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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

The present chapter consists of a critical edition of the Tibetan translation of
the Nandimitravadana on the basis of the eight versions that are available to
me. In compiling this edition my aim is, first and foremost, to lay a solid
foundation for historical inferences with regard to the idea of the Arhat cult
and its development. The vast majority of previous studies to date, as
mentioned above, have relied upon the Chinese translation by Xuanzang,
best known through the classic French translation by Lévi and Chavannes.'
But the Chinese version is by no means ‘the’ Nandimitravadana, since it
differs significantly from its Tibetan counterpart, as even a quick skim
through the annotated translation below may suffice to demonstrate. In
order to do full justice to the historicity and complexity of the tradition,
within which such a text as the Nandimitravadana is transmitted, a reliable
edition of the Tibetan translation is indispensable, insofar as it provides us
with the only complete version, apart from the Chinese, available so far. This
will therefore provide a point of reference with which the Chinese text
should be meticulously compared if any serious argument concerning ‘the’
Nandimitravadana can be attempted at all.

On the other hand, I also hope that the present work would shed some new
light on the genealogical relationships between the various utilized versions
— some of which did not see daylight until quite recently — and on the sound
methods for editing texts from the Tibetan Buddhist canon. For long in the
history of modern Buddhist Studies, scholars working with canonical texts in
Tibetan contented themselves with utilizing whichever versions they could
find, sometimes only one, but usually collating two or three, if possible. This
was also the case with the only modern attempt at editing the Tibetan
Nandimitravadana, that of Hakamaya Noriaki,” who has only utilized the
Derge and Peking Tanjurs, two versions which have modern reprints and thus
are the most accessible. In this case, the choice of edition is inevitably
arbitrary, and both the reconstruction of the Tibetan text and the resolution
of individual textual problems can hardly be conducted in a historically
justified and philologically informed manner. Since the late 1970s, pioneering
scholars, such as Helmut Eimer and Paul Harrison (to name but two), have
started unraveling the complex history of the Kanjurs, making use of further
editions that had come to light at a relatively recent date. Thanks to their
meritorious endeavor, the state of our knowledge has significantly improved,?

1. See Lévi/Chavannes 1916.
2. See Hakamaya 2007.

3. For a concise introduction to the main results achieved by about more than one decade
of scholarly endeavors, which represented the state of the art in the mid-1990s, see
Harrison 1996: 70—94.
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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

and the aforementioned heuristic approach so often adopted by scholars of
the old days, who were wont to work with the Derge and/or Peking alone, can
no longer be maintained. This new picture is now further complicated by
some manuscript (proto-)Kanjurs* discovered in Western Tibet (including
Ladakh and Northwest Nepal),> which still await scientific assessment.
Hence more research is needed to reappraise the results arrived at by
previous studies on the one hand, and to incorporate the new data into the
overall paradigm established by received hypotheses on the other, and the
present work is nothing but one contribution towards that end.

To begin, it may not be out of place to briefly clarify in which sense the
present edition is ‘critical’. This clarification necessarily starts with general
considerations of some methodological issues which ‘critical editing’ as a
modern scholarly activity may raise, especially in the case of Tibetan
Buddhist texts such as the present one.

General Considerations

The present edition is ‘critical’ in the sense that it follows, to a certain extent,
what has been termed “Lachmann’s method”,’ i.e., a systematic procedure
developed by European textual critics from various traditions of the
humanities during the 19th century (if not earlier), for the purpose of editing
texts on the basis of multiple copies or witnesses in a rational and
standardized manner. This method works on the assumption that every act of
copying is likely to introduce new errors, so genealogical analyses of those
errors constitute part and parcel of this mechanical procedure, which sets out
to unravel the filiation of the copies — that is to say, to determine which of
them are copied from which others — and to reconstruct the archetype
underlying all the extant copies as far as possible. This stemmatic approach,

4. Such an expression as ‘proto-Kanjur’ only makes sense retrospectively. Any appeal to
the concept of ‘proto-canon’ is inherently teleological and historically not quite helpful;
see Silk 2015: 14. Therefore, a caveat must be added that no such teleological meaning is
intended within the scope of the present study. That is to say, the designation
‘proto-Kanjur’ simply means that the collections in question are chronologically prior to
those called ‘Kanjur’ and lack a systematic classification which is characteristic of the
latter; but it should by no means imply that those ancient collections were subject to an
inevitable process leading to the emergence of the latter.

5. For an up-to-date introductory survey of these (proto-)canonical collections, see
Tauscher 2015a: 365-392.

6. This designation, which explicitly associates the method with the German philologist
Karl Lachmann (1793-1851), is to a certain extent a misnomer, for, as Sebastiano
Timpanaro demonstrated, it was neither first invented nor consistently applied by
Lachmann. For an incisive summary of the main findings, see the 7th chapter of La genesi
“What really belongs to Lachmann” (Timpanaro 2005: 15-118).
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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

summarized by Paul Maas with algorithmic rigor,” was not uncontested
since the end of the 19th century, especially in the circle of Romance
philologists, among whom the French scholar Joseph Bédier stood out as the
most outspoken dissenter.® Their criticism is partly justifiable,” though
sometimes also giving rise to an ideologically oriented caricature of
Lachmannian philology as a bourgeois pursuit or Romantic illusion.” As a
substitute for the Lachmannian approach, Bédier’s proposal for editing on
the basis of a single manuscript is not necessarily the ‘lesser evil’, as pointed
out by some scholars from the vantage point of their own practice of
scholarly editing.” Nevertheless, it remains a heuristic approach
instrumental in dealing with, for instance, the extreme cases, in which the
attempt at recensio is doomed to failure or every version or group of versions
represents an independent redaction (sometimes even an autonomous work).
Fortunately, this is not the case with the Tibetan text edited below. The eight
versions of the Tibetan Nandimitravadana, despite the considerable number
of variants, represent by and large various witnesses of the same text. In a
certain number of these cases of textual variation, it is possible, as
demonstrated below, to pinpoint one of the variants as more likely to be the
original reading than others. The latter variants, relegated to the critical
apparatus, can thus be regarded as hypothetical candidates for significant
errors, on which stemmatic analyses are based. Before delving further into
the philological details, some methodological remarks are in order. They
center around three potential problems, which may arise from the particular
practice of editing Tibetan translations of Buddhist texts.

A first problem: Lachmann’s method presupposes, in each case, the existence

7. See Maas 1927.
8. See Bédier 1928.

9. See Timpanaro 2005: 145-187, 207—215 (especially on the problem of the preponderance
of bipartite stemmas). For a refutation and/or correction of some of Timpanaro’s theses,
see Reeve 1986: 57—69

10. See, for example, the amusing, but simplistic remark by B. Cerquiliani, a committed
Bédierian: “Philology is a bourgeois, paternalist and hygienist system of thought about the
family; it cherishes filiation, tracks down adulterers, and is afraid of contamination. It is
thought based on what is wrong (the variant being a form of deviant behavior), and it is
the basis for a positive methodology.” (Cerquiliani 1999: 49) The jejuneness of Cerquiliani’s
metaphor has already been pointed out and criticized by Michael Witzel (see Witzel 2014:
18), so there is no necessity to present a formal refutation here.

11. For further references, see Timpanaro 2005: 80, n. 23, whose own take on this matter is
even more straightforward: “And setting aside, as always, the case in which each
manuscript represents an independent ‘redaction,” it should be noted that it is not at all
true that the ‘lesser evil’ is to follow a single manuscript when no stemma can be
reconstructed. In these cases the lesser evil is to choose the variants according to internal
criteria, without abandoning the attempt to provide a complete evaluation of the greater
or lesser tendency of each manuscript’s copyist to reproduce the model faithfully even
where it is corrupt or on the other hand to ‘patch it up’, to ‘prettify’, to falsify.” (Timpanaro

2005:159, 1. 3)
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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

of a unique archetype, from which all the extant copies of the text are derived.
And one of the objectives of textual criticism is to go near to, if not to
reconstruct, the archetype. However, this is hardly possible in the case of
anonymous Buddhist canonical texts in Sanskrit, as Oskar von Hiniiber has
pointed out.” To tackle this problem, von Hiniiber has proposed the idea of
‘historical apparatus’ instead of ‘critical apparatus’; in contrast to the latter
which rationalizes the editor’s choice among the variant readings, the former,
just like archaeological survey, demonstrates the different stages and layers of
the development of the text, and thus presents, to quote from von Hiniiber, “a
veritable thesaurus of the tradition.”® Gregory Schopen has observed the
absence or an Urtext in the Gilgit manuscripts of the Bhaisajyagurusitra,
which seems to have been transmitted in multiple versions similar in content
but different in wording and thus irreducible to a single archetype. Schopen
argues that the variants attested in the manuscripts that cannot be reconciled
should not be conceived as ‘variants’ sensu stricto, for there is no archetype
(or Urtext) from which they might deviate.* Examples of more or less the
same observation can easily be multiplied, and this brief literature survey is
by no means exhaustive. What is at issue here is the implications that the
absence of an archetype in the case of Indian Buddhist texts may have for
editing their Tibetan translations: Is the situation of the translations similar
to that of their Indian Vorlagen? If not, how does the reconstruction of their
archetype help us understand the open-headed textual tradition?

Most of the Tibetan translations, especially those produced in the second
diffusion period (phyi dar) are not anonymous renditions. The colophons at
the end of texts preserved in every version of the Kanjur and Tanjur, and the
catalogues compiled by local savants such as Bu ston Rin chen grub, provide
traditional attributions, by dint of which we are informed about who
translated them. These attributions are not always reliable, but if we assess
these data cautiously, we may well emerge with a historically informed
attribution of a certain translation to a certain translator (or group of
translators). In the present case, the translators, as demonstrated in detail
below, should have been active during the 11th century, in other words, about
300 years before some monks at Narthang monastery made the first attempt
at collecting the Buddhist texts translated into Tibetan by then and
organizing them into a coherent and systematic ‘canon’.® Those 14th-century
trailblazers, whose work not only set a conceptual precedent for all the later
Kanjurs, but might also have shaped a considerable number of versions
which have come down to us, were chronologically not quite removed from
the translators. On the other hand, some of the texts translated during the

12. See von Hiniiber 1980: 28—40.
13. See von Hiniiber 1980: 40.
14. See Schopen 2009: 189—219.

15. For the details of this project giving rise to the so-called Old Narthang manuscript
Kanjur, see below p. 102 in the present section.
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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

second diffusion period, unlike the present one, are also preserved in some
pre-14th-century collections, such as Gondhla and Tabo. In that case, the gap
in time between the translator(s) and the earliest accessible version(s) of the
translation is even smaller, so the latter could be 100—200 years later than, or,
in favorable conditions, contemporaneous with the former. Given the
relatively short time scale on which textual development and decimation
might have taken place, it is not unrealistic, in such particular cases, to speak
of a unique archetype produced by the translator(s).

In addition, the very idea of ‘historical apparatus’ called for by von Hiniiber is
based on the historicity of every rivulet of the textual tradition. In the case of
several Sanskrit manuscripts of a single text, e.g. those of the
Bhaisajyagurusiitra from Gilgit,® it is a bit more straightforward, since all we
need to do is to faithfully record the readings that the various manuscripts
actually attest, as Schopen did in his exemplary work.” To be sure, this is not
as easy as it may seem; but the situation gets more complicated, suppose one
of the manuscripts is lost and only retrievable from an 11th-century Tibetan
translation, which, in its turn, has come down to us in a number of editions
whose dates range from the 15th to the 19th century. In that case, we cannot
randomly pick one out of the editions and claim that this is the text that once
circulated in India; nor should we indiscriminately treat the various editions
as equivalent in historical terms. Wherever their readings vary from one
another, a historically minded editor is bound to judge which of the variants
is likely to go back to the 11th century, and which is an innovation in the 15th
century or even later. In that case, ‘stratification’ amounts to ‘criticism’ (viz.
distinguishing variants originating in different historical strata from one
another), and ‘historical apparatus’ on the Indian side entails ‘critical
apparatus’ on the Tibetan. Admittedly, even the original Tibetan translation
may differ from its lost Sanskrit Vorlage to some extent. Nonetheless, a
critical reconstruction of the archetype provides a unique lens through which
to appreciate how the 11th-century translator(s) might have understood the
text, and thus constitutes an invaluable chapter of the “thesaurus of the
tradition” that von Hiniiber has probably had in mind.

The characterization of the archetype as ‘unique’ may raise a few eyebrows.
Jonathan Silk draws attention to the possibility of contamination at the very
beginning of the translation process, whereby the translator(s) procured
multiple Indic versions at different points and thus produced multiple
Tibetan versions by repeatedly comparing and revising earlier versions of the
translation against one or more newly found Indic versions.”® As a result,
multiple Tibetan versions resulting from different stages of a work in progress
came into being and circulated within Tibet. Thus, Silk considers it only

16. To these we now add two copies from the Scheayen Collection, possibly from Bamiyan.
17. See Schopen 1978.
18. See Silk 1994: 13.
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INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

“possible to establish several hyparchetypes, but no single archetype.” This
may be true, but does not invalidate Lachmannian’s method as a heuristic
device. First of all, contamination as such can only be detected when the
witnesses are collated and the attempt at recensio is not successful. Hence, to
repudiate the stemmatic model on the basis of contamination is to bite the
hand that feeds. Secondly, whenever the translator(s) made changes to
earlier versions of the translation, it was probably not without rhyme or
reason; since for all bona fide members of the faith community, including the
translator(s) and the intended audience of the translation, this was a
scripture conveying the sacred message of the Buddha, which was, at least
ideally, not supposed to be arbitrarily altered, and in which choices must be
made between semantically different possibilities. Therefore, the lion’s share
of the changes are likely to be endowed with a theoretical or theological
reason.”” For historians of religions or ideas, there is no reason to privilege
one possibility over another;” but we should not turn a blind eye to the
reasons that urged the translator(s) to choose among the possibilities, insofar
as they tell us a great deal about what was actually believed as ‘the Buddha’s
word’ by the faith community at that time and thus constitute a unique part
of the “thesaurus of the tradition”. In order to historically come to terms with
those reasons, both theoretical and theological, the first step is to pinpoint
the direction of alteration, to wit, which of the possibilities was changed to
which other(s) in every specific case. This can only be achieved by a
hypothetical reconstruction of the oldest form of the translation, which is, as
it were, counteracting the revision of the translator(s). That being said, it does
not follow that privilege, in any sense, is given to the oldest form.

A second problem: The modus operandi of a Lachmannian editor consists in
the critical assessment of errors. In the field of Kanjur textual criticism,
scholars have so far worked with a binary classification, which distinguishes
recensional errors from transmissional ones. According to the authoritative
definition given by Paul Harrison, ‘recensional’ errors “reveal either extensive
and deliberate editorial changes to the text, or the adoption of a different text
altogether, rather than errors resulting from scribal lapses or casual attempts
to improve or modernize the text”, which he labels as ‘transmissional’.”* This
classification is a bit problematic.

Textual critics in other fields have drawn on another binary system, which
distinguishes indicative errors of the conjunctive type (errores conjunctivi)
from those of the separative type (errores separativi). Speaking from a

19. See Silk 1994: 14.

20. For the difference between the traditional translation from a faith perspective and the
modern academic one, see Silk 2016: 291-295, 298f.

21. For the rationale for such a democratic or egalitarian attitude towards various
witnesses of a single text, coupled with a trenchant critique of an eclectic approach to
Buddhist literature as ‘textual eugenics’, see Silk 2015: 205—226.

22. See Harrison 1992a: xxv.
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stemmatic point of view, transmissional errors can only be dismissed as
insignificant when they happen to be of the conjunctive type, or in other
words, shared by more than two witnesses. This is because these errors,
compared to recensional ones, are more likely to be polygenetic or, in other
words, to be committed independently by several copyists; and thus bring
with them the risk of misconceiving polygenetic errors as indicative of a
common hyparchetype. However, as errors of the separative type, they are
significant for genealogical analyses, insofar as they demonstrate that the
copies containing them are not codices descripti but form an independent
sub-branch. The Sanskrit title of the present text may serve as an example:

arya nan di mi tra a ba danana ma /

arya| arya Do.

nan di mi tra a ba da na] nan da mi tra a ba dha ra nam LSZ, na dha ra nam BaDo; na
mi dmi tra ba na Q, na mi dmi tra bana N.

na maj na ma Do.

The alternation between long @ and short a (e.g. arya for arya [Do], na for na
[N]), in contrast to substitutions on the lexical level (e.g. dha ra nam [LSZ] or
dha ra nam [BaDo] for da na), is, according to Harrison, transmissional rather
than recensional in nature. It is insignificant as an error of the conjunctive
type (if shared by more than two witnesses), but significant as an error of the
separative type. For example, the fact that na occurs only in N but not in Q,
whose Sanskrit title is otherwise identical to that of N, is testimony to N’s
deviation from the hyparchetype common to NQ. The same holds for Do,
which shares with Ba the apparently erroneous title na dha ra nam but differs
from the latter in arya and na ma.

On the other hand, transmissional errors are not necessarily noise. there are
some cases in which a transmissional error, though not shared by any other
witness, may give clues about its origin when, for instance, it is triggered by
some codicological features peculiar to a specific source text, which, however,
does not contain this error. A classic example of this phenomenon has been
given by Helmut Eimer: In a passage from the Tibetan translation of the
Jnanakasutrabuddhavadana, the Cone version testifies to an isolated error
(i.e., gsol lo for gsol), which, according to Harrison, is transmissional. But on
closer scrutiny, it turns out that the source of this error is found in the "Jang
Sa tham version, where — and only where — we find the -la of gsol is written
right below a subscript ya, which was misread by the copyist of Cone as -lo;
and the erroneous reading was, in its turn, hypercorrected to gsol lo.”® In that
case, the transmissional error, isolated and casual as it may seem, should be
regarded as indicative error of the conjunctive type, insofar as it bears
significant witness to the genealogical connection between two witnesses.

Therefore, within the scope of the present study, I do not adopt the binary
system ‘recensional/transmissional’ at all, nor do I split the apparatus in

23. See Eimer 1989: 48f.
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Figure 4 Detail of a folio of the 'Jang Sa tham version of the Jiianakasatrabuddha-
avadana (mdo sde, am, fol. 311/312a), with gsol resembling gsolo indicated.
Adapted from Eimer 1989: 49.
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twain for the sake of this not quite useful dichotomy.

Finally, a last problem: A critical edition, to be sure, aims at the
reconstruction of a unique archetype. But the reconstruction, to my mind,
should not be understood as a reproductive process resulting in a
photographic copy of the original to the letter. This is neither feasible nor
necessary. Many textual critics from other fields have already emphasized the
communicative nature of textual criticism, which has the mission of
conveying some messages from the past to a contemporary audience.” So
the reconstruction is necessarily an approximation or, as described by Paolo
Trovato, an act of transcoding, which consists in “an attempt to translate a
text from a remote sign system to another that is more comprehensible for
current readers, and, at the same time, free that text from as many defects in
transmission as possible.”*

To the present study which attempts a critical edition of a Tibetan text
translated in the early 11th century, the same principles apply: On the one
hand, the main objective of the project is to produce a text which should tell
us, as faithfully as possible, how the Tibetan translators might have
understood the Indic Vorlage accessible to them. On the other, the outcome
of the project is also supposed to be a modern edition readable to its target
audience — be it a Tibetologist interested in the Arhat cult or a student of
Classical Tibetan. Therefore, the present work should not be regarded as
equivalent to a reproduction of the earliest form of the text. For instance,
orthographic features such as ya btags, da drag and reversed gi gu, which are
not infrequently found in old Tibetan manuscripts and may well be present
in the nth-century archetype of the present text,” are not printed in the
main body of my edition, insofar as they may confuse readers of Classical
Tibetan. This is not, it should be emphasized, a repudiation of the historical
significance of those features, which deserve a systematic study in their own
right. Scholars interested in orthography and historical grammar are referred
to the lower division of the apparatus beneath the double line, where the
occurrence of such features in the collated manuscripts is recorded. If several
readings have more or less the same meaning, the more standardized spelling
or grammatical form is printed in the main body of my edition. More often
than not, this policy implies that I follow the reading of the Derge edition,
whose grammar and style have been carefully checked and standardized by
some learned redactors in the first half of the 18th century.”” To put it
another way, textual criticism by way of the recensio and constitutio is in

24. Similar opinions have been articulated by quite some scholars of textual criticism, for
more details see the quotations in Trovato 2014: 165f.

25. Trovato 2014: 166.

26. For the codicological and orthographic features pertaining to Tibetan manuscripts
dating from the time period in which the present text was translated (i.e. Type I, before
950-1190/1250 AD), see Scherrer-Schaub/Bonani 2008: 326—329.

27. See Eimer 1983: 93ff., 1988: 39; and Harrison 1992b: 79.
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business only when a case of variation leads to different understandings of
the text, which are to be compared against one another and assessed by all
possible means. In doing so, I intend to render the translators’ understanding
in a form readable to contemporary readers literate in Classical Tibetan.

Versions of the Text Consulted

In principle, I make use of all the versions that are available to me. The text is
also preserved in a number of Bhutan Kanjurs, being currently digitized by
the Endangered Archives Programme (British Library), such as Chizhi,
Dongkarla, Gangteng, and Neyphug.*® Unfortunately, I have no access to
these Kanjurs. Once any of these becomes available to me, their data will be
incorporated into the present edition. It is also regrettable that the text is not
found in the Phug brag collections, whose stemmatic relation is not yet clear.
For the time being, the eight versions used for the purpose of establishing a
critical edition of the Tibetan translation of the Nandimitravadana can be
provisionally divided into three groups, according to the studies of Helmut
Eimer, Paul Harrison, Peter Skilling, and others:

(1) Versions descended from the Tshal pa Kanjur
(2) Versions descended from the Them spangs ma Kanjur
(3) Versions descended from the Early Mustang Kanjur

Before delving into the background information about the individual
versions of the three groups, some brief introductory remarks on the history
of the hyparchetypes of the groups (1) and (2), namely the Tshal pa and Them
spangs ma Kanjurs, are in order.

Both of the hyparchetypes, albeit lost now, are allegedly descended from the
Old Narthang manuscript Kanjur, which was brought into being at the
beginning of the 14th century, when attempts were made to bring together
various collections of scriptures and treatises translated into Tibetan at
Narthang monastery in gTsang near gZhi ka rtse.” The gathering of texts
which took place at Narthang resulted in a collection of raw materials on
which the later editions are based. Furthermore, it was first in the Old
Narthang that the concept of a proper Tibetan canon consisting of separate
Kanjur and Tanjur started to take shape. Therefore, Peter Skilling is probably
justified in saying that the Old Narthang was not so much the “textual

28. For a recent study of the Tib. version of the Vajradhvajaparinamana which takes the
Bhutan group into account, see Harrison 2018: 157-175. These manuscripts are also utilized
by Shayne Clarke in a recent philological disquisition on the Bhiksuni-vinayavibhanga of
the Mulasarvastivada-Vinaya, in which he argues for the existence of a distinct Bhutanese
recension; see Clarke 2018: 199—292.

29. For the history of the compilation of the Old Narthang manuscript Kanjur, see Eimer
1988: 65f., Imaeda 1989: 329, and Harrison 1996: 74—78.
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archetype” as the “conceptual prototype” of the later Kanjurs.*> Only decades
thereafter, a second attempt at revision was made at Tshal Gung thang
monastery in dBus during the years 1347-1351 at the behest of the local ruler,
Tshal pa Si tu dGe ba’i blo gros (aka Tshal pa Kun dga’ rdo rje, 1309-1364). The
result of the large-scale project was the Tshal pa Kanjur, which continued to
be subject to further revisions, and formed the basis for several block-print
editions of the Tibetan canon in the following centuries.* On the other hand,
a manuscript Kanjur was made in 1431 under the sponsorship of the ruler of
Gyantse (rGyal rtse), Rab brtan Kun bzang 'phags pa (1389-1442). This was
the famous Them spangs ma, which became the fountainhead of various
extant manuscript Kanjurs.** This manuscript Kanjur was supposedly a
descendant of the lost *Zha lu ma, a hypothetical copy of the Old Narthang
revised by Bu ston Rin chen grub at Zha lu in gTsang,*® and incorporated a
small number of revisions by bKra shis dbang phyug.** But the derivation of
the Them spangs ma from the Old Narthang through the *Zha lu ma is not
borne out by adequate evidence, and thus cannot be postulated for all parts
of the Them spangs ma, to say the least.*> Be that as it may, the textbook
account of the history of Kanjur consists in the bifurcation of a single
archetype, i.e., the Old Narthang. So what textual criticism strives to achieve
is the reconstruction of the Old Narthang text as far as possible. The picture
has now been drastically changed by the coming to light of independent
Kanjurs (e.g. Phug brag, Newark/Bathang), which seem to be unrelated to
either of the two lines, and ‘proto-canonical’ manuscripts (e.g. Tabo,
Gondhla), which consist of translations that have not yet been organized in
such a manner as Kanjurs and Tanjurs.*® The cataloguing of some of the

30. See Skilling 1997: 100.

31. For the Tshal pa Kanjur in general, see Eimer 1988: 66f., Imaeda 1989: 329, Harrison
1992a: xvi—xvii, and 1996: 78, 81f.. For the reassignment of the present text to Tanjur in the
Tshal pa group, see below.

32. For the Them spangs ma Kanjur in general, see Eimer 1988: 67f., Imaeda 1989: 329,
Harrison 1992a: xviii—xix, and 1996: 8of. For the various interpretations of the meaning of
Them spangs ma, see Bethlenfalvy 1982: 6, and 9, n. 4. This name became prevalent
probably during the reign of the fifth Dalai Lama (1642-1682), when over a hundred copies
of the Kanjur were produced. See Skilling 1997: 101, n. 103; Harrison 1992a: xviii.

33. See Harrison 1996: 78—81.
34. See Eimer 1983: vol. I, 115.

35. The genealogical relationship between the Them spangs ma and the Old Narthang has
been a complicated issue of scholarly dispute. Against Eimer (1992: xviii) and Harrison
who assert a derivation of the Them spangs ma from the Old Narthang through an
intermediate copy such as the *Zha lu ma, Peter Skilling argues for the independence of
the Thems spangs ma, proposing a stemma in which the Tshal pa is the only descendant of
the Old Narthang. See Skilling 1997: 101, 107 and 1994-1997: vol. I, x1-xlvi. Taking into
account newly discovered manuscripts from Tabo etc., Michael Zimmermann takes issue
with a direct derivation of the Them spangs ma from the Old Narthang, but considers
influences from the latter as possible. See Zimmermann 2002: 203—206.

36. I owe the terms ‘proto-canonical’ and ‘proto-Kanjur’ to Tauscher 2015a: 366.
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collections is still work in progress, and more new knowledge is to be
expected from philological studies of texts contained therein in comparison
with their counterparts in the extant Kanjurs or Tanjurs.

As far as the translation of the Nandimitravadana is concerned, a specific
group among those collections merits special attention, since two versions
collated below supposedly stem from that group.’” This is said of the Early
Mustang Kanjur, of which only the catalogue is now extant.*® According to
the prose part of the introductory passage in the catalogue, this “Golden
Kanjur” was prepared for the royal family of Mustang at the order of the local
ruler A ma dpal bzang po rgyal mtshan (1388—ca. 1445), who found that “at
that [time] no complete volume of the Kanjur existed in any one place” of
Mustang.** Despite the fact that no exact date of that event is attested in the
catalogue, Helmut Eimer quotes a reference provided by Michel Peissel to the
biography of the Sa skya pa master Ngor chen Kun dga’ bzang po (1382-1456),
which bears witness to the production of a new Kanjur during the years 1436—
1447.* In any case, it was probably no later than the mid-15th century that
this manuscript Kanjur was established. Whether the manuscript Kanjurs
discovered at Lo Manthang and Tsarang were copied from the Early Mustang
Kanjur is still open to be investigated.* Having examined some internal
evidence, Eimer emerges with the observation that the new Kanjur “had as its
basis ... manuscript material differing from that used in the other commonly
known traditions of the Kanjur” and contained peculiar versions which testify
to “a literary tradition of the Buddhist scriptures in westernmost Tibet which
has remained uninfluenced by other sources since early times.”* Although
this Kanjur is no more, its offspring is supposedly to be found among the
Ladakhi and Nepalese Kanjurs (e.g. Ba and Do in the present case), the value
of which for philological studies can hardly be overestimated.

In what follows, the eight versions of the Tibetan translation subsumed under
the three groups are listed with summaries of research results achieved so far
and brief remarks on noteworthy features of the individual versions.

(1) The Tshal pa group:

37. The theory of a Mustang group independent of both the Tshal pa and the Them spangs
ma is hypothetical and still awaits further verification. With the scope of the present study,
I accept the presumption of such a group as a working hypothesis. For the first elaboration
of this hypothesis, see Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 463—481 (esp. 474—476 for the affinity of the
Hemis-Basgo line with the Early Mustang Kanjur in reference to the arrangement of the
sttras of the mdo sde section).

38. The catalogue is now available in Eimer 1999. The Nandimitravadana is registered in
the catalogue under mdo mangs (zha), see Eimer 1999: 111, §640.

39. Tr. Eimer 1999: 11; for the Tibetan text cf. ibid. n. 24.
40. See Peissel apud Eimer 1999: 12.

41. At least the number of volumes contained in the respective collections seems to be
different; see Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 466f.

42. See Eimer 1999: 20.
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D : Derge (sDe dge) Tanjur (completed 1744 ), mdo ‘grel ("dul ba), su 240a4—
244b1: Tohoku no. 4146.

The history of the Derge canon goes back to 1729, when the ruler of Derge
bsTan pa tshe ring (1678-1738) commissoned the compilation of a new
Tibetan canon, with the Karma pa master Si tu Chos kyi 'byung gnas
(1699/1700-1774) appointed as the supervisor.”® This block-print edition of
the Derge Kanjur is based on the Jang Sa tham or Lithang edition (1609—1621),
which is in its turn based on a descendant of the Tshal pa.** But according to
the Tibetan tradition, another manuscript Kanjur descended from the Them
spangs ma was also consulted;* so the Derge Kanjur has a combined or
contaminated nature, which is borne out by previous philological studies.*
As far as the Tanjurs are concerned, previous studies have yielded a stemma
in which the Derge Tanjur (D) forms a separate branch of which the other
Tanjurs (i.e.,, CNQ) seem to be independent.* Another significant
characteristic of the Derge edition is that it has undergone a process of
scrupulous revision by the redactors and thus shows more often than not
standardized grammatical and orthographical forms.** In other words, this
edition is not only grammatically easier to read, but also bears precious
witness to the ways in which some learned Tibetan monks in the 18th century
chose from the variants that had come down to them. Since the late 1970s,
multiple (re)prints of the Derge edition have become available to the
scholarly community, e.g. the Karma pa edition (1976-1979), the Nyingma
edition (1980), and the Taipei edition (1991).* For the present study, I
utilized the Karma pa edition digitalized by the Tibetan Buddhist Resource
Center (henceforth TBRC), which is a reproduction of a print of the Derge
edition at one time preserved in Rumtek monastery, Sikkim.

N : Narthang (sNar thang) Tanjur (1741-1742), mdo ‘grel, u 270b3—275b1.

The Narthang edition of the Tibetan canon was the outcome of a massive
project commissioned by Pho lha nas bSod nams stobs rgyas (1689-1747),
who was the de facto ruler of Tibet when the seventh Dalai Lama was sent in
exile during the years 1729-1735. While the blocks for the Kanjur were
completed in 1732 and then deposited in Narthang monastery since 1733, the
project of the Tanjur was begun in the middle of 1741 and completed at the

43. For the life and works of the learned master, see the series of articles by Verhagen 2004,
2008, 2010, 2013, 2017.

44. For the latter, see Imaeda 1982, 1984; Jampa Samten 1987.
45. See Eimer 1983: vol. I, 93—97; Harrison 1992b: 79.

46. For so far the only exceptional case, in which the Derge version is reported to be
identical with the Tshal pa, see Braarvig 1993: x—xi.

47. The dependence of the Cone Tanjur on the Derge claimed by Vogel 1965: 26—33 does
not stand closer scrutiny; see Pasadika 1989b: xviii; Hartmann 1987: 45.

48. See Eimer 1983: 93ff., 1988: 39; and Harrison 1992b: 79.

49. For the reasons that the Nyingma edition, which turns out to be a massive conflation of
various prints of the Derge edition, cannot be used for establishing critical editions, see
Silk 1994: 63f.
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end of 1942, then the new edition was immediately presented to the Dalai
Lama, who ordered it to be preserved in the Kun dga’ ra ba of the 'Khrungs
rabs lha khang.>® The considerable gap of almost ten years between the
engravings of the Kanjur and the Tanjur indicates that those were virtually
two separate projects. Besides, the limited time (i.e., about one and a half
years) within which the work was executed makes it likely that the Narthang
Tanjur is a reproduction of another edition of Tanjur taken from elsewhere
with no substantial revision. Previous studies have demonstrated a close
genealogical relationship between the Narthang Tanjur (N) and the Tanjurs
of Peking and Cone (CQ), which suggests a probable Tshal pa origin.>* For
the present study, I utilized the TBRC digital version of a print from the
Narthang blocks preserved in the Library of Tibet House, New Delhi. With
regard to its orthographical features, yang is consistently carved as ‘ang,*
and bsdu yig (i.e., the contraction of the reduplicated consonants before
terminative particles such as ‘gyuro for ‘gyur ro) is sporadically attested.

Q : Peking (Qing) Tanjur (completed 1724), ‘dul ba’i ‘grel pa, u 299b6-305b5
(The Tibetan Tripitaka: Peking Edition, vol. 127, pp. 302—-304): Otani no. 5647.
Although all the later Peking Kanjurs are in fact reprints® of the Yongle
edition the blocks of which were engraved in 1410,* the Tanjur division of
the Peking canon was not printed until 1724.* According to the colophon
contained in its dkar chag, the Peking Tanjur was compiled from 1687 to 1688.
The dkar chag was attributed to the fifth Dalai Lama who, however, died in
1682. Therefore, Imaeda Yoshiro surmised the real supervisor of the project
was sDe srid Sangs rgyas rgya mtsho (1653-1705) who diffused his own work
under the name of the departed Dalai Lama so as to conceal the latter’s death
from the Qing court.”® It is not specified in the colophon on what sources
this Tanjur is based. However, previous studies have revealed the close
affinity of the Peking Tanjur (Q) with the Tanjurs of Narthang and Cone
(CN),” while a preliminary comparison with the Golden manuscript Tanjur
shows that the contents of the two Tanjurs are very similar to each other.?*
For the present study, I utilized the Peking Edition of Otani University, which
is a reproduction of the 1724 print. This edition is characterized by an

50. See Petech 1950: 144f.
51 See fn. 41, above.
52. See Zimmermann 2002: 170 for the Narthang Kanjur.

53. The historical connotations of this term are very sophisticated. For a meticulous
clarification of what ‘reprint’ exactly means in the present case, see Eimer 1988: 69.

54. For the Yongle edition of the Kanjur, see Silk 1996: 153—200.

55. Claus Vogel once argued that the Peking Tanjur must have been completed later than
the Narthang Tanjur, i.e. later than 1742; see Vogel 1965: 23—24 and 32, n. 2. But his opinion
does not seem to have been given approval by other scholars.

56. See Imaeda 1977: 33f.
57. See fn. 41, above.
58. See Skilling 1991: 139.
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extravagant space between a double shad or between a shad and the
following letter.®

(2) The Them spangs ma group:

L : London manuscript Kanjur (completed in 1712), mdo sde, ji 352a4—358a1:
no. 235 in Pagel/Gaffney 1996.

The manuscript Kanjur preserved in the British Library (London) is a copy of
the Shel dkar manuscript which is dated in 1472, as indicated by the so-called
dkar chag attached to the volume “ji” of the mdo sde section, to which the
present translation also belongs.”> Most of the previous studies have
assigned the London Kanjur (L), along with those of Stog Palace, Tokyo, and
Ulaanbaatar (STV), to the Them spangs ma group.” For the present study, I
utilized the microfilms published by the British Library. As Michael
Zimmermann points out, this manuscript Kanjur contains a relatively high
number of bsdu yig (contractions) and skung yig (abbreviations).”* The
symbol of deletion consisting of three dots placed above the letter (..) is
sporadically attested.

S : Stog (sTog) Palace manuscript Kanjur (ca. 1729), mdo sde, ji 357b3—363b2:
no. 319 in Skorupski 198s.

The manuscript Kanjur preserved in Stog Palace (Ladakh) was copied under
the ruler of Ladakh Nyi ma rnam rgyal (r. 1691-1729) from a Bhutanese
manuscript.®® Previous studies have unequivocally shown it to be descended
from the Them spangs ma, while the suspicion of a contamination with the
Tshal pa tradition has been cleared.** For the present study, I utilized the
TBRC digital version of an offset reprint produced in Leh during the years
1975-1980. Among the descendants of the Them spangs ma, this manuscript
distinguishes itself in its meticulous writing and standardized orthography;
almost no bsdu yig (contraction) attested. Just as in the Narthang edition,

59. See Zimmermann 2002: 171.
60. See Eimer 1981: 538.

61. Helmut Tauscher, in two recent papers, regards the Kanjurs of London and Shey (LZ) as
descendants of a hyparchetype independent of the Them spangs ma, taking into account
the idiosyncratic arrangement of saitras of the dkon brtsegs section testified to by no other
known Kanjurs than the London Kanjur, the Western Tibetan group (GoPhTa, though not
Th), and the Ladakhi group (BaHeZ). See Tauscher/Lainé 2008: 353—356 and Tauscher
2015a: 381. The generally close agreement between the offspring of the Them spangs ma
(i.e. STV) and the London Kanjur is, to his mind, the result of “a strong cross-relation
between these two lines, which can, at least at the present stage, not be explained”
(Tauscher/Lainé 2008: 355). This is a very keen observation. Yet, it is uncertain whether
the same holds true for the mdo sde section with which we are concerned here. Within the
scope of the present study, we stay with the prima facie reasonable hypothesis of a Them
spangs ma origin.

62. See Zimmermann 2002: 169.

63. See Skorupski 1985: xi—xii. For a historical survey of the reign of this ruler, see Petech
1977: 81—96.

64. See Harrison 1992a: xxviii; Habata 2013: x—xi.
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yang is consistently written as ‘ang.”

Z : Shey Palace (Shel mkhar) manuscript Kanjur (late 17th century), mdo sde,
ji 383a3—389b6: no. 329 in Lainé forthcoming.

The main temple in the Shey Palace (Ladakh) was founded in 1647 by sTag
tshang ras pa (1574-1651) at the behest of the dowager queen bsKal bzang,
whose funeral rites were performed there in 1650.°° The production of the
manuscript Kanjur could have started shortly after the construction of the
monastery, i.e., in the second half of the 17th century. The manuscript Kanjur
of the Shey Palace shows, by and large, a close affinity with that of the Stog
Palace, with which it is almost contemporaneous. Therefore, it can be
tentatively assigned to the Them spangs ma group. Nevertheless, it also
shows deviations from the other Kanjurs of the Them spangs ma group
except the London manuscript Kanjur, especially in light of its arrangement
of the siitras belonging to the dkon brtsegs section.”” For the present study, [
utilized the photos of the original manuscript obtained by the ‘Tibetan
Manuscript Project’ at University of Vienna (henceforth TMPV).*® In terms of
orthography, the Shey manuscript Kanjur also bears some resemblance to the
Stog manuscript Kanjur, for instance, yang is consistently written as ‘ang. The
symbol of deletion (..) is sporadically attested.

(3) The Mustang group:

Ba : Basgo manuscript Kanjur (early 17th century), mdo, zha 101b7-108b6.
The complete black-and-white Kanjur forms part of the hoard of manuscripts
preserved at gSer zangs lha khang in the village of Basgo (Ladakh). The vast
majority of the manuscripts, partly illuminated, probably date from the early
17th century and closely resemble those discovered at Tshoms lha khang in
Hemis. But the organization of them into a complete Kanjur as such did not
happen until the late 20th century.®® A preliminary survey of the mdo sde
section, to which the Nandimitravadana also belongs, has revealed that the
Basgo manuscript Kanjur, along with its next of kin from Hemis, is very
closely related to the the Early Mustang Kanjur, which may well represent a
tradition independent of both the Tshal pa and the Them spangs ma.”” This
conclusion has been corroborated by the investigation of the
Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodana in the Kanjurs of the Mustang group by
Miyazaki Tensho, who has further suggested a relation between the Mustang
group and the Gondhla proto-Kanjur.” For the present study, I utilized the

65. See Miyazaki 2012: 254.
66. See Petech 1977: 58—59.
67. See Tauscher/Lainé 2008: 353—356; Tauscher 2015a: 381.

68. For the access to the TMPV photos of the manuscript Kanjurs of Shey, Basgo and Dolpo,
I am beholden to Prof. Helmut Tauscher.

69. See Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 471.
70. See Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 472—477.
71. See Miyazaki 2014.
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TMPV photos of the original manuscript. The nine folios from Basgo testify to
several cases of lapsus oculi which crept into the manuscript; so the copyist
inserted the omitted part either as interlinear minuscules or on the margin of
the paper. The symbol of deletion (..) is sporadically attested. The pagination
of the Basgo manuscript Kanjur is in such disorder that traces of
re-pagination by Tibetan copyists are found.” In the present case, we find
the numbers 2—8 on the left margin of eight rectos which are visible in the
photos. According to the system of arrangement shared between the Early
Mustang Kanjur and the Basgo Kanjur,” the Nandimitravadana is the
second text in the volume “zha” and preceded by the Suvarnavarnavadana
which is more than ten times longer than the fomer. Therefore, I assume that
brgya is omitted and the folio numbers are in fact 102—108. The abbreviated
title of the text dga’is written between the volume letter and the respective
folio numbers of the folios with the exception of fol. 102, which is mistakenly
attributed to the preceding text and thus marked gser.

Do : Dolpo manuscript Kanjur (the late 15th or early 16th century), mdo, pha
119bg-123b4.

The manuscripts kept at Nesar (gNas gsar) monastery in the village of Bicher
at Dolpo (northwest Nepal) consist of three collections: [I] manuscripts
which once belonged to Lang monastery; [II] manuscripts of Nesar
monastery; and [III] manuscripts from the abbot’s personal library.
According to the handlist drafted by Amy Heller, two copies of the volume
“pha” of the mdo section, beginning with the Punyabalavadana (bSod nams
stobs kyi rtogs brjod), are preserved, and both of them fall under the first
category.” Hence, this copy of the Nandimitravadana must have been part
of the old Kanjur of Lang monastery, probably founded in the late 14th
century.” As for the date of the manuscripts, they do not seem to have been
produced at exactly the same time period and might have not constituted
one and the same Kanjur at the outset. Therefore, it is impossible to reach a
unitary date for the whole set of manuscripts.”” Some prefactory dedications
attached to the volumes “dza” and “ra” of the mdo section mention that the
village of Bicher was under the sovereignty of bKra shis mgon, probably the
ruler of Mustang who died in 1489.”” Hence, the volume “pha” containing the

72. See Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 477—478.
73. See Tauscher/Lainé 2015: 476.

74. See Heller 2009: 226, L63&Lgz2.

75. See Mathes 2004: 100.

76. A preliminary study of the illuminated manuscripts, not all of which are from Lang
monastery to be sure, has shown on both codicologcal and art-historical grounds that they
were produced over the course of an extended chronological span ranging from the late
uth to early 16th century; see Heller 2014: 161-166. This is also in line with the result of
radiocarbon dating of several paper samples taken from the manuscripts which points to
1350-1500, see Heller 2009: 77.

77. For the prefactory notes, see Mathes 2004: 100, n. 72. For the dates of bKra shis mgon,
see Jackson 1984: 133.
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Nandimitravadana, the date of which should not be too far removed from
that of the two volumes belonging to the same section, was most probably
copied in the late 15th or early 16th century. Since the philological work on
the Dolpo collections is still at the incipient stage, very little if any is known
about the position of the Lang manuscripts within the stemma of various
Kanjurs. A preliminary text-critical study of the Tathagatagarbhasiitra (De
bzhin bshegs pa’i snying po’i mdo) from Lang monastery has suggested that
it is closely related to the three Phug brag versions, with the archetype of
which the Dolpo version shares errors.”® This observation, significant as it
may be, does not necessarily hold good for other texts included in the Kanjur
of Lang monastery. For the present study, I utilized the TMPV photos of the
original manuscript. The folios seem to have been copied in a relatively
casual manner, showing a considerable number of traces of corrections:
omitted letters or phrases are added to the text in the form of interlinear or
marginal amendments, while superfluous words, which not infrequently
occur, are removed by the addition of the symbol of deletion (..) above them.
The pagination of the folios is quite similar to that of the Basgo manuscript,
while units of the folio numbers are occasionally indicated by spelled-out
numbers instead of numerals. The occurrences of gi gu log (reversed -i,
transcribed below as -i) are not rare. Dittography is found twice, bearing
witness to the by and large unedited state of the manuscript.

Stemmatic Analyses

In what follows I discuss the stemmatic relations among the versions of the
Tibetan Nandimitravadana collated in my critical edition, on the basis of the
variant readings shown by the individual manuscripts and block-prints. As
stated and argued above, the distinction between recensional and
transmissional variants is not important for my analyses, and is substituted
by that between conjunctive and separative. Only among errors of the
conjunctive type, I consider it meaningful to distinguish “monogenetic”
errors from “polygenetic” ones, in order to steer clear of potential risks of
mistaking coincidental commonalities for family resemblence. As far as the
Kanjurs and Tanjurs are concerned, I count the following as “polygenetic”
variants: orthographical variants, grammatical variants (e.g. verb forms),
casual alternations (e.g. of pa/ba, nga/da etc.). These variants could concur
with each other by chance and thus are not taken into consideration in the
following stemmatic analyses. In addition, the punctuation (i.e., the insertion
of shad etc.) attested in the manuscripts and block-prints is not regarded as
significant in a text-critical sense. Although the ways in which the Tibetan
text is punctuated in the various versions, more often than not, seem to show
strong coherence within their respective groups, they cannot be taken as

78. See Zimmermann apud Mathes 2004: 104f.
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errors of the conjunctive type. This feature shared between the versions
belonging to the same group is not so much a reason as a result of their
similar textual shape, which allows for a very limited number of pausing
possibilities and results in a strong probability of agreement in punctuation.
Be that as it may, the reason I record the differences in punctuation along
with remarkable orthographical and codicological features is the invaluable
information that they provide us with as to how the scribes or redactors
might have syntactically parsed the text.

(1) Stemmatic relations within the Tshal pa group:

common errors among DNQ

[A2:1-2] dge slong gi dge 'dun 'dus pa rnams kyis 'di skad du / khyod Ita bu mya ngan
las 'das na sangs rgyas kyi bstan pa nub par mi 'gyur ram zhes smras pa dang / des de dag
la smras pa / nub par mi 'gyur te / bcom ldan 'das kyis lung bstan nas bshad do // DNQ
versus dge slong gi dge 'dun 'dus pa la(s) bcom Idan 'das kyis lung(or lus) bstan pa bshad
de / BaDoLSZ. (- p.168, fn. 11)

[C1: 6—7&C2:1-2] gnas brtan gser be’u zhes bya ba ni 'khor dgra bcom pa Inga stong
dang lhan cig shar gyi(or kyi) lus ‘phags po’i gling na gnas so // gnas brtan ba ra dwa dza
ni ’khor dgra bcom pa drug stong dang lhan cig byang phyogs kyi ka che’i yul na gnas so //
DNQ versus gnas brtan gser bu(r) zhes bya ba ni 'khor dgra bcom pa Inga stong dang lhan
cig byang phyogs kyi kha che(or phye)’i yul na gnas so // gnas brtan ba ra dwa tsa zhes
bya ba ni 'khor dgra bcom pa drug stong dang lhan cig shar gyi lus 'phags kyi gling na gnas
so // BaDoLSZ. (= The non-Tshal-pa reading [i.e., Kanakavatsa in Kashmir,
Kanaka-Bharadvaja in Purvavideha-dvipa] is in line with the Chin. and Khot. versions, and
thus may well be the primary reading.)

[C3: 5—7] gnas brtan klu sde ni ’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu gnyis dang lhan cig
ri bo skya bo na bzhugs so // DNQ versus gnas brtan klu'i sde zhes bya ba ni 'khor dgra
bcom pa stong phrag bcu gnyis(or bzhi) dang lhan cig ri (bo) skya bo na gnas so //
BaDoLSZ. (= The reason for using the honorific verb bzhAugs form within the Tshal pa
group is unclear; but it seems to be a secondary innovation in all likelihood.)

[C3: 7-8] gnas brtan zur gyis shes ni '’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag gsum dang lhan
cig ri bo ngos yangs na gnas so // DNQ versus gnas brtan zur gyis shes zhes bya ba ni 'khor
dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu gsum dang lhan cig ri bo('i) ngos yangs na gnas so //
BaDoLSZ. (- p.173, fn. 30)

[C4: 2—4] gnas brtan gtsug gi lam pa ni ’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag drug cu dang
lhan cig ri bo gnya’ shing 'dzin na gnas so // DNQ versus gnas brtan gtsug(or rtsug) gi lam
zhes bya ba ni 'khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu drug dang lhan cig ri bo gnya’(or gnyi’)
shing 'dzin na gnas so // BaDoLSZ. (- p. 174, fn. 32)

[C4: 7-8&F3.2:1] (gtsug lag khang gsar pa’i) rab gnas DNQ versus gandi'i rab gnas SZ,
ganti (dhe)’i rab gnas Ba, ghan the(or 'gan de)’i rab gnas, 'gan 'de’i rab gnas L. (- p. 174, fn.
35)

[D1: 2] lo brgyad cu thub pa na DNQ versus lo brgya thub pa na BaDoL, de Itar lo brgya
thub pa ni SZ. (- p. 175, fn. 37)

[E1: 6—7] lan cig sa bon btab pas lo bdun gyi bar du 'bras bu rnams skye bar 'gyur ro //
DNQ versus lan (g)cig sa bon btab pas lan bdun gyi bar du 'bru rnams skye bar 'gyur ro //
BaDoLSZ. (= The other parallels of this idiom clearly point to ‘sevenfold’ rather than
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‘seven years’, cf. p. 179, fn. 50. Hence the Tshal pa variant seems to be secondary.)

[F2.1.3: 4] lha'i bu mo legs pa’i mtshan gyis zhus pa dang DNQ versus lha'i bu legs pa’i
mtshans (or 'tshams) kyis zhus pa dang BaDoLSZ. (- p. 186f,, fn. 77)

[G:1—2] gnas brtan dga’ ba'i bshes gnyen gyis rnam par rgya cher bshad nas / DNQ
versus gnas brtan dga’ ba'i (b)shes gnyen gyi(s) rnam pa de dag rgya cher bshad nas /
BaDoLSZ. (- p.197, fn. 128)

[G: 2—4] dge slong de dag gi mdun du cho ’phrul ya ma zung sna tshogs bstan te DNQ
versus dge slong de dag gi mdun du rnam(s) pa sna tshogs pa’i cho 'phrul ya ma zung
dang ldan pa’i (cho) 'phrul bstan te BaDoLSZ. (- p. 197, fn. 130)

common errors among NQ (but not D)

[Az1: 8] sems kyi spyod pa zhig gnas te / NQ versus sems kyi spyod pa shes pa zhig gnas
te / BaDDoLSZ.

[B1:1—2] dge slong de dag gi 'di skad ces smras so // NQ versus dge slong rnams kyis 'di
skad ces smras so // D; de slong (de) dag gis 'di skad ces smras so // BaDoLSZ.

[D2: 3] sha kya thub pa la 'dud pas phyag 'tshal lo zhes brjod do // NQ versus sha kya
thub pa de la 'dud pas phyag 'tshal lo zhes brjod de / BaDDoLSZ.

[E1: 2—3] byams pa zhes bya ba ’jig rten du byung / NQ versus byams pa zhes bya ba 'jig
rten du ’byung ngo // BaDDoLSZ.

[F11:10] rus pa’i rang bzhin dang sa la sku gzugs sam mchod rten bzhengs su gsol zhing
/ NQ versus rus pa’i rang bzhin dang sa las sku gzugs sam mchod rten bzhengs su gsol
zhing / D; rus pa’i rang bzhin rnams las sku gzugs sam mchod rten bzhengs su gsol zhing /
BaDoLSZ.

[F1.1: 10-11] sor mo tsam gyis sku’i mchod rten bzhengs su gsol NQ versus sor mo tsam
gyi sku’am mchod rten bzhengs su gsol DLSZ, sor mo tsam gyi sku gzugs sam mchod rten
bzhengs su gsol BaDo.

[F1.2: 3] 'dus pa dang po la dang ba dad pa dang ldan pas rab tu byung nas NQ
versus 'dus pa dang po la dang ba rang dang pa dang ldan pas rab tu byung nas D; 'dus pa
dang po la dad pa dang ldan pas rab tu byung nas BaDoLSZ. (The variation is likely to stem
from the alternation of nga/da, which is not significant per se; but the extension of the
phrase in the Tshal-pa witnesses must be regarded as a shared innovation)

[F2.1.4:1] stag sna'i rtogs pa brjod pa NQ versus stag rna’i rtogs pa brjod pa DLSZ; rta
sna’i rtogs pa brjod pa Ba, rtag rna’i rtogs pa brjod pa Do. (- Cf. Skt. sardilakarna.)

[F2.1.5: 2] thams cad bsdegs las babs pa NQ versus thams cad sdegs las babs pa D; thams
cad stegs las babs pa BaDoLSZ. (- Cf. Skt. *sarvatirtha-avatara; p. 191, fn. 99)

[F2.1.5: 3] rin po che’i me tog NQ versus rin po che’i tog DDoLSZ. (- Cf. Skt. ratnaketu.)

Among the three Tanjur versions which share a considerable number of
innovative variants and apparently come from a common hyparchetype (B),
N and Q are more closely related, insofar as they share a certain number of
extra errors which are not found in D. This is also consistent with the result of
previous studies mentioned above that, in terms of the stemmatic relations
among the Tanjurs, NQ (most probably along with the Cone Tanjur) form a
subgroup (descended from a hyparchetype 8) independent of D.” That being

79. For the time being, it cannot be excluded that different Tanjur sections of N may relate
to the stemma differently, as is the case in the Narthang Kanjur. Hence it should be kept in
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said, the affinity of NQ with D is beyond doubt and borne out by the not
infrequently attested cases, in which NQ either err in the same direction with
D — when BaDoLSZ seem to have the superior reading — or deviate from D to
a lesser degree than do BaDoLSZ — when the reading of D is to be preferred.
What seems to underly all the three Tanjur versions of the Tshal pa group was
a deliberate revision of the received text, as is evident from the very first
common error among DNQ cited above, which consists in a thoroughgoing
adaptation of the passage in question with the addition of one more round of
conversation. Although we cannot account for every change that the Tshal pa
redactors opted for, the innovative character of the hypothetical recension
represented by DNQ is crystal clear.

(2) Stemmatic relations within the Them spangs ma group:
common errors among LSZ

[A1:1] 'di skad bdag cag gis thos te LSZ versus 'di skad bdag gis thos te BaADDoNQ. (- Cf.
Skt. evam maya srutam.)

[A1: 8] grog ma dang ku ta yi yang sems can spyod pa LSZ versus grog mo dang kun da’i
yang sems kyi spyod pa BaDo, grog mo dang ku ta’i sems kyi spyod pa DNQ. (- Cf. Skt.
cittacaritra.)

[A2: 3] yun ji snyed cig gi bar du LSZ versus yun ji srid cig gi bar du BaDNQ, yul ji srid
cig gi bar du Do.

[B2: 8-10] rdzu "phrul gyi stobs kyis tshe byin gyis brlabs te bsrungs nas LSZ versus
rdzu 'phrul gyi stobs kyis tshe byin gyis brlabs te bsrings (nas) BaDDoNQ.

[C4: 9] '’khor du bcas pa gzhan dang gzhan gyis der byon zhing(or shing) gnas te LSZ
versus 'khor du bcas pa’i gzhan dang gzhan gyi de dang der byon cing gnas te BaDo; '’khor
du ma dang bcas pa cha lugs gzhan dang gzhan gyis de dang der byon zhing gnas te DNQ.

[D1: 8-9] rin po che sna tshogs kyi mchod(or mchos) rten gcig byas te LSZ versus rin po
che sna bdun gyi mchod rten (g)cig byas te BaDDoNQ. (- This Them spangs ma reading is
obviously secondary in light of the majority reading also attested in the citation in Bu
ston’s Chos 'byung.)

[F2.3.2: 4] glegs bam kha dog sna tshogs pas glegs bam bcings par gyur pas LSZ versus
glegs thag kha dog sna tshogs pas glegs bam bcings par gyur pas BaDDoNQ.

[0:1] rtogs pa brjod pa’i ‘phags pa dga’ ba'i bshes gnyen gyis bshad do // LSZ versus
rtogs pa brjod pa’di 'phags pa dga’ ba'i bshes (g)nyen gyis bshad do BaDDoNQ.

common errors among SZ (but not L)

[C3:1—2] 'khor dgra bcom pa brgyad stong dang lhan cig ri bo spos kyi ngad ldan na
gnas so // SZ versus 'khor dgra bcom pa brgya(d) stong dang lhan cig ri bo spos kyi ngad
ldang na gnas so // BaDDoLNQ. (- Cf. Skt. gandhamadana. Cf. also Mvy no. 4137 spos kyi
ngad <ldan | *ldang PN> [ed. Fukuda/Ishihama 1989: 204])

[D1: 2—3] de Itar lo brgya thub pa na ston pa nyan thos de dag SZ versus lo brgya thub pa

na ston pa’i nyan thos de dag BaDoL; lo brgyad cu thub pa na ston pa’i nyan thos DNQ.
[F1.1: 6] 'khar ba’i dngos po SZ versus ’khor ba’i dngos po L; khar ba’i dngos po DDo,

mind that the stemmatic relations yielded by the present study only hold for the Tibetan
Nandimitravadana and must not be overgeneralized.
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mkhar ba’i dngos po NQ, khar bas dngos po Ba.

[F1.2: 2] mi'i lus thos par rab tu thob nas SZ versus mi’i lus thob pa rab tu thob nas L;
mi'i thob pa rab tu thob nas Ba, mi'i 'thob pa rab tu thob nas DDoNQ.

[F2.1: 3] bskyed du bcug cing SZ versus bskyod du bcug cing L; skyed du bcug pa dang
DNQ, bskyed du bcug pa dang BaDo.

[F2.1.4: 3] ma skyed dgra mi 'gyur ba SZ versus ma skyed dgra’i 'gyur ba BaDDoLNQ. (-
Cf. Skt. gjatasatruparivarta.)

[F2.1.5:1—-2] byang chub sems dpa’ dag par bsdus pa SZ versus byang chub sems dpa’ dag
pas bsdus pa DDoLNQ, byang chub sems dpa’ dag pa’i bsdus pa Ba.

[F2.1.5: 4-5] mdzes pa brcegs pa SZ versus mdzes pa (b)rtsegs pa BaDDoLNQ.

[F2.3.2: 9—10] tshe dang ldan pa de dag ni re zhig chos la dge ba'i rtsa ba bskrun pa yin
no // SZ versus tshe dang ldan pa dag ni re shig chos la dge ba'i rtsa ba (b)skrun pa yin(or
yon) no // BaDoL, tshe dang ldan pa dag de dag ni re zhig chos la dge ba’i rtsa ba bskrun
payin no // DNQ.

[F3.2: 3] ma thob pa rab tu thob nas SZ versus mi thob nas L; mi'i 'thob pa rab tu thob
nas DNQ, mi(’i) thob pa rab tu thob nas BaDo.

By and large, Z appears to be a faithful copy of the base manuscript of S (i.e.,
the hyparchetype y, probably in Bhutan), into which only a small number of
scribal errors have crept (e.g. ni for na, byi for phyi etc.). On the other hand, L
is a distant relative of the subgroup SZ, insofar as it does not share the
aforementioned common errors among SZ but shows a certain number of
peculiar errors which are not found in any other version, while a common
hyparchetype, from which both L and SZ are derived, can be theoretically
established. Whether this hyparchetype is to be identified with the Them
spangs ma can be better judged in the light of the Bhutan Kanjurs mentioned
above, which I am not yet able to collate. But it is not unlikely that it is not
substantially different from the Them spangs ma, given the antiquity of the
Shel dkar manuscript on which L is based.

(3) Stemmatic relations between the Mustang group and the other groups:
common errors among BaDo only

[C1: 2—3] gnas brtan bdag gis gnas brtan de (da)g gang na bzhugs pa yang mi 'tshal lo //
BaDo versus gnas brtan bdag cag gis gnas brtan de dag gang na bzhugs pa mi 'tshal lo //
DNQ, gnas brtan bdag cag gis gang na bzhugs pa ’ang mi 'tshal lo // LSZ.

[D1: 3—4] dam pa’i chos yang dag par ston par byed do // rab tu sbyin par byed / BaDo
versus dam pa’i chos yang dag par ston par byed cing / rab tu 'byin par byed de / LSZ, dam
pa’i chos yang dag par ston par byed cing rab tu 'byin par byed do // DNQ.

[F2.1.1:1-2] theg pa chen po’i mdo sde zab mo zab par gyur pa stong pa nyid dang ldan
pa BaDo versus theg pa chen po’i mdo sde zab par gyur pa stong pa nyid dang ldan pa LSZ,
theg pa chen po’i mdo sde zab pa zab par gyur pa stong pa nyid dang ldan pa DNQ. (- p.
184, fn. 66)

[F2.1.2: 5] drag shul byin gyis zhus pa dang / drag shul can gyi(s) zhus pa BaDo versus
drag shul can gyis zhus pa dang / dra ba can gyis (zhus) pa DLNQSZ. (- Cf. Skt.
ugra-pariprccha & [ratnaljali-pariprecha.)

[F2.1.3:1] bu mo rin chen mas zhus pa BaDo versus bu mo rin chen ldan gyis zhus pa
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DNQSZ, bu mo rin po cen ldan gyis zhus pa L.

[F2.1.3: 3—4] dge ba bzang pos zhus pa BaDo versus dge ba bzang pos gang gis zhus pa
LSZ, dge ba bzang po gang gis zhus pa DNQ. (- Cf. Skt. parnabhadra.)

[F3.1: 2—3] ji Itar spyan 'dren bsgrags pa dang / BaDo versus 'di Itar spyan 'dren pa
bsgrags pa dang / LSZ, 'di Itar 'di dge 'dun spyan 'dren pa (b)sgrags pa dang DNQ.

[F3.1: 7] mal stan stobs pa dang / BaDo versus mal stan 'dings pa dang / DLNQSZ.

[G: 2] nam mkha’i khams la mngon par phags nas BaDo versus nam mkha’ la (mngon
par) phags nas DLNQSZ.

common errors among BaDoLSZ

[C2: 7-8] gnas brtan nag po zhes bya ba ni 'khor dgra bcom pa stong dang lhan cig sing
ga'i gling na gnas so // BaDoLSZ versus gnas brtan nag po ni ’khor dgra bcom pa khri dang
lhan cig sing ga la’i gling na gnas so // DNQ. (- Cf. The non-Tshal pa variant [i.e., 1,000], if
taken as primary, seems out of place in light of the number of Arhats in the retinues
accompanying the two Elders before and after this one [i.e., 9,000 & 11,000].)

[E1: 6—7] lan (g)cig sa bon btab pas lan bdun gyi bar du 'bru rnams skye bar 'gyur ro //
BaDoLSZ versus lan cig sa bon btab pas lo bdun gyi bar du ’bras bu rnams skye bar 'gyur ro
/I DNQ.

[E2:1] de’i nyan thos 'dus pa lan gsum du 'gyur te BaDoLSZ versus de(or 'di)'i nyan
thos 'dus pa yang gsum du 'gyur te DNQ.

[F1.2: 3] 'dus pa dang po la dad pa dang ldan pas khyim nas byung nas BaDoLSZ
versus 'dus pa dang po la dang ba (rang) dad(or dang) pa dang ldan pas rab tu byung nas
DNQ. (» Cf. Skt. pravrajanti.)

[F2.1.2: 6—7] rgyas pas zhus pa BaDoLSZ versus drang srong rgyas pas zhus pa DNQ. (-
Cf. Skt. rsivyasapariprecha.)

[F2.2: 3] lung ring po dang / (g)cig las 'phros(or spros) pa’i lung BaDoLSZ versus lung
ring po dang / lung bar ma dang / gcig las 'phros pa’i lung DNQ. (- Cf. The non-Tshal pa
variant with the omission of the Madhyamagama, which is attested in the Chin.
counterpart, is in all likelihood secondary.)

[G: 6—7] de dag gis gnas brtan dga’ ba'i bshes (g)nyen gyi lus bsregs nas mchod rten byas
te BaDoLSZ versus de dag gis gnas brtan dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen la lus bsregs nas mchod rten
byas te DNQ.

[G:10-11] bcom ldan 'das kyi gsung rab yun ring du gnas par 'gyur ro // zhes dga’ ba rab
tu bskyed pa'i phyir / BaDoLSZ versus bcom ldan 'das kyi gsung rab yun ring du gnas par
gyur to(or 'gyur ro) snyam nas dga’ ba rab tu bskyed pa’i phyir DNQ.

common errors among BaDDoNQ

[D2: 4] phung po lhag ma med pa’i yongs su mya ngan las ’das pa’i dbyings su
BaDDoNQ versus phung po lhag ma med pa’i mya ngan las 'das pa’i dbyings su LSZ. (- Cf.
Skt. an-[nir-upadhisese nirvanadhatau. )

[F2.2: 8] ma mo’i "”dul ba BaDDoNQ versus ma mo’i phung po LSZ.
[F3.1: 6] stag res skor byed pa BaDDoNQ versus rtag re skor byed pa LSZ. (- Cf. Skt.
naityaka.)

Judging from the common errors, Do obviously belongs with Ba to the same
group which is, in all likelihood, descended from the Early Mustang
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manuscript Kanjur. This conclusion is also corroborated by the fact that a
certain number of volumes of the mdo section from Lang monastery were
produced during a time period when this region was under Mustang
hegemony, as the aforementioned prefactory notes indicate. In general, the
Mustang group shows a special affinity with the Them spangs ma group,
which is indicated by the errors shared between BaDo and LSZ. The political
barriers between Mustang («+ BaDo) and Gyantse/Shel dkar («+ LSZ)*, which
were governed by different rulers over the course of the 15th century,” were
not advantageous to religious exchange, and thus render the possibility of
‘cross infection’ unlikely. Therefore, a more probable way to account for those
common errors would be to regard them as the legacy from a common
hyparchetype («), which may well predate the Old Narthang. Viewed from
this perspective, the aforementioned, idiosyncratic arrangement of the dKon
brtsegs section shared between LZ (but not S) and some other
(proto-)Kanjurs (including BaDo), which has hitherto been considered a case
of “influences from a Western Tibetan tradition”,** could also be interpreted
as a feature peculiar to this hyparchetype, which may have been modified
and standardized on the Tshal pa arrangment in some Kanjurs descended
from the Them spangs ma (e.g. S). In addition, it is noteworthy that BaDo
share three errors with DNQ. There are at least two ways to interpret this
phenomenon: Either the errors result from a common hyparchetype which
must have been very early given the considerable extent to which the two
groups vary from each other, or the possibility of the contamination of the
Early Mustang Kanjur by a forebear of the Tshal pa line is to be kept in mind.
I personally prefer the second scenario over the first, not only because the
onus probandi of the former is significant lighter than that of the latter, but
also in light of some evidence for the possible diffusion of the Tshal pa in the
Mustang/Dolpo region before the making of the Early Mustang Kanjur.
According to the mNga’ ris rgyal rabs composed in the 15th century, the
Khasa ruler Punyamalla, who reigned over Dolpo during the years 1330-1340,
was a devout follower of Bu ston Rin chen grub and, in 1335 or soon after,
received a copy of the Kanjur and Tanjur from Zha lu monastery,** which, as
mentioned above, is a copy of the Old Narthang revised by Bu ston and may
well share some variants with the Tshal pa. Although no vestige of this *Zha
lu ma copy has yet come to light, it is not to be excluded that at least parts of
it might have been preserved in the Mustang/Dolpo region until the early
15th century and exerted some influence on the manuscript Kanjur

80. The Gyantse line was continued by its descendants in Bhutan, whence the two Ladakhi
manuscript Kanjurs (SZ) stemmed. This may well have had a strong connection with

the 'Brug pa dKa’ brgyud pa school which was in the ascendant among Ladakhi aristocrats
from the 16th to the 17th century. See Petech 1977: 169.

81. The Early Mustang manuscript Kanjur was produced in 1436-1447, the Shel dkar in 1472,
and the Them spangs ma in 1431

82. See Tauscher 2015a: 368—369, 381.
83. See Vitali 1996: 454.
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commissioned by the new king A ma dpal bzang po rgyal mtshan.

I round off this section with a stemma codicum summing up the preliminary
results of the stemmatic analyses above:

Old Narthang
_.- *Zha lu ma Tshal pa
Early Mustang Th} spangs ma
\ Shel dkar
Dolpo [Do]
Basgo [Ba] Bhutan
Shey [Z] \
London [L]
ondon [L] Stog [S] Pekmg [Q]
Narthang [N]

Derge [D]

Reassignment to Tanjur in the Tshal pa Group

Apart from the textual variants on which the preceding analyses are based, a
(if not the) para-textual difference between the Them spangs ma and the
Tshal pa groups is the classification of the present text within the frame of
the Tibetan canon. All the block-print editions belonging to the Tshal pa
group have assigned the Nandimitravadana to the Tanjur, while the same
text is found in the Kanjur manuscripts bearing witness to the Them spangs
ma. How to explain the difference is the first issue to be raised in our
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investigation into the history of its canonization in Tibet.

It is, first and foremost, to be noted that, when the present text, along with
some Abhidharmic and avadana(-type) works, were included in the
(proto-)Kanjurs, there existed no corresponding Tanjur in which they might
have been placed.* The bifurcation of the archaic bka’ bstan bcos into
bka’'gyur and bstan 'gyur did not take place until the establishment of the
Old Narthang manuscript Kanjur in the early 14th century. Only from that
time onward may one safely speak of separate Kanjurs and Tanjurs.® Since
the Old Narthang Kanjur, as some scholars have assumed, was not an edition
in the proper sense of the word, but rather a collection not free from
duplicates,” further work to edit the raw materials may well have been in
order. Such work was undertaken at Tshal Gung thang monastery in the
mid-14th century. The result of the project was the Tshal pa Kanjur
mentioned above, which was based on the Old Narthang Kanjur with
standardization of terminology and rearrangement of the order of texts. It
was, in all likelihood, during this process of redaction that such texts as the
Nandimitravadana were reassigned to the newly established category Tanjur,
inasmuch as they were not considered part of ‘the Buddha’s word’
(buddhavacana).¥ Some historical information about this process can be
gleaned from the colophons preserved in the 'Jang Sa tham or Lithang Kanjur,
the blocks of which were carved during the years 1608-1621 under the
supervision of the 6th Zhwa dmar pa, Gar dbang Chos kyi dbang phyug
(1584-1630).® The colophons were attributed to rGyal sras Byang chub dpal
(ldan) who was the abbot of the Tshal pa yangs dgon monastery around the

84. See Tauscher 2015b: 105,
85. See Skilling 1997: 100.
86. See Harrison 1994: 298.

87. This kind of disputes over the status of certain collections of Buddhist texts is, of course,
not peculiar to Tibet. In ancient Indian Buddhism, although the status of the Satras and
the Vinaya was not controversial, whether the Abhidharma should be venerated as
buddhavacana was subject to debate. For the standpoint of a mainstream school (i.e. the
Vaibhasikas) on this matter, cf. Abhidharmakosabhasya I 3: [ed. Pradhan 1975: 2—3] atas
taddhetos tasya dharmapravicayasyarthe sastra kila buddhenabhidharma uktah | na hi
vinabhidharmopadesena sisyah sakto dharman pravicetum iti [ sa tu prakirna ukto
bhagavata bhadanta-Katyayaniputraprabhytibhih pindikrtya sthapito bhadanta-
Dharmatratodanavargiyakaranavad ity ahur vaibhasikah | ‘Vaibhasikas assert: “For that
reason, on account of the discernment of the dharmas, the teacher, the Buddha, preached
the Abhidharma; because, without the teaching of the Abhidharma, the pupils are
incapable of discerning the dharmas. However, it was preached by the Blessed One
piecemeal, [but] the Reverend Katyayaniputra etc. collected and established it, as the
Reverend Dharmatrata did with the Udanavarga.””’ (cf. la Vallée-Poussin 1923: 6). This
Vaibhasika stance of including the Abhidharma and the Udanavarga in the category of
buddhavacana is not shared, for instance, by the Sautrantikas who were determined
‘sttra-fundamentalists’, so to speak.

88. Jampa Samten 1987: 17 gives 1609—1614; but after Imaeda 1982/84, the carving of the
blocks begun in 1608, the edition was consecrated in 1614, but not completed until 1621.

118



INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

mid-14th century.” In the colophon of the Siitra section (mdo sde), we read
the following statement:

[...] mdo dngos ma yin pa rgyud sder gtogs pa’i gzungs rnams ni rgyud bum gyi nang du
dris shing | gser mdog gi rtogs pa brjod pa dang | dge ba’i bshes gnyen gyi rtogs pa brjod

padang | ku na la’i rtogs pa brjod pa dang | dge dun ‘phel gyis lung bstan pa dang | li yul
lung bstan pa la sogs pa rnams ni bde bar gshegs pa mya ngan las 'das nas phyis ‘phags
pa rnams kyis mdzad pa yin zhing | gdags pa’i bstan bcos rnams kyang mdo sde pa la
sogs pa grub mtha’ smra ba kha gcig bkar mi ‘dod la | skyes rabs dang | sangs rgyas bcom
ldan 'das la bstod par bsngags par ‘os pa bsngags pa la sogs pa’i bstod pa rnams dang |
gzhon nu bdun gyi rtogs brjod la sogs pa rnams ni phyis slob dpon dpa’ bo la sogs pa bstan
bcos mkhan po rnams kyis mdzad pa yin pa’i phyir dang | thub pa drang srong gar ga’i
ltas kyi rnam pa bstan pa la sogs pa ‘ga’ zhig phyi rol pa’i rig byed kyi gzhung gi cha shas
su snang bas bstan bcos gyur ro cog gi nang du dris pas | ...] [ed. Jampa Samten 1987: 31]

“Dharanis which are not genuine Sutras and which belong to the Tantra class were
copied into the Tantra section (rgyud ’bum), while because works such as the
Suvarnavarnavadana, the Nandimitravadana, the Kunalavadana, the Prophecy of the

Arhat Sanghavardhana, the Prophecy of the Li Country (i.e., Khotan) were composed
by later holy ones after the Nirvana of the Sugata, because the various
prajiiapti-treatises [i.e., Abhidharma works] are also not accepted as sacred word (bka’)
by certain schools such as Sautrantikas, while the jatakas, hymns of praise such as the
Varnarhavarna Buddhastotra, the Saptakumarikavadana etc., were composed by later
scholastic writers such as the master Sara; and because certain works like the
[Maha]munigargarsyaksanimittakrtinirdesa appear to form part of the Vedic
literature of non-Buddhists, these were copied among the translated treatises (i.e., in
the Tanjur).” (tr. Harrison 1994: 299; with slight modifications)

Having carefully examined the classification of all the titles given above in
the catalogues of several Kanjurs which are considered descendants of the
Them spangs ma, Paul Harrison comes to the observation that most of the
texts, including the Nandimitravadana, are indeed assigned to the mdo (sde)
section in the Them spangs ma line, but to the Tanjur on the Tshal pa side.”
This probably lends support to the message conveyed by the colophon that
these texts were originally included in the Old Narthang Kanjur and excluded
from the Kanjur by the Tshal pa redactors. The case seems to be a bit more
complicated with the stotras and jatakas, which are also absent in the Them
spangs ma line, but those exceptions can be explained away through the
presumption that not all parts of the Them spangs ma were copied from the
Old Narthang, and thus do not contradict what the colophon says.

But the Tshal pa redactors were by no means those who made the first

89. See Jampa Samten 1987: 28, n. 21; the historicity of the colophons might be borne out by
the fact that the one of the Vinaya section (‘dul ba) is reproduced verbatim in the Peking
and Derge Kanjurs, although the latter lacks the panegyrical verses at the end of the
colophon (Jampa Samten 1987: 21).

90. See Harrison 1994: 299—301.
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attempt at the exclusion of those texts from the Kanjur. More than a decade
before the compilation of the Tshal pa Kanjur, the great Tibetan scholar Bu
ston Rin chen grub (1290-1364) revised the Tanjur part of the Old Narthang
and wrote a catalogue of this new Tanjur in 1335.” In that catalogue, there is
a specific section dealing with some avadana(-type) works, which Bu ston
seems to have moved from Kanjur to Tanjur:

rtogs brjod sna tshogs kyi skor la | [886] gser mdog gi rtogs pa brjod pa rin chen bzang
po’i ‘gyur | [887] slob dpon gsang ba byin gyis mdzad pa gshon nu ma bdun gyi rtogs pa
brjod pa | [888] dgra bcom pa dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen gyi rtogs brjod Sha kya ‘od kyi 'gyur |
[889] ku na la mig gi rtogs pa brjod pa rin chen bzang po’i ‘gyur | [890] dgra bcom pa

dge 'dun ‘phel gyi lung bstan pa 100 $L. | [891] li’i yul lung bstan pa | [892] chos rgyal mya
ngan med kyis klu btul ba’i le’u Sha kya 'od kyi 'gyur | [893] dpe’i phreng ba las sangs
rgyas kyi dpe’i phreng ba tshul khrims yon tan dang rin chen bzang po’i ‘gyur | [894] thub
pa chen po drang srong gar gas ltas kyi rnam pa bstan pa’i gtsug lag | [895] slob dpon
bha ba kan dha syas mdzad pa’i gnas brtan spyan drang ba 200 sl. ye shes sde’i ‘gyur |
skyes rabs dang rtogs brjod 'di dag phal cher mdo sde’i nang du bris mod kyi 'di dag bstan
beos yin pas bstan bcos su bri’o || [ed. Nishioka 1981: 63f.]

With regard to various avadanas, (there are) §886 the Suvarnavarnavadana translated
by Rin chen bzang po; §887 the Saptakumarikavadana composed by the master
Gopadatta; §888 the Arhan-Nandimitravadana translated by Sakvya ’od; §889 the
Kunalavadana translated by Rin chen bzang po; §890 the Prophecy of the Arhat

Sanghavardhana (consisting of) 100 $lokas; §891 the Prophecy of the Li Country; §892
the Dharmaraja-Aéoka[mukha]nagavinayapariccheda translated by Sakya 'od; §893
the Buddha section of the Drstantapankti (= the Kalpanamanditika) translated by
Tshul khrims yon tan and Rin chen bzang po; §894 the Mahamunigargarsyaksa-
nimittakrtinirdesa; §895 the Sthaviropanimantrana composed by the master
Bhavaskandhasya (consisting of) 200 $lokas, translated by Ye shes sde. Although these
jatakas and avadanas were usually copied in the Sutra section (mdo sde), they are
treatises and thus to be copied among the treatises (i.e., in the Tanjur).

Seven out of the ten titles (i.e., §§886—891, 894) given by Bu ston recur in the
Tshal pa colophon translated above. And the other three, if we examine the
catalogues of the Tshal pa descendents, are exclusively preserved in the
Tanjur as well; it is not far-fetched to assume that these are nothing but titles
omitted from the colophon with la sogs pa ‘etc.’. Even a brief comparison of
both passages suffices to reveal the Tshal pa redactors’ indebtedness to Bu
ston, whose revision of the Old Narthang might have set a precedent for the
work of those who were confronted with more or less the same raw material
at Tshal Gung thang monastery. On the other hand, what lay behind Bu ston’s
rearrangement was probably one of the tasks that he had undertaken since
the very beginning of his work on the Old Narthang with the compilation of
his first catalogue Chos kyi rnam grangs dkar chag, namely, sorting out texts
which were deemed by him or his predecessors as spurious (the tshom gyi

g1. Cf. Bu ston’s bsTan bcos "gyur ro 'tshal gyu dkar chag, edited with running numbers by
Nishioka 1981: 43—94.
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gzhi) or controversial (rtsod pa can). As a result, some of the texts seem to
have eventually passed his scrutiny and were included in the first catalogue,
while the other were either reassigned to the Tanjur or removed from the
canon right away.” As far as the aforementioned avadana(-type) works are
concerned, this process might become transparent from the following
recapitulation by sDe srid Sangs rgyas rgya mtsho (1653-1705) in his own
catalogue entitled mChod sdong 'dzam gling rgyan gcig gi dkar chag:

bskal bzang sangs rgyas bdun pa thub bstan spel ba’i byed por zhing 'dir phebs pa bu ston
kha ches chos kyi ’byung gnas gsung rab rin po che’i mdzod kyi bsgrigs rtsom dang | sangs
rgyas kyi bka’ rnam dag tu the tshom gyi gzhi yod pa rnams la dogs pa bkod [...] ‘ga’ zhig

gt bka’i grags su jog pa Jjig rten gdags pa | rgyu gdags pa | las gdags pa | gser mdog dang
| gzhon nu ma bdun | dgra bcom pa dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen | ku na la rnams kyi rtogs brjod

| dgra bcom pa dge 'dun ‘phel gyi lung bstan | li yul lung bstan pa | chos rgyal mya ngan
med pa’i klu btul ba’i le’u | sangs rgyas kyi dpe’i phreng ba | drang srong gar gas ltas kyi
rnam pa bstan pa’i gtsug lag | gnas brtan spyan drangs pa rnams mdo sde’i nang du bris
mod kyi’di dag bstan bcos yin pas der bgrang ngo | zhes dang [ stag rna’i rtogs brjod |
mig bcu gnyis pa | bcom ldan “das kyi gtsug tor chen po’i mdo | snang brgyad rnams klu
mes dbang phyug grags bka’ min par smra zhes dogs pa bkod | [...] [ed. Xining 1990: 434]

The Kashmiri Bu ston, who arrived in this realm as the promoter of the teachings of the
seven Buddhas of the Bhadrakalpa, cast doubt on those of spurious origin among the
works collected in (his) Chos kyi 'byung gnas gsung rab rin po che’i mdzod and the
authentic word of the Buddha: “... Some of (the texts) to which the prestige of ‘sacred
word’ was assigned — the Lokaprajiapti, the Karanaprajnapti, the Karmaprajnapti,

the Suvarpavarna-, the Saptakumarika-, the Arhan-Nandimitra-, the Kunala-avadana,
the Prophecy of the Arhat Sanghavardhana, the Prophecy of the Li Country, the
Dharmaraja-Asoka[mukha]nagavinayapariccheda, the Buddha-Drstantapankti, the
[Mahamuni]gargarsyaksanimittakrti- nirdesa, and the Sthaviropanimantrana — were
copied in the Sutra section, but these are treatises and thus to be included there (i.e., in
the Tanjur).” And also, “(as for) the Sardulakarnavadana, the Dvadasalocana, the Satra
on the Great Usnisa of the Blessed One (= the Da foding jing X f# THAS), and the
Eight Luminaries (= the Bayang jing /\[%#%%), Klu mes dBang phyug grags cast doubt
on (their authenticity) saying that (they) are not sacred word” ...

The second half of this passage is based on two sections of the Chos kyi rnam
grangs dkar chag, where more or less the same statements are found.”
Those statements are attributed to Klu mes dBang phyug grags, who is
credited with the compilation of one of the catalogues in the second diffusion
period. Bu ston used those catalogues for the purpose of compiling his own

catalogues.”* Although little is known about his life,” his skeptical attitude

92 For the modus operandi of Bu ston’s revision, see Herrmann-Pfandt 2009: 243—261.
93. Cf. Nishioka 1980: 68, §§80—81 and 75, §318.
94. See Herrmann-Pfandt 2009: 246, n. 23.

95. Skilling 1997: 99, esp. n. 92; possibly postdating Sa skya Pandita (1147-1216), since, at the
end of Bu ston’s first catalogue, he is named after the latter: sa skya pandi ta dang klu mes
la sogs pas ... [ed. Nishioka 1980: 78].
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towards some translated texts is discernible from the quotation by Bu ston.
The latter, however, included in his first catalogue those texts deemed by Klu
mes as suspect. The inclusion seems to suggest, as Herrmann-Pfandt argues,
Bu ston’s expectation that those texts, albeit questionable, should be proven
authentic in the end.”® Yet, what about those texts excluded from the Kanjur?
Could it be that Klu mes also sounded a note of caution as to the authenticity
of those texts that Bu ston simply accepted? To my mind, this possibility is at
least conceivable, all the more so since some of the texts reassigned to the
Tanjur are similar in character to those included in the Kanjur.”” If that is
true, the idea of reassigning such texts as the Nandimitravadana to the
Tanjur, as is attested in the Tshal pa group, could be traced back at least to
Klu mes dBang phyug grags.

Such controversy over the status of Buddhist texts is a matter of course in
Tibetan Buddhism, since, as Jonathan Silk infers from the case of the Heart
Suitra, “the proper classification of texts was of great import to the
Tibetans”.”® The present case provides us with some first-hand evidence for
the ways in which Tibetan scholars and writers negotiated the fluid standards
of canonicity over the course of time, and thus invites investigations of some
topics which, in Silk’s words, “strike right to the nerves of some deep-seated
issues in Tibetan Buddhist doctrinal history”. To be sure, such a systematic
survey is beyond the scope of the current thesis and must be left for
specialists in the field of Tibetan Studies. But with these preliminary notes on
the case of the Nandimitravadana and related texts, I hope to have laid a
cornerstone for future investigations into these topics.

The Translators

According the colophon preserved in all the extant versions, the
Nandimitravadana was translated by a duo consisting of an Indian pundit
Ajitasribhadra and a Tibetan monk Shakya 'od. We know next to nothing
about their floruit, not to mention their lives or beliefs. Therefore, we take as
a point of departure all the other translations traditionally ascribed to these
two, which may give us some clues as to what kinds of texts they produced. A
brief survey yields a list of nine translations, as follows:

1. Stag rna’i rtogs pa brjod pa (Skt. Sardilakarnavadana)
Kanjur: D 358, N 345, Q 1027, S 278, F 284. Cf. Nishioka 1980: 68, §8o.
Chin.: T1300, 1301 etc.

96. See Herrmann-Pfandt 2009: 256.

97. For instance, the Mahamunigargarsyaksanimittakrtinirdesa is a divination text
having an affinity with the Sardalakarnavadana and the Dvadasalocana in terms of genre
and functionality, such that the three texts are found copied in a single manuscript from a
Lahoul village library; see Khasdub Gyatso Shashin 1978.

98. See Silk 1994: 30.
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Skt.: Mukhopadhyaya 1954, Bongard-Levin/Vorob’éva-Desjatovskaja 1990: 39-156,
Miyazaki/Nagashima/Tamai/Zhou 2015: 1-84.

2. Sangs rgyas rjes su dran pa’i ‘grel pa (Skt. Buddhanusmrti-vrtti)
Tanjur, commentary (mdo ‘grel): D 3982, Q 5482.

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 54, §628: dkon mchog gsum rjes dran gyi ‘grel pa.

3. dGe 'dun rjes su dran pa’i bshad pa (Skt. Sanghanusmrti-vyakhya)
Tanjur, commentary (mdo ‘grel): D 3984, Q 5484.

4. Mi khom pa brgyad kyi gtam (Skt. Astaksanakatha)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4167 (also 4510), Q 5667 (also 5423).

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 60, §805.

5. 'Tsod pa’i 'dus kyi gtam (Skt. Kaliyugaparikatha)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4170 (also 4513), Q 5670 (also 5426).

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 60, §809. See Dietz 2000: 173-186.

6. Chos smra ba dang dam pa’i chos nyan pa la gus par bya ba’i gtam (Skt.
Dharmavacanasaddharmasravakasatyakrtyakatha)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4172, Q 5672.

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 60, §811.

7. Mya ngan bsal ba (Skt. Sokavinodana)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4177 (also 4505), Q 5677 (also 5418).

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 61, §828.

8. Mi dge ba bcu'’i las kyi lam bstan pa (Skt. Dasakusalakarmapatha-
nirdesa)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4178 (also 4503), Q 5678 (also 5416).

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 61, §829.

9. Mya ngan med pa’i sgo nas klu btul ba’i le’u (Skt. ASokamukhanaga-
vinayapariccheda)

Tanjur, letters (spring yig): D 4197, Q 5696.

Cf. Nishioka 1981: 63f., §892. See Mette 1985: 301ff.

With the sole exception of the Sardiilakarnavadana (which shall be
discussed below), all the other translated works are preserved in the Tanjur.
Viewed from their content, they are either Asanga’s commentaries on the
recollection (anusmrti) of the Three Jewels (nos. 2, 3), or some belles-lettres
attributed to Asvaghosa (nos. 4, 7, 8), Matrceta (no. 5) or Gopadatta (no. 6)
etc. Provided that the received attributions can be taken at face value, we
may set the 8th century, a date before which the youngest among the authors,
namely Gopadatta, should have lived,” as the terminus post quem for the
translation of those works into Tibetan. But the fact that none of their titles is
registered in the lHan kar ma or the 'Phang thang ma seems to suggest that
they were probably not products of the first diffusion period (snga dar).”””

99. See Hahn 1992: 28.

100. One of the works (i.e. no. 2) could possibly be identified with a text the title of which
is registered in IHan kar ma (i.e. [555C] after Herrmann-Pfandt 2008). Be that as it may,
that entry can at best be interpreted as an earlier translation of the same text in Tibetan;
see Herrmann-Pfandt 2008: 315. The only text without an authorship attribution (i.e. no. 9)
has been subject to a recent comparative study by Yamazaki Kazuho, who concludes her
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Dating the Tibetan translation of the Sardiilakarnavadana is bound to be a
controversial matter. In the editio princeps of the Sanskrit text, Sujitkumar
Mukhopadhyaya plainly dated the translation to 864 CE without adducing
any evidence for his dating.”” The self-assuredness of the learned editor
makes it difficult to follow his perhaps educated guess. The most recent
attempt at dating the translation is made by Zhou Liqun, who puts forth a
relative chronology placing the translation of the Sardiilakarnavadana before
the compilation of the IHan kar ma, which she, following Yoshimura Shuki,
dates to 824 CE, and thus counts the siitra among the earliest Buddhist texts
translated into Tibetan. Her only evidence is an obscure record in the "Phang
thang ma, which she, again following Yoshimura, considers prior to the lHan
kar ma.”” The record runs as follows:

12 gzungs che phra so so’i cho ga dang beas pa la | | ...] [304] ‘phags pa stag sna [ 2 bp. |
[...] [ed. Kawagoe 2005:18]

As is evident from the rubric, this section consists of long and short dharanis
as well as the liturgies (cho ga), among which a certain text entitled
‘Tiger-Snout’ (stag sna) is mentioned. The title, according to Zhou, is simply a
scribal error for stag rna, which in its turn stands for the Tibetan translation
of the Sardiilakarna[-avadana] in question. This identification is
questionable in two respects. First, it is highly unlikely, if not impossible, that
such a text as the Sardiilakarnavadana would have been categorized as a
dharani or liturgy, as Zhou seems to have taken for granted. 10 out of the total
of 13 titles registered in this section find parallels in the IHan kar ma, but
none of them is even tentatively identifiable with an avadana(-type) work."®
Second, even if, to consider the best-case scenario, a translation of the
Sardiillakarnavadana was somehow misconceived of by the cataloguer and
thus misplaced among dharanis, the record at best amounts to evidence for ‘a’
Tibetan translation of this stitra in the early gth century, but there is no
evidence whatsoever to identify it with that translated by Ajitasribhadra and

survey to the effect that it comes very close to the source text used by Ksemendra (ca.
990-1077) in the 73rd chapter of the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata, see Yamazaki 2015:
1276fF. If this is true, the Vorlage of the Tib. version should not be much earlier than the
date of Ksemendra.

101. See Mukhopadhyaya 1954: xiii.

102 See Zhou 2013: 686-689. The dating of the IHan kar ma in 824 was mainly asserted by
Japanese scholars, see Yoshimura 1950: 11f,, and in much greater detail Yamaguchi 1985: 1—
61. For the most recent reappraisal of the state of the art, see Herrmann-Pfandt 2008: xviii—
xxii. The latter scholar dates the IHan kar ma to 812. As for the relative dates of the two
earliest catalogues that have come down to us, Georgios Halkias, on the basis of two
references in the manuscript of the 'Phang thang ma to the IHan kar ma, argues for the
chronological priority of the latter, see Halkias 2004: 55. This theory does not stand closer
scrutiny, since the two “references”, as Adelheid Herrmann-Pfandt rightly states, are
nothing but glosses added manu secunda to the manuscript; see Herrmann-Pfandt 2008:
xxiv—xxvi. The latter scholar dates the 'Phang thang ma to 806.

103. Cf. Herrmann-Pfandt 2008: 184ff,, , 336, 339, 340, 341, 347, 352, 370, and 378.
3 335, 339, 339, 340, 341, 347, 352, 37 37
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Shakya 'od, let alone to establish the date of the 'Phang thang ma as the
terminus ad quem for the two translators. On balance, their translation of the
Sardulakarnavadana, like those discussed above, should not date back to the
first diffusion period either.

The indistinct silhouette of the two translators is further blurred by the fact
that Shakya 'od (or -prabha) was a popular Tibetan name under which
multiple monks are known to us. Only one of the monks lived in the first
diffusion period. According to the dBa’ bzhed, one of the earliest Tibetan
sources concerning the transmission of Buddhism to Tibet in the imperial
period, there was a Sha/Shag kya (prabha), son of mChims A nu, among the
six sad mi, namely the first group of Tibetan young monks trained in the
language of India.””* The monk mChims Shakya (prabha) is also mentioned
in Pelliot tibétain 44, an Old Tibetan document from Dunhuang, to have
received instructions on the phur pa from Padmasambhava, and is believed
to have had special ties with the latter.” The translation activities of this
legendary lo tsa ba have become a mythical matter, since there is no
historical evidence for what he translated. Although the dBa’ bzhed credits
the six legendary monks with the translation of “all texts of Jam dpal kri ya
and U pa ya available in India”,*® it is anything but clear what those titles
actually refer to, not to mention what réle mChims Sha kya (prabha) exactly
played in the process of translating them.”” Hence, mChims Shakya (prabha)
is basically ruled out as a candidate for the Shakya 'od in question. This also
makes the possibility of dating all the translations of Shakya 'od to the first
diffusion period extremely weak.

In the second diffusion period, so many people once named Shakya 'od come
to our attention that we have to restrict the scope of examination to the time
period before Bu ston Rin chen grub. In the three catalogues compiled by Bu
ston, apart from those listed above, there are twelve titles whose translator is
explicitly noted as Shakya 'od (according to the order of Nishioka 1980-1982):

§505 Nyi khri rnam 'grel
=D 3788.
= Skt. Paficavims$atisahasrikaprajiiaparamitopadesasastra-

104. See Pasang Wangdu/Diemberger 2000: 69, n. 237 and 96, n. 379.

105. For the relevant passages in the Dunhuang document, see Bischoff/Hartman 1971: 19;
and most recently, Cantwell/Mayer 2008: 62.

106. See Pasang Wangdu/Diemberger 2000: 70.

107. Ren Xiaobo recently ascribes to this lo tsa ba the translation of the Saitra on the
Causes and Effects of Actions from Chinese (i.e. D 355, Q 1024; Bu ston §77), which, he
argues, might have influenced the renowned translator Chos grub in gth-century
Dunhuang; see Ren 2013: 33—35. However, his claim is based on a misreading of a section of
Bu ston’s first catalogue (Nishioka 1980: 68) by erroneously applying Bu ston’s remark on
the translator of §80 (i.e. the Sardalakarnavadana discussed above) also to the three
unattributed titles registered immediately before it (i.e. §§77-79). This mistake is so
obvious that no refutation is needed here.
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Abhisamayalamkarakarika-varttika of Bhadanta-Vimuktisena (Ruegg 1968: 305, n. 6).
Tr. with Santibhadra.

§518 sDus(-»sDud) 'grel rtogs par sla ba

=D 3792.

= Skt. Prajiaparamita-Ratnagunasamcayagatha-vyakhya or -paijika of Haribhadra
(Jiang 2000: 115-123)."®

Tr. with Santibhadra.

§589 gShung gi rab byed

~ D 3899 (also 4547).

~ Skt. Sugatamatavibhangakarika of Jitari (Shirasaki 1979: 119-124).
Tr. with Santibhadra.

§729—730 Sems tsam rgyan (root text and commentary)
=Dgo72, Q 5538 or D 4085, Q 5586.

= Madhyamakalamkaravrtti-Madhyamakapratipadasiddhi or
Madhyamakalamkaropadesa of Ratnakarasanti.'™

Tr. with Santibhadra.

§806 Rin po che za ma tog Ita bu’i gtam

=D 4168 (also 4511).

= Skt. Subhasitaratnakarandakatha of Arya Sira (Zimmermann 1975).
Tr. with Rudra.

§834 sGom rim

=D 3908.

= Skt. Bhavanakrama of Nagarjuna.

Tr. with Lota/Lota.

§1043 Nang gi khyab pa

=D 4260.

= Skt. Antarvyapti-samarthana of Ratnakarasanti (Kajiyama 1999).

Tr. with Kumarakalasa.

§1044 rGyu 'bras grub pa

Unidentied. But the author Jiianasr is undoubtedly Jianasrimitra (980-1030).
Tr. with Kumarakalasa.

§1048 gTan tshigs kyi de kho na nyid bstan pa

=D 4261.

= Skt. Hetutattvopadesa of Jitari (Chattopadhyaya 1939)

Tr. with Kumarakalasa.

§1054 rNam rig grub pa

=D 4259.

= Skt. Vijiiaptimatrasiddhi of Ratnakarasanti (Umino/Tsultrim Kelsang 1982).
Tr. with Shes rab brtsegs."™

§2703 De kho na nyid grub pa’i rab tu byed pa

=D 3708.

108. For the title of the commentary, see Yuyama 2001: 31-33.

109. For the identification, see Mimaki 1992: 2971, n. 1.

110. But according to the Kanjur colophons, Shes rab brtsegs was but one of the revisors
while the text was translated with Santibhadra.
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= Skt. Tattvasiddhiprakarana of Santaraksita.

Tr. with Rin chen bzang po.™

§2741 De kho na nyid theg chen nyi cu pa
=D 2250.

= Skt. Tattvamahayanavimsati of Maitripa.

Tr. with Dhiriérijiiana.

Among these titles, we find two groups of titles, in each of which the other
translator is the same (i.e., Santibhadra: §§505, 518, 589, 729—730;
Kumarakalasa: §§1043-1044, 1048). And we also find two groups of titles, in
each of which the author of the translated works is the same (i.e., Jitari: §§589,
1048; Ratnakarasanti: §§729—730, 1043, 1054). These commonalities at least
point to a strong likelihood that the vast majority of the translations (eight
out of twelve) listed above go back to 'Bro seng dkar Shakya 'od,” who must
have lived no earlier than the youngest of the authors, such as Jitari,
Jiianasrimitra, and Ratnakarakirti, dating from the late 10th to early 11th
century.” Among the remaning four titles, at least two are, in all likelihood,
to be attributed to 'Bro seng dkar Shakya 'od as well.”* However, it remains
uncertain whether this Shakya 'od is identical with the one who co-operated
with Ajitasribhadra.

Be that as it may, one of the last two translations (i.e., §806) was, at least in
the eyes of Bu ston, rendered into Tibetan by a Shakya 'od — whether he

was 'Bro seng dkar Shakya 'od or not — who translated the Astaksanakatha
(no. 4 above) together with Ajitasribhadra, exactly as they did with the
Nandimitravadana.” The work entitled Subhasitaratnakarandakatha,
traditionally attributed to Arya Siira, “is in fact a late compilation of poor
literary quality”, which, according to Michael Hahn, “basically consists of a
flowery appeal to Buddhist laypeople to donate various items to the members

111. But according to the Kanjur colophons, the text was translated by Dipamkarasrijiiana
and Rin chen bzang po, while Shakya 'od and Kumarakalasa served as the revisors.

112. The first component ’bro seng dkar is only given by Bu ston under the entry of §505
(Nishioka 1981: 50). But it is widely attested in the Kanjur colophons and thus seems to
form part of the genuine name of the translator, who was probably from the
prestigious 'Bro clan.

13. For the dates of Jitari (ca. 940-1000), see Dietz 1981: 46f.; of Jiianasrimitra (ca. 98o—
1030), see Kajiyama 1966: 9; though no precise date for Ratnakarakirti is available, he is
generally considered an elder contemporary of Jiidanasrimitra, see Mimaki 1976: 3.

114. Despite the variation between Bu ston’s catalogue and the Kanjur colophons, §2703
was translated or revised by Shakya 'od together with Kumarakalasa, a name which may
well indicate its connection with § §1043-1044, 1048. Both of the translators thus seem to
be contemporaries of Rin chen bzang po, who must have been part of the translation team
of this text. The author to whom §2741 is attributed, Maitripa, was probably active in the
first half of the 11th century. The fact that he was approximately contemporaneous with
the translator discussed above makes it probable that the same Shakya 'od is at issue here.
15. Cf. [805] slob spon rta dbyangs kyis mdzad pa’i mi khom pa brgyad spong ba’i gtam
dang | [806] slob spon dpa’ bos mdzad pa’i rin po che za ma tog lta bu’i gtam gnyis

shakya 'od kyi ‘gyur | [ed. Nishioka 1981: 60].
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of the Buddhist order. Both the items and the reward for donating them are
specified.”™® The Tibetan translation was subject to a meticulous study by
Heinz Zimmermann, who dated it to the gth century.”” His dating was, as J.W.
de Jong pointed out in a review of his book, based on a misconception of W.
Zinkgrif, who injudiciously dated both the Indian pundit Sakyaprabha and
the Tibetan monk Shakya ’od to the ninth century.” De Jong himself,
following a comment by Giuseppe Tucci, opted for the mid-11th century,
since he regarded the Tibetan monk Shakya 'od as a contemporary of Rin
chen bzang po (958-1055)."° In a lengthy review article of Zimmermann’s
book, Michael Hahn expressed more or less the same opinion.” Their keen
remarks notwithstanding, both de Jong and Hahn seem to have taken for
granted that the Shakya 'od translating the Subhasitaratnakarandakatha was
no other than 'Bro seng dkar Shakya 'od discussed above. This seems to me
not necessarily so obvious, taking into account that Shakya 'od was by no
means an uncommon name for monks in post-imperial Tibet. At any rate, we
may not fall foul of truth in claiming that it was the same Shakya 'od who
translated the Subhasitaratnakarandakatha and the Nandimitravadana,
albeit with different collaborators.

If the identification suggested above is approximately correct, it may not be
out of order to sound a note of caution for scholars interested in any of the
nine texts enumerated at the beginning of this section. If they approach those
translations with the expectation to gain a faithful reflection of a recension of
the Sanskrit original (as is the case with most Tibetan translations), they can
be no less disappointed than was Zimmermann who, in Hahn’s words, “must
have doubted the mental health of scholars praising the Tibetan translations
in an exaggerated manner.”” Zimmermann’s disappointment is not
unjustified, for the Tibetan version of the Subhasitaratnakarandakatha
deviates from the Sanskrit version to such a great extent that A.C. Banerjee,
to whom we owe the editio princeps of the text in Sanskrit, once wondered
that the Tibetan translators might have worked on a different text.”* Itis

116. See Hahn 2007: 123.

17. See Zimmermann 1975: 181f.

18. See Zinkgrif 1940: 61f,; de Jong 1976: 317.

119. See Tucci 1933: 50; de Jong 1972: 507, 1976: 318.

120. See Hahn 1978: 52 (emphasis added): “Sakya 'od, der die im 11. Jh. lebenden Autoren
Jetari, Jianasrimitra, Ratnakarasanti u.a. tibersetzte, kann aber bestenfalls gleichzeitig mit
ihnen ... angesetzt werden. Dieser Sakya 'od war nun an der Ubertragung der
S[ubhasita]r[atna]k[aranda]k[atha] beteiligt, nicht Sakya pra bha, so daf die obere
Grenze fiir die Entstehung der SRKK auf jeden Fall bis mindestens in das 11. Jh.
hinaufrutscht.”

121. See Hahn 2007: 124.

122. Banerjee 1959: 277 (emphasis added): “The Tibetan translations are, as a rule, very
faithful and almost verbatim. But the present text on collation with the Tibetan versions is
found to have more divergence than agreement. Further, there is slight difference between
the two Tibetan versions. It is, therefore, likely that the Tibetan renderings were made not
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thanks to the work of Zimmermann that the scholarly world came to realize
that Shakya 'od’s translation of the Subhasitaratnakarandakatha was not
made from a different text, but is “probably one of the worst Tibetan
translations in the whole of the Kanjur and Tanjur”, as was acknowledged by
de Jong;*® or to quote Hahn’s remark based on his own experience, it is “the
poorest translation of an Indian work that [he has] seen in more than forty
years of reading Tibetan canonical texts”.” In most cases, the various
translation problems, for which the Tibetan Subhasitaratnakarandakatha is
notorious, should be chalked up to the incapability of Shakya 'od whose
training in the Sanskrit language must have been sloppy. Therefore, there are
good reasons to doubt the quality of the other translations attributed to this
translator which may also contain similar types of problems, provided the
co-operation with Ajitasribhadra did not substantially better the outcomes of
the translation project. The reasonable doubt is at least verified in the case of
the Tibetan Nandimitravadana, in which, as my annotated translation below
shows, some expressions are rendered in an ill-advised manner, to say the
least. Nevertheless, this is not to say that the nine translations are doomed to
be useless for the study of their Sanskrit counterparts, but rather that they are
not to be taken at face value but to be elucidated and weighed against other
available testimonies. As a matter of fact, “even such a deplorable translation
as that of the S[ubhasita]r[atna]- k[aranda]k[atha] can be helpful in the
study of the Sanskrit original if it is examined carefully”,” as we learn from
Zimmermann’s exemplary study. Hence, the present note of caution must
not be taken as a deterrent to reading those Tibetan texts.

An Alternate List of the Sixteen Elders

A preliminary look into the Wirkungsgeschichte of the translation of the
Nandimitravadana turns out to be unrewarding. Despite its canonical status,
the translation does not appear to have had any significant impact on the cult
of the sixteen (or eighteen) Elders in post-imperial Tibet. With the sole
exception of Bu ston’s Chos 'byung,*® no later Tibetan work has been known
so far to have quoted from or alluded to the translation. Its otioseness is
further revealed by the fact that some later liturgies connected with the cult
of the Elders do not use the list of the Elders translated by Ajitasribhadra and
Shakya 'od, but are based on an alternate list, in which the Elders’ names are

from the present work but from some other, lost to us. In other words, there were texts
other than our present text that the Tibetan translators made use of.”

123. See de Jong 1976: 319.
124. Hahn 2007: 124. For some examples of the ways in which the Tibetan rendering is
removed from the Sanskrit text, see Hahn 2007: 124—-128.

125. See de Jong 1976: 319.
126. For the quotation in Bu ston’s Chos 'byung, see the sections [D1]—[E1] of my edition
below pp. 147-149.
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not only rendered differently, but also arranged in a different order and
sometimes accompanied by different dwelling places.

Sam van Schaik has translated a sample of those liturgies in his recent book.””
The translation is made from a Tibetan text compiled by the 19th-century
master Jam dbyangs mkhyen brtse’i dbang po (1820-1892),® but the prayer
around which the liturgy is centered must go back to a much earlier source
since, if we give credence to the introductory notes of the liturgy, it was
composed by the Kashmiri master Sakyasribhadra (1127/40s-1225), better
known to Tibetans as Kha che Pan chen, who came to Tibet at the beginning
of the 13th century.” It is in this prayer that the alternate list of the sixteen
Elders is attested.

An extremely close, if not totally identical, list is found in the so-called
Lebensbeschreibung studied by Anton Schiefner. The blocks engraved for
printing the text are unambiguously dated in the 4oth regnal year of
Qianlong (i.e., 1776), while the text itself, according to a colophon attached to
the copy, was composed by Rin chen chos kyi rgyal po in the Wood-Tiger year
(i.e., 1734) under the seventh Dalai Lama sKal bzang rgya mtsho (1708-
1757).*° In other words, the block-print version was produced within half a
century after the text was first drafted, and thus bears relatively reliable
witness to the primary shape of the text dating back to the early 18th century.
The list of the Elders occurs in the final section of the text, where they are
enumerated as the missionaries sent to different regions of the world after
the Nirvana of Mahakasyapa.” Apparently, the Tibetan author reinterpreted
the Elders’ dwelling places as their missionary dioceses, as it were. The source
of this list is unknown. To be sure, the author explicitly mentioned the three
pitakas as the sources he used;** but this remark must not be taken literally,
since, at least as far as the list of the Elders is concerned, he obviously did not
owe his information to the canonical translation of the Nandimitravadana,
but rather to a source which is very similar, if not identical, to

127. See van Schaik 2016: 141-153.

128. The Tib. text is entitled gNas brtan phyag mchod dang 'brel bar cho ga mdor bsdus
bya tshul [ed. Chengdu 2009: 335-344]. For the life and works of the Tibetan master, see
van Schaik 2016: 154-171.

129. For Tibetan sources concerning Sakyasribhadra’s life, see Jackson 1990, van der Kuijp
1994: 599—616. On the dates of his birth and death, see Jackson 1990: 18, n. 1.

130. Schiefner 1849: 1—2: “Denn zu Folge einer am Ende des Werkes Bl. 388 befindlichen
Notiz ist dasselbe unter dem Dalai-Lama sKal-bZang im Holz-Tiger Jahre (d.i. 1734) von
dem Lotsava Rin-khen-khos-kyi-rgyal-po ... verfasst ... Das Exemplar des Asiat. Museums
N. 285 ist mit den im g4osten Jahr der Regierung Kienlong’s (1776) geschnitten Holzplatten
gedruckt und enthalt in fiinf zierlich gebundenen Heften 391 Blitter.”

131. See Schiefner 1849: 78, and 91, n. 43.

132. Schiefner 1849: 2: “Der Verfasser fithrt aber Bl. 385 speziell als seine Quellen an: 1) die
vier Vinaja-Abteilungen; 2) Ratnakita; 3) Buddhavatarmsaka; 4) Lalitavistara[sic!]; 5)
Abhiniskramanastitra; 6) Mahaparinirvanasttra; 7) saimtliche Sttra’s, Tantra’s u.s.w.: der
Inhalt der drei Pitaka’s.”
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Sakyaéribhadra’s prayer mentioned above.

The list also left its traces in some artistic artifacts. In 1905, S.C. Vidyabhuisana
published several pieces of red sandalwood engraved with the Elders’ images,
which, according to him, were purchased from Gyantse in Central Tibet. The
images, as Vidyabhtuisana reported, “are not more than two hundred years old,
but they must have been copied from very old originals.”* What is of special
interest for us is that each of the images bears an inscription consisting of the
formula: ‘phags pa gnas brtan chen po + N.N. + la na mo ‘Homage to the noble
great Elder N.N.!I, in which the Elders’ names are exactly the same as those in
Sakyaéribhadra’s prayer.® To illuminate those names, Vidyabhiisana quoted
some passages in Tibetan script, the source of which I am not able to
identify."

133. See Vidyabhusana 1905: 1.

134. See Vidyabhusana 1905: 1-3.

135. He did give a reference to their source (“(g.ya’gse([sic!]) Compiled from
Sde-srid-sang-rgyas-rgya-mtsho. ...”, see Vidyabhuisana 1905: 6, n. 2), which I, however, fail
to decipher. To facilitate future research, I transliterate the relevant part from the lengthy
Tibetan quotation in Vidyabhusana 1905: 6—9 (with corrections and running nos. in
reference to the table below): mya ngan las mi 'da’ bar jjig rten na mngon sum du bzhugs
shing bka’ lung gi rjes su sgrub par ‘phags ba’i tshig nges pas zhal gyis bzhes pa | [10] yul ni
priyang ku yi gling na (/) ‘phags pa gnas brtan chen po (sgra gcan 'dzin |) phyag gnyis rin
po che’i prog zhu bsnams pa | ’khor dgra bcom pa stong dang chig brgyas bskor te bzhugs | 1]
gangs ri chen po te se la () ‘phags pa gnas brtan yag lag ’byung | phyag gnyis spos phor rnga
yab 'dzin | 'khor dgra bcom stong dang sum brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [2] drang srong riyi
ngos nags na (/) ‘phags pa gnas brtan ma pham pa | phyag gnyis mnyam gzhag phyag rgya
mdzad | ’khor dgra bcom pa brgya phrag gcig gis bskor te bzhugs | [3] ri nags kyi ngogs lo
ma bdun ba’i ri phug na (/) ‘phags pa gnas brtan nags na gnas zhes | phyag gnyis sdigs
mdzub rnga yab ‘dzin | ’khor dgra bcom stong dang bzhi brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [4] jam bu
gling gi zangs gling na | ‘phags pa gnas brtan dus ldan zer | phyag gnyis gser rgya rna

skor ‘dzin | ’khor dgra bcom stong dang chig brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [5] sing gha la yi gling
na ni [ gnas brtan rdo rje mo yi bu | phyag gnyis sdigs mdzub rnga yab 'dzin | khor dgra
bcom stong phrag gcig gis bskor te bzhugs | [6] chu bo ya mu na’i gling na [ ‘phags pa gnas
brtan bzang po | phyag gnyis chos ‘chad mnyam gzhag mdzad | ’khor dgra bcom stong dang
nyis brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [7] gnas mchog kha che’i yul na ni | ‘phags pa gnas brtan gser
be’u | phyag gnyis rin chen zhags pa 'dzin [ ’khor ni dgra bcom chen po Inga brgyas bskor te
bzhugs | 8] nub kyi ba lang spyod gling na | bha ra dwa dza gser can mchog (/) phyag gnyis
mnyan gzhag mdzad pa la | ’khor dgra bcom chen po bdun brgyas bskor te bzhugs [ [9]
byang gi sgra mi snyan na ni [ ‘phags pa gnas brtan ba ku (la) zhes | phyag gnyis ne’u

le 'dzin pa dang | ’khor ni dgra bcom dgu brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [11] bya rgod phung po’i ri
bo la | 'phags pa gnas brtan lam phran bstan | phyag gnyis mnyam (gzhag) mdzad pa dang
| dgra bcom stong dang drug brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [12] shar gyi lus ‘phags gling na ni |
bha ra dwa dza bsod snyoms len | phyag gnyis glegs bam lhung bzed 'dzin | dgra bcom stong
phrag gcig gis bskor te bzhugs | [13] lha’i gnas sum cu rtsa gsum na | phyag gnyis glegs bam
chos chad mdzad | dgra bcom chen po dgu brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [14] riyi rgyal po ngos
yangs la [ ‘phags pa gnas brtan klu’i sde (/) phyag gnyis bum pa 'khar gsil 'dzin | dgra bcom
stong dang nyis brgyas bskor te bzhugs | [15] riyirgyal po bi hu lar | ‘phags pa gnas brtan
sbed byed ni | phyags gnyis glegs bam 'dzin pa dang | dgra bcom stong dang bzhi brgyas
bskor te bzhugs | [16] gangs can riyirgyal po la | ‘phags pa gnas brtan mi phyed pa | phyag
gnyis byang chub mchod rten 'dzin pa dang | dgra bcom stong phrag gcig gis bskor te bzhugs
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Fifteen years earlier, Eugen Pander surveyed and described a manual of
Buddhist iconography compiled by the 3rd 1Cang skya Khutuktu Rol pa’i rdo
rje (1717-1786),*° whom the emperor Qianlong (171-1799) consulted about
the number and names of the Elders in 1757.%7 The manual contains
illustrations of 300 saints and divinities of Tibetan Buddhism; therefore it was
nicknamed by Pander “the pantheon”. On six leaves of the manual (fols. 65—
70), the sixteen Elders are figured with their respective names noted in both
Tibetan and Chinese. The Tibetan names and the order in which they are
arranged are after the alternate list. To add more details to his description,
Pander made use of another booklet printed in Narthang monastery, which
consists of images of 500 divinities. On the back of every Elder’s illustration in
the Narthang booklet, there are brief notes on the Elder, which Pander
quoted to the letter.®® In terms of their content, those notes, again, duplicate
the prayer translated by van Schaik and may well have derived from the same
origin. As for the origin in question, the emperor Qianlong, in his remarks on
an Arhat-painting, referred to the Biographie du lama Kia-lou-mei (= *Klu
me?) M8 AU AN {2 immediately after his quotation of the opinion of
Rol pa’i rdo rje,”® who might have drawn the emperor’s attention to this
Tibetan source. The so-called Lama *Klu me should be identified with Klu
mes 'Brom chung, a key figure in the introduction of the cult of the sixteen
Elders into Narthang monastery in the 1th century.*> Klu mes 'Brom chung
is also believed to have had strong ties with the temple of Yer pa, where some
thangkas of the sixteen Elders which he ordered to be painted are said to
have been preserved until the early 20th century.* It is thus not
inconceivable that both Rol pa’i rdo rje and the Narthang booklet were
indebted to Klu mes '‘Brom chung for their information about the sixteen
Elders.

The alternate list, as attested in the sources discussed above, is as follows:'**

/ [...] In terms of wording, it corresponds almost verbatim to the prayer translated by van
Schaik, only with the part dealing with Rahula transposed to the beginning of the list.

136. See Pander 1889, 1890; translated into English by Sushama Lohia, see Lohia 1994.
137. See Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 279—280, 283.

138. See Pander 1890: 8388, nos. 193—208.

139. See Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 283.

140. See Tucci 1949: 556—558. Tucci went so far as to surmise that he might have been the
brother of Klu mes Tshul khrims shes rab (late 1oth century), a crucial figure at the early
phase of the second diffusion period renowned for building many temples and
transmitting the ordination lineage.

141. See Hadano 1955: 43; van der Kuijp 2016: 261, n. 146 (with further references).

142. For a more or less identical list adapted from the first fascicle of the Rakanzu sanshi
ZE V8 [E] 5 4E  compiled by the Japanese monk Ugai Tetsujo #58f(E (1814-1891), see
Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 296ff. Its source of information must have been the counsel offered
by Rol pa'i rdo rje to the emperor Qianlong in 1757.

132



INTRODUCTION (TIB.)

No. Name (Tib. < Skt.) Place of residence | Retinue
1(13) yan lag ‘byung < Angaja Mt. Kailasa 1300
2(15) ma pham pa < Ajita Rsi-Mt. Usira 100
3(14) nags na gnas < Vanavasin Cave Saptaparni 1400
4(7) dus ldan < Kalika Tamradvipa 1100
5(8) rdo rje mo’i bu < Vajriputra Sirhhaladvipa 1000
6(6) bzang po < Bhadra Yamunadvipa 1200
7(2) gser be’u < Kanakavatsa Kashmir 500
8(3) bhi{?ijt;;ijisj\t;jzn ) Aparagodaniyadvipa 700
9(5) ba ku la < Bakula Uttarakurudvipa 900
10(11) sgra gcan 'dzin < Rahula Priyangudvipa 1100
11(16) lam phran bstan < Ksudrapanthaka Mt. Grdhrakata 1600
12(1) bha rapilggocﬁjgﬁzﬁgzgjoams len < Parvavidehadvipa 1000
13(10) lam bstan < Panthaka Trayastrimsa 900
14(12) klu’i sde < Nagasena Mt. Vipulaparsva 1200
15(9) sbed byed < Gopaka Mt. Bihula 1400
16(4) mi phyed pa < Abhedya Himalaya 1000

Even a cursory comparison with the list attested in the Tibetan
Nandimitravadana suffices to reveal many a difference, not all of which can
be elaborated upon here. In the remaining part of this section, I content
myself with elucidating two details which might shed new light on the

obscure pre-history of the alternate list.

First, the exaltation of Angaja (aka Ingada, Ingita etc.) to the first of the
sixteen Elders is remarkable. According to Hadano Hakuy, this idiosyncrasy
might have had something to do with the tradition of recognizing the
renowned bKa’ gdams pa master Po to ba Rin chen gsal (1027/31-1105) as a
manifestation of Angaja. As the tradition has it, Rin chen gsal once told one
of his disciples that he was one of the sixteen great Elders (i.e., Angaja) and
the encounter with him would yield great merits. This once led Hadano to
believe that the alternation of the Elders’ order with Angaja exalted to the top
of the list might have been done on the basis of this well-known episode from
Rin chen gsal’s life."* A similar tradition existed, from the 13th to the 16th
century, in the dGe 'dun sgang pa, one of the four monastic communities in
the Vinaya tradition of Sakyasribhadra, the abbots of which were more often

143. See Hadano 1955: 41—42.
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than not recognized as manifestations of the sixteen Elders.** Although the
mKhas pa’i dga’ ston compiled by dPa’ bo gTsug lag phreng ba (1504-1564/66)
traced this tradition back to a prophecy of Sakyaéribhadra,*s the precedent
set by Po to ba Rin chen gsal seems to suggest that the monks of the dGe 'dun
sgang community probably inherited a custom well established in Tibet
before the arrival of the Kashmiri master.

Second, a painting on paper (Ch. 00376, British Museum) from Cave 17 in
Dunhuang, dated to the early-to-mid-gth century, counts as one of the
earliest artistic representations of the Elders that have come down to us. In
the eyes of Roderick Whitfield, “[t]he subject [of the painting] is represented
as a Chinese traveling monk, seated on a mat, holding a small alms bowl, and
with his staff and leather traveling bag beside him.”*® But the Tibetan
inscription right below the image unambiguously identifies the monk as one
of the sixteen Elders. The inscription reads as follows:

left column middle right column
~er phags pa nyan tho(s) chen po’ do khong legs kyis bris ||
dus ldan || ’khor stong chig brgya ...0 bzhi
The noble great disciple (sravaka) Kalika. w4 Painted by Do khong
[His] retinue: 1,100 [arhats] legs.

The correspondence between the inscription and the list above is transparent:
Not only is the name of the Elder rendered in the same manner (Skt. kalika >
Tib. dus ldan ‘endowed with time’ instead of nag po ‘black’), but also his rank
among the Elