakadhikarobhavama” reported by Luo Zhao above, we can read
the title as satralamkaraparicaye paripakadhikaro navamah; (b) The
cover folio has a four-line note: the first line is written in Rafijana
script in a rough hand, while the second to fourth lines are written
in Tibetan dbu med script, which Luo Zhao has transcribed in part.
The full text might be as follows (partially illegible in the image):

(line 2) dpyal ston gdung rabs gser gyi ‘phreng ba la ||
rim par byon pa’i mkhas grub ded dpon gyis ||

rgya gar kha spu can gyi pusta kam ||

ngo mtshar rnam mang spungs pa’i lhun po che ||

rigs min rigs su bsdus (or brdus) pa’i gyon can la ||
(line 3) rang [srid] 'chol par [’gyur] ba’i [skyon?/ sprin]
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pa dang |
mtshungs pa [brge bskal] dman pa’i tshogs rnams kyi ||
[ya mtshan yo byad] tshogs kun rlung la bskur ||
nga ni cung zad tsam gyi ‘phags + [d]is ||
di dag bho ta gzhan la dmus long mar ||
(line 4) nyid yin (read yi?) bla ma’i drin gyis bdag nyid la ||
di dag ji bzhin klog pa’i skal bzang ldan ||?
These verses identify the former possessor of the manuscript as a
member of the dPyal clan — a probable candidate is dPyal Chos kyi
bzang po (?-1217/29), a translation collaborator of Sakyasribhadra.*

Sang De’s catalogue (No. 100, [3], [5]) merely copies the above-
quoted descriptions of Luo Cat. and provides no further information.

Sankrtyayana’s autograph memos on palm leaves

As far as the 41 Sarada palm leaves in CEL and IsIAO images are
concerned, we find the following memos by a modern hand in some
of the leaf margins:

X1.6. bodhisattvasamvaravimsikatika
[On the title page of the Bodhisattvasamvaravimsikavrtti, fol. 1r]

3 Further research on this passage will be presented in our forthcoming
paper.

4 van der Kuijp (2009: 5, n. 13) briefly mentions the cover page: “Of no
uncertain interest is of course that Ta la’i lo ma’i bstan bcos, 74, no. 100 (5),
lists a palm leaf manuscript of another Dpyal family history titled Dpyal

ston gdung rabs gser gyi ‘phreng ba!” [Ta la’i lo ma’i bstan bcos = Sang De
Cat.]
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X16. sutralamkarapindartha (Sajjana)
[Below the colophon of the Sitralamkarapindartha, fol. 4v]

XI6. sitralamkara
[Below the colophon of chapter 9 of the Sitralamkaraparicaya, fol. 14v]

While looking for the label number “XI.6” in Rahula Sankrtyayana’s
catalogue (1935: 31), we came across the following item:
X1.6, (No. 44): Sutralamkara(vi)bhanga, Sarada, 20% x 215,
Incomplete (Zha lu Ri phug)

[Footnote:] Owner of this book was the Indian pandita

Not only the reference numbers “XI.6” but also the size and the
script correspond to those of our folios. According to Sankrtyayana,
this was found at Zha lu Ri phug, and thus we can confirm that our
folios in the ISTAO/CEL images derive from the Zha lu Ri phug
collection. The title Sitralamkara(vi)bhanga in Sankrtyayana’s
catalogue is probably a mistake arising from a misreading of the
chapter colophon of the Siatralamkaraparicaya, which actually reads
“sutralamkaraparicaye bodhyadhikaro dasamah.”

Sankrtyayana states that this manuscript was in possession of the
in the manuscript that we were unable to find. This “Manikasrijiana”
might also be the Tibetan translator 'Bri gung Lo tsa ba Nor bu dpal
bzang po (1299-1273?, or 1289-1363),° who is often called by the
same name. The latter studied under Bu ston, and had links with the
Zha lu monastery.

3 See Stearns 2010.
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Sankrtyayana’s assistant dGe ’dun chos ’phel (1902-1951) also
lists Sanskrit manuscripts in Zha lu Ri phug, and this bundle, XI.6,
probably corresponds to the item mdo sde rgyan ma tshang ba
(“Satralamkara, incomplete”).6

Whereas the CEL/ISIAO images contain a number of folios with
Sankrtyayana’s memos, those of the CTRC have no memos at all.
This might indicate that folios in the CTRC images were not avail-
able to Sankrtyayana for some reason, e.g., they were preserved in
a place he was unable to get permission to enter, such as the Potala
Palace.

Palm-leaf images from the CEL and ISIAO

The Sarada palm leaves from the CEL/ISIAO images were also
briefly described by Wang Cat. as four items:
10. Bodhisattvasamvaravimsakavriti 3F5EAN —1107E CF
WIEA)  CEHSHAKIEES 1-3 A4 Santiraksita [sic]
B O\HZ O
15. Mahayanasitralamkara KE™41% CHIGREAD 1-18
(%) Maitryanatha [sic] FR#13
16. Mahayanasitralamkarapindartha KIEL L™ 2 X 1-6 5%
17. 7zt (N 2™ Eo, f5E0)
The three Sarada palm leaves in Wang Cat. No. 10 were all pho-
tographed by Tucci. Among these one (fol. 1) belongs to the
Bodhisattvasamvaravimsika while the other two are from different
works. Of the latter, one is from the Satralamkaraparicaya (fol. 2?
= MT 42 11/01-7, 02-8), and the other (MT 42 II/02-9) is described
by Kano (2008) as deriving from “an unknown text on gotra quoting
Abhisamayalamkara 1.39 and Abhidharmasitra.”

Eighteen Sarada palm leaves are recorded in Wang Cat. No.
15 under the title of Mahayanasitralamkara. Now we know that
only seven of these belong to the Sitralamkaraparicaya. Of the oth-
er eleven folios, two belong to the Madhyamakaloka, three to the

¢ dGe ’dun chos ’phel 1939-40: 22.
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Mahayanottaratantraparicaya, one to the Sitralamkaradhikarasam-
gati and another to a text called Namasangitivrtti, while four have
yet to be identified.

The six Saradd palm leaves in Wang Cat. No. 16 were
all photographed by Tucci. Only two of these belong to the
Mahayanasiitralamkarapindartha. Of the other four folios, three
(MT 42 11/01-1, 2, 4, 02-1, 2, 4) are from an unidentified ayurvedic
text (Kano 2008), and one (MT 42 11/01-5, 02-5) is entitled Pratiban-
dhasiddhiparicaya (identified by Kano 2008). Now we have discov-
ered two more folios in the CEL images (Wang Cat. No. 17) which
probably belong to the same ayurvedic text. Furthermore, there are
also Sarada leaves from a certain pramana text. Ascertaining wheth-
er or not they belong to the Pratibandhasiddhiparicaya requires fur-
ther investigation.

Wang Cat. No. 17 contains 61 miscellaneous folios, includ-
ing fourteen Sarada palm leaves of the same size, in which frag-
ments from a Madhyamakaloka commentary, the Sitralamkarapari-
caya, the Mahayanottaratantraparicaya, and the aforementioned
Namasangitivrtti are found. There are also a number of folios
written in other scripts. Among these, three folios of the Miilama-
dhyamakakarika, eleven of Buddhapalita’s commentary, and one
folio of Candrakirti’s Yuktisastikavriti have been identified and
edited by Ye (2007, 2008, 2011, 2013), and two folios from the
Viniscayasamgrahani and one folio of an unknown commentary on
it have also been reported by Ye (2012).
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Date of the manuscripts

Sarada; a local script of Kashmir and its surroundings, is normally
written on birch bark, since palm leaf is scarce in that northern re-
gion for climatic reasons. In this regard, our folios are exceptional,
in that they are written on palm leaves. The folios were likely writ-
ten by a Kashmiri scribe in an area outside Kashmir where palm
leaves were readily available.?

We have not found a scribal colophon that gives the year of
writing. Since the script, size, and format of the folios are more or
less homogeneous, we do not believe there is a large temporal gap
between them, even though they were written by more than one in-
dividual.

The terminus post quem of the leaves is known on the basis of the
date of composition of the youngest datable works contained in the set
—if we assume that they were written at approximately the same pe-

7 The definition of “Sarada script” is sometimes subjective. B. K. Kaul De-
ambi (1982: 244f.) divides the development of this script into three periods:
8-10th, 11-13th and 14-16th centuries. Some scholars refer to the script of
the first period as “Siddhamatrka,” “Gilgit/Bahmiyan type II”’ and “proto-
Sﬁradﬁ,” etc., which has caused considerable confusion (Cf. Sander 2007:
1271t.). Jean Philippe Vogel (1911: 47) divides the Sarada script into two
periods, 9-13th and 13-17th centuries, naming them “(proper) Sarada” and
“Devasesa” respectively. Lore Sander (1968: 166) amends these two terms
to “alter und moderner Typus der Sarada.” The paleographical features of
the script on our leaves indicate that it falls into the second period of De-
ambi’s periodization.

8 As described by Luo Cat., the Tibetan note bal dpe on a folio among our
Sarada set might suggest that Nepal is one of the possible locations where
these folios were written. The note bal dpe is found in CTRC image 100,
47 which is the blank side of folio 20 (the last folio?) of an unidentified text
(Luo Zhao has mistaken the folio number 20 for 30). On the other hand, the
note bal dpe probably added by a later Tibetan hand suggests merely that
the manuscript is from Nepal and does not necessarily specify the place
where it was originally written. Yet another possibility is that our folios
were written in Kashmir on imported palm leaves, as in the case of the an-
cient palm leaves (2nd to 6th centuries) found in the Bamiyan area where
palm trees also do not grow.
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riod: the Sutralamkarapindartha and Sitralamkaradhikarasamgati,
respectively, by Sajjana and his son Mahajana, who were active in
Kashmir around the second half of the 11th century to the first half
of the 12th century and played important roles in transmitting the
tradition of Maitreya’s treatises, especially the Ratnagotravibhaga,
to Tibet.” Given its script, authors and contents, the set of leaves is
highly likely to be connected with this Kashmiri pandita family.

The terminus ante quem is known from the date of the former pos-
sessor of the leaves, who is probably, according to the Tibetan verses
written on the cover folio, dPyal Chos kyi bzang po (?-1217/29). Ac-
cordingly, a tentative dating of the folios can be made to around the
12th to the 13th centuries.

Contents of the manuscripts

As seen above, this set of Sarada leaves contains more than fifteen
works. As a first issue in a series of studies, the present report gives
an overview of nine works in forty-one folios, which account for just
under half of the total number of folios. A number of works already
introduced by Kano (2008) are also included here together with up-
dated remarks.

Title fol(s). Total

1. Sﬁntaraksita’s 1,2 2

Bodhisattvasamvaravimsikavrtti

2. Amrtakara’s (D) 1

Catuhstavasamasartha

3. A Madhyamakaloka commen- 1,2, 3, (4), (5) 5

tary

4. Sutralamkaraparicaya 2?7,(37),(47),5,7,8,9, 12
10,11,12, 14, x

5. Sajjana’s 1,4 2

Sutralamkarapindartha

® For more details, see Kano 2006: 291f.
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6. Mahajana’s (1) (compl.) 1
Sutralamkaradhikarasamgati

7. Mahayanottaratantraparicaya 1, 37,(47), (57), x,y, 6, 11

79,14, z
8. A Namasangitivrtti (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) 5
9. Excerpts from the 2,3 2

AjataSatrukaukrtyavinodand
Normal numeral = CTRC Bold numeral = CEL  Underlined numeral = IsIAO
Numeral in parentheses = Folio number not attested on the folio - x, y; z=Folio number unknown

We will survey each work below using the following sigla:

CTRC (Plate No. ) = Plate numbers labeled below plates in
item No. 100 (each plate contains 5 leaves)

CEL (No. ) = Numbers found in Wang Cat.
ISIAO (MT 42 II) = Sferra Cat., pp. 46, 74.

1. Santaraksita’s Bodhisattvasamvaravimsikavrtti (2 fols.)

The Sarada leaves contain the first two folios of Sﬁntaraksita’s com-
mentary on Candragomin’s Bodhisattvasamvaravimsika. Hitherto
this work has been available only in Tibetan translation, and the
miila text of Candragomin has yet to be found. The two folios con-
tain the commentaries on the first 9 verses (c. 30-40% of the entire
text):

Fol. (1) = CEL (No. 10), IsIAO (MT 42 11/02-7) [Comm. ad

verses 1-2]
Fol. 2 = CTRC (Plate No. 30/31, 1st leaf) [Comm. ad verses
3-9a]

Kano (2008) identified the first folio in the photographic image from
the ISIAO and restored verses 1 and 2 quoted there. Another image
of the same folio (fol. 1) is available in the CEL. With the help of the
CEL image, we can now restore the opening verse of the commenta-
tor Santaraksita, which is illegible in the IsSIAO image:
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ni[ss]esasamvarambhodhiparafgan madhuralsvaran |
na[tva] vivriyate spastam maya samvaravimsika ||'°
Furthermore, the CEL image contains the recfo side of the folio

(cover page) that was unavailable in the IsIAO image, i.e., not pho-
tographed by Tucci. This cover page bears the title of the work:

(line 1) XI.6. bodhisattvasamvaravimsikatika (in modern
Devanagart)

(line 2) bodhisatvasamvaravims$akatikasrisanti(!)raksitakrta |
(in old Bengali script)

(line 3) .. .. tika || (upside down)

“X1.6” in the first line is obviously the catalogue number written by
Sankrtyayana (see above), whereas the script of the second and third
lines is much older.

The second folio contained in the CTRC image has vers-
es 3-9a and their commentary We can now restore all the
Bodhisattvasamvaravimsika verses 1-9a in their original language."

2. Amrtakara’s Catuhstavasamasartha (1 fol.)

Tucci (1956: 233-246) published an edition of the Sanskrit text of
Amrtakara’s Catuhstavasamasartha on the basis of a Sarada palm-

10 Cf. gﬁntaraksita’s Samvaravimsakavrtti, D 4082, fol. 67a6-7: sdom pa ma
lus rgya misho yi || mthar phyin ’jam pa’i gsung mnga’ la || phyag ‘tshal nas
ni sdom pd’i mchog || nyi shu pa ni gsal bar dgrol ||.

1" Among them, verses 4-7 are available in the form of a citation in the
Sanskrit manuscript of the Munimatalamkara (see Li 2012).
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leaf folio from Ngor monastery!* According to Tucci, the work orig-
inally consisted of two folios, and the first folio that includes the
Lokatitastava commentary (i.e. the first of the four stavas) is miss-
ing. This missing first folio turned out to be present in our Sarada
leaves.

Fol. 1 = CTRC (Plate No. 30/31, 5th leaf). [ad Lokatitastava
1-28 and ad the beginning of Niraupamyastava]

Fol. 2 = Only the transcription by Tucci is known.

Although Tucci does not report the size of the palm leaf, the first leaf
of CTRC and Tucci’s second leaf obviously derive from the same set
in terms of the number of lines,” the script, and contextual coher-
ence between the two leaves:

1vll (CTRC): iti prathamasya samdasarthah | (ad
Lokatitastava)

2v1 (Tucci): iti dvitiyasya samasarthah || (ad Niraupamya-
stava)
2v6 (Tucci): iti trtivasya samasarthah || (ad Acintyastava)

2v9 (Tucci): iti caturthasya samasarthah || (ad Paramartha-
stava)

2v9 (Tucci): catuhstavasamasarthah panditamrtakarasyeti || ||

Tucci (1956: 196) states that the folio is from Ngor monas-
tery and included in a set of Sarada palm-leaf folios which

12 See Tucci 1956: 195-196 “The Sanskrit text which is here published
is found in a manuscript in §arada characters probably of the VIII-IX
[sic] century (very similar to those of the Gilgit ms. of the Bhaisajyagu
ruvaidiiryaprabhasasiitra) preserved in the Nor monastery which con-
tains also the Paramitarthasamksepa [...] of Dinnaga and a fragment
of the Catuhstavasamasa of Amrtakara.”; ibid. 235 “In the monastery
of Nor I found in the same fragmentary palm-leaf manuscript contain-
ing the Mahayanavim§ika a work which in the colophon is said to be the
Catuhstavasamasartha.” Sakai (1959) provides a Japanese translation of
the Catuhstavasamasartha.

13 He reports the number of lines (10 lines in recto and 9 lines in verso). The
palm leaf used by Tucci does not seem to be listed in Sferra Cat.
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also contains Nagarjuna’s Mahayanavimsika and Dignaga’s
Prajiiaparamitapindartha. However, Tucci’s description does not
accord with that of Sankrtyayana, because Sankrtyayana relates that
the Sarada palm leaf of the Mahayanavimsika was preserved at Zha
Iu Ri phug!* This prompts the following question: where were the
leaves preserved originally?

Of course, it is possible that the leaves recorded by Tucci belong
not to our set but to a different one!> However, it is more logical
to assume that Tucci’s folios and those we are presently discussing
originally belonged to the same set and were moved from Zha lu
Ri phug to Ngor after Sankrtyayana’s visit to Zha lu Ri phug. (Yet
another possibility is that Tucci’s description confuses Ngor and Zha
lu Ri phug.)

3. A Madhyamakaloka commentary (4 fols.)

These folios are from a hitherto unknown commentary on
Kamalasila’s Madhyamakaloka. Though fragmentary, they pro-
vide us for the first time with part of the Sanskrit original of the
Madhyamakaloka. Neither the title nor the name of the author ap-
pears on the leaves so far available:

Fol. 1 = CEL (No. 17)

Fol. 2 = CEL (No. 17)

Fol. 3 = CTRC (Plate No. 32/33, 2nd leaf)
Fol. (4) = CEL (No. 15)

Fol. (5) = CEL (No. 15)

The text from folio 1rl up to the upper half of folio 4v contains
selected passages extracted from various siitras. The initial and fi-
nal sentences of each siitra quotation parallel siitra passages cited in
Kamalasila’s Madhyamakaloka. 1t is for this reason that we consider
these folios to be part of (or an appendix to?) a Madhyamakaloka

14 Sankrtyayana 1935: 31, No. 40 (Zha lu Ri phug) “Mahayanavimsika,
Nagarjuna, Sarada, 20%5 x 2% inches” (c. 52.5 x 6 cm).

15 See, for instance, Tsukamoto et al. 1989: 151.
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commentary. From folio 4v5 onward, the commentator’s own text
starts, corresponding to the beginning of the uttarapaksa:

om namah yat tavad uktam agamato na tavat sarvadharma-
nai<vsvabhavyam Sakyam kaiscid anabhyupagatatvat <|> ta-
tra yadi namahopurusikaya kescin [sic for kaiscin?] na o
gr<hidta agamo neyata vicaksanair apy agrahyo (")bhyudaya-
ni<h>Sreyasasampatphalatvat svayam tadanusarandsamarthye
va lankavataradau bhagavatda vyakrtaosyaryanagarjunasya
sitktam kin nanugamyate |...]'°

4. Sutralamkaraparicaya (12 fols.)

The title of an “unknown Mahayanasiitralamkara commentary” reported
by Kano (2008) was identified as “Sitralamkaraparicaya” with the aid of
further folios from the same work contained in the CTRC and CEL images:

Fol. 2?7 = IsIAO (MT 42 11/01-7, 02-8) = CEL (No. 10) [MSA
1.8-9, 11-13]

16 Cf. dBu ma snang ba, D Toh. No. 3887, dBu ma, Sa 147b5-148b1; Ichigo
1993: 108. de Ilta bas na 'di la lan gdab (147b6) par bya ste | de la re zhig
lung gi sgo nas ni chos thams cad ngo bo nyid med par sgrub nus pa ma yin
te | de su yang khas mi len pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba la sogs pa smras pa
gang yin pa de la brjod par bydo || [...] (b7) de la kha cig nga rgyal gyis
sam | [...] (148a2) bcom ldan ‘das kyi gsung rab rin po che thog ma dang
tha ma dang bar du dge ba la mi brten du zin kyang ci de tsam gyis mkhas
pa rang dang gzhan la phan pa skyed par byed pa’i thabs thob pa legs par
rtog pa la mkhas pa rnams kyang rten par mi byed dam | [...] (a4) mkhas
pa mngon par mtho ba dang | nges par legs pa’i "bras bu ‘dod pa phun sum
tshogs pa ma lus par bsgrub pa la gzo ba rnams kyis de yongs su spangs
(a5) nas | gsung rab rin po che gcig tu dge ba gang yin pa de la brten par
bya ba kho na'o zhes bya ba’i phyogs yin na ni | [...] (a6) gal te bdag nyid de
la brten mi nus su chug na'ang | "on kyangphags pa Klu sgrub kyi zhal snga
nas | rigs pa’i sgron ma’i tshogs rnam pa du mas 'di gsal rab tu brjod na de'i
stobs kyis kyang ci'i (a7) phyir khas mi len | de nyid kyi phyir slob dpon de
ni bcom ldan ‘das kyis de ston pa’i phyir dang | sa dang po thob pa’i phyir
'phags pa Lang kar gshegs pa la sogs pa las lung bstan to || gal te ‘dis di
log par ston par ’gyur na ni bcom ldan ‘das kyis de ltar lung (bl) ston par
yang mi ‘gyur ro ||
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Fol. (3?) = CEL (No. 15) [MSA IL9-11]

Fol. (47) = CEL (No. 17) [MSA IL.11-12]

Fol. 5 = CTRC (Plate No. 30/31, 2nd leaf) [MSA TIL1-13]
Fol. 7 = CEL (No. 15) [MSA TV5-11]

Fol. 8 = CEL (No. 15) [MSA IV12-26]

Fol. 9 = CEL (No. 15) [MSA 1V26-VL.2]

Fol. 10 = CEL (No. 15) [MSA VIL.3-VIL4]

Fol. 11 = CEL (No. 15) [MSA VIL5-10]

Fol. 12 = CTRC (Plate No. 32/33, 5th leaf) [MSA VIIL1-12]

Fol. 14 = CTRC (Plate No. 34/35, 1st leaf) [MSA VIILI9-
IX.10]

Fol. x = CEL (No. 15) [MSA IX.78, 82-86]
The manuscript might have been a draft made by the author him-
self, given that on many folios there are numerous alterations, era-
sions and insertions, and that the text on some leaves has been only
partially written, then discarded and recomposed on the following
pages. The title of the work is confirmed by the chapter colophons:
AMNW8: sutralamkaraparicaye Saranagamanadhikaraparicayas [tr[tyah || ||
Or2: sitralankaraparicaye cittotpada(r3)dhikarah paiicamah || ° ||
Ov6 : siatralamkaraparicaye pratipattyadhikaras sasthah || ||
10vS5: satralankaraparicaye tattvadhikaras saptamah || ° ||
11v10: satralamkaraparicaye prabhavadhikaro (°)stamah || ||
1419: satralamkaraparicaye paripakadhikaro navamah || ° ||
xv4: sitrala(m)karaparicac(ye) bodhyadhikaro dasamah || ||

It is notable that the numbers of chapters are different from those
in the editio princeps of the Mahayanasiitralamkara edited by Syl-
vain Lévi (1907) that is based on copies of a Nepalese manuscript
(NGMPP Reel No. A114/1) written in Nepal in Samvat 798 (A.D.
1677 or 1678). The author of the Sitralamkaraparicaya has evident-
ly divided chapter one (as in Lévi’s edition) into two: 1.1-6 and 1.7-
20. This division is, however, traceable to the uddana verse of MSA
X.lab (adih siddhih Saranam gotram citte tathaiva cotpadah), the
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Chinese translation (T. No. 1604), the Tibetan translation (D Toh.
No. 4020), and the commentary attributed to Sthiramati (D Toh. No.
3034).7

The style of the Sutralamkaraparicaya is similar to that of the
Mahayanottaratantraparicaya in that it quotes verses of the miila
text in full. Thanks to this stylistic idiosyncracy, more than one hun-
dred verses have been preserved in our leaves, and it is possible to
suggest emendations to a number of verses in former editions and
recover the verses that were missing in the manuscripts Lévi used.
For instance, Lévi’s edition has a lengthy lacuna in MSA Chapter 2
Saranagamanadhikara (= Chapter 3 in the Paricaya), in which only
verses 1-3 and 12 were preserved, with verses 4-11 missing. Now
we can recover verses 9-11 from the Paricaya:

MSA 11.9 (fol. [3?]r6)
mahapunyaskandham tribhuvanagurutvam bhavasukham

mahdaduhkhaskandhaprasamam api buddhyuttamasukham |
mahadharmaskandham pravaradhruvakayam Subhacayam

nivrttim vasaya bhavaosamavimoksam ca labhate ||
(Sikharin metre)

MSA 11.10 (fol. [37]r8-9)

Subhaudaryad dhiman abhibhavati sa sravakaganam
maharthatvanantyat satatasamitam caksayataya |

Subham laukyalaukyan tad api paripakapraka(r9)ranam
vibhutvenavaptan tad upadhisame caksayam api ||

(Sikharini metre)

MSA 1111 (fol. [3?]v], [4?]r1)

tadbhavaprarthanato (’)bhyupagamanam idan tanmatam ca krpatas
sarvakarajiiatato hitasukhakaranam duskaresv apy akhedah |

niryane sarvayanaip pratisaranagunenanvitatvam ca nityam

samketad dharmatatas Saranagamanata dhimatam uttamasau ||
(Sragdhara metre)

17" See Nonin et al. 2009: 24-27.
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5. Sajjana’s Sitralamkarapindartha (2 fols.)

Two folios from Sajjana’s Satralamkarapindartha were known to be
included in the images held in the ISIAO (Kano 2008), and the same
two folios are found in the CEL image.

Fol. 1 = IsIAO (MT 42 I1/01-3, 02-3) = CEL (No. 16)
Fol. 4 = IsIAO (MT 42 I1/01-6, 02-6) = CEL (No. 16)

The title of this verse text, an “essential meaning” (pindartha)
of the Mahayanasitralamkara, is known from the colophon:
sutralankarapindarthah || krtis srimatsajjanapadanam ||}* Sajjana
was active in Kashmir and helped rNgog Blo ldan shes rab (ca.
1059-1109) to translate the Ratnagotravibhdga into Tibetan at some
point between 1076 and 1092, which gives us a rough date for him.
Sajjana’s other extant works are the Mahayanottaratantrasastropade
sa, also photographed by Tucci, and the Putralekha, which is avail-
able only in Tibetan translation.”

In the two opening verses, Sajjana, as in the Sitralamkaraparicaya,
divides Chapter 1 of Lévi’s edition into two: *adyadhikara (1.1-6)
and *siddhyadhikara (1.7-20):

adis siddhis saranam gotram sabodhaye® cittam

prasthanam tattvarthah prabhavapakau tatha bodhih ||
(Upagiti metre)

dharmadhimuktiparyestidesanapratipattayah

yathavad avavadas ca sopayam karma ca tridha ||
(Anustubh metre)

8 This Satralamkarapindartha should be distinguished from Jfianasri’s
Sitralamkarapindartha, another namesake.

Y For the life of Sajjana and bibliographical information on the
Mahayanottaratantrasastropadesa and the Putralekha, see Kano 2006.
Kano is currently preparing a critical edition and annotated English trans-
lation of the Mahayanottaratantrasastropadesa.

20 Read sambodhaye?
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6. Mahajana’s Sutralamkaradhikarasamgati (1 fol.)

This very short work contained in only one folio is a hitherto unknown

text providing a concise summary of chapters of the Siatralamkara.
Fol. (1) (compl.) = CEL (No. 15)

The colophon runs (1v7): satralamkaradhikarasamgatis samapt[aj
krtih panditasrimahajanasy[e]ti || ||. The Putralekha (Sajjana’s let-
ter addressed to his son Mahajana) documents Mahajana as a son of
Sajjana and as the author of the Prajiiaparamitahrdayarthaparijiiana
(D Toh. No. 3822). He also worked as a translator in Tibet, probably
in the mNga’ ris region.

7. Mahayanottaratantraparicaya (11 fols.)
In our set of palm leaves we found eleven folios from a manuscript of a
hitherto unknown commentary on verses of the Ratnagotravibhdaga.*
Fol. 1 = CTRC (Plate No. 34/35, 3rd leaf) [RGV 1.1-2]
Fol. 3?7 = CEL (No. 17) [RGV 1.3-?]
Fol. (47) = CTRC (Plate No. 28/29, 5th leaf) [RGV 1.4]
Fol. (57) = CTRC (Plate No. 34/35, 2nd leaf) [RGV 1.5-97]
Fol. x = CEL (No. 15) [RGV 1.10?-1.12]
Fol. y = CTRC (Plate No. 32/33, 1st leaf) [RGV 1.12-197]
Fol. 6 = CTRC (Plate No. 30/31, 4th leaf) [RGV 1.23-287]
Fol. 7= CTRC (Plate No. 30/31, 3rd leaf) [RGV 1.28-29]
Fol. 9 = CEL (No. 15) [RGV 1.37?-47]
Fol. 14 = CEL (No. 17) [RGV 1.79-97]
Fol. z = CEL (No. 15) [RGV 1.134?-152]

Since the colophon is missing, the title of the work is unknown, but
we can assume it to be Mahayanottaratantraparicaya, as indicat-
ed by the abbreviation “mahd pari” that appears on the left-hand

2l Qur identification of these folios and their contents is tentative. More
time is needed for precise identification due to the inferior photographic
quality of the images.
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margins of the leaves. This assumption is also supported through
analogy with similar titles, such as Sitralamkaraparicaya and Pra-
tibandhasiddhiparicaya, included in the same set. The name of the
author of this commentary has yet to be discovered.

8. A Namasangitivrtti (5 fols.)

Five folios are from a manuscript of a commentary on the
Namasangiti.?
Fol. (2) = CEL (No. 17-3, 010A/B) [ad Namasangiti vv. 4-25]
= D, 2535, fol. 3a3-5b47?.
Fol. (3) = CEL (No. 17-3,005A/B) [ad Namasangiti vv. 26-38]
= D, fol. 5b4-8b4.
Fol. (4) = CEL (No. 17-3, 004A/B) [ad Namasangiti vv. 39-
53] = D, fol. 8b4-11bl.
Fol. (5§) = CEL (No. 17-3,009A/B) [ad Namasangiti vv. 54-70]
=~ D, fol. 11b1-14a2
Fol. (6) = CEL (No. 15, 008 A/B) [r: ad Namasangiti vv. 70-74;
v: ad Namasangiti vv. 86-94] 14a2-7 (vv. 86-94 do not corre-
spond well with D 2535.)

This commentary is very close to the Namasangitivrtti (D Toh. No.
2535) by Zla ba bzang po grags pa’i dpal.?®> The Namasangitivriti

22 We have merely checked the beginning and end of each folio, comparing
them with Tib. D Toh 2535. The location table presented here needs further
research to establish the details.

2 Cf. the colophon of D Toh. No. 2535 (fol. 27a4: slob dpon chen po zla ba
bzang po grags pa’i dpal gyis mdzad pa rdzogs so || ||). The same colophon
refers to his transmission lineage. See ibid. fol. 27a3-4: jam dpal sangs
rgyas ye shes dang || padma yan lag med pa dang || sgeg pa bzhad pa’i rdo
rje dang || gsung gi myu gu mgrin gsum dang || aindra po dhi legs gsungs
dang || chos skyong dang ni dpal sbas dang || ye shes bshes gnyen ye shes
grags || tri bi dra ma chos dbang po || skal ldan dbang phyug zla bzang
dpal || 'di skad brgyud pa’i rim pa las || bdag gis ’grel pa 'di brtsams pas ||
“jam dpal go 'phang thob par shog |
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was translated by Mahajana and "Phags pa shes rab,?* and Mahajana
is the author of the Sitralamkaradhikarasamgati that is contained in
our set.

9. Excerpts from the Ajarasatrukaukrtyavinodana (2 fols.)

Regarding an early Mahayana sutra, the Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodand,
we know of three extant Chinese translations: the first by Lokaksema
(GZ#:im3#;: T. No. 626) made in the late second century, the second
by Dharmaraksa (*£7%#: T. No. 627) from the late third century,
and a third by Fatian (7%K: T. No. 628) from the tenth century;>
there is also a Tibetan translation (D Toh No. 216) from the ninth
century. This sttra has been frequently quoted and referred to by
Indian authors, whose works are, however, only available in transla-
tion (Miyazaki 2012: 15-25). Recently, Sanskrit fragments of this
sutra (comprising 14 items) in North-Western Gupta script stem-
ming from Afghanistan and dating to before the fifth century CE
have been found in the Schgyen Collection.’® Now two of our
Sarada leaves have turned out to contain long passages from the
AjatasSatrukaukrtyavinodana:

Fol. 2 = CTRC (Plate no. 28/29, 3rd leaf) [~ T. vol. 15, 394a23-398a26]
Fol. 3=CTRC (Plate no. 28/29 4th leaf) [~ T. vol. 15,398a26-403a23]*’

Although our text is a kind of selection of excerpts or summary of
the sutra, it fills a number of gaps in the Sanskrit text available from
the fragments in the Schgyen Collection.

2 D Toh. No. 2535, fol. 27a5: rgya gar gyi mkhan po pandita chen po Srt
mahadzana dang | sgra bsgyur gyi lo tsa ba chen po dge slong ’phags pa
shes rab kyis bsgyur cing gtan la phab pd’o ||

% Harrison & Hartmann 2000, Miyazaki 2012: 50.

26 Harrison & Hartmann 1998, 2000, 2002, Miyazaki 2012: 34-35.

¥ This corresponds to Chap. III-XIa according to the chapter division by
Miyazaki (2012: 34-35).
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Conclusion

In the present report we have given a rough survey of an impor-
tant set of Sarada leaves. The leaves were most probably written
by scribes belonging to the circle of a Kashmiri pandita family that
included Sajjana and Mahajana. These materials are significant not
only because they provide us with an idea of the circulation of scrip-
tures in Kashmir around the 12th century, but also because they con-
tain hitherto unavailable Sanskrit originals of rare works, albeit in
a mostly fragmentary state. We are preparing diplomatic transcrip-
tions and critical editions of each work, and trying to identify the as
yet unidentified works in the set (see Post Script).

Symbols Used in the Transliteration

O) restored aksara(s)

[] aksara(s) whose reading(s) is(are) uncertain

<> omitted (part of) aksara(s) without gap in the manu-
script

+ one lost aksara

one illegible aksara
illegible part of an aksara

—
-
~—

avagraha (not used in the original ms.)
o string hole
h upadhmaniya
h Jihvamiilitya
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Abbreviations

CEL
CTRC

IsIAO
Luo Cat.

Sang De Cat.

MSA
NGMPP
RGV

Sferra Cat.

China Ethnic Library H [F % K 43 1H

China Tibetology Research Center H [ jil 2£ 1 57
H0

Istituto Italiano per '’Africa e I'Oriente, Roma
Luo Zhao #MH. Anikhis prk NIt& H [A
Catalogue of the Manuscripts Preserved at the Po-
tala Palace] (Unpublished manuscript). 1985.
Sang De SRff. H [Ejk 220 50 HH USRI RE SC L
M2 (4EfKkE) H [Catalogue of the San-
skrit Manuscripts (Microfilms) Preserved at the
China Tibetology Research Center]. 1987.

Lévi 1907
Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project

E.H, Johnston. Ratnagotravibhaga-Mahdayanot-
taratantrasastra. Patna: The Bihar Research So-
ciety, 1950; Zuiryu Nakamura il The
Ratnagotravibhaga-Mahayanottaratantra-Sastra
Compared with Sanskrit and Chinese with Intro-
duction and Notes FEIRXTHRITTE — R MR
7%. Tokyo: Sankibo.

Francesco Sferra, “Sanskrit texts from Giuseppe
Tucci’s collection.” In: Francesco Sferra (ed.),
Manuscripta Buddhica, Vol. I: Sanskrit Texts from
Giuseppe Tucci’s Collection, Part I. Roma: ISIAO,
2008, pp. 15-78.

Taisho Shinsht Daizokyo K I HH{E KpEAs. Ed.
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Tokyo 1924-1934.
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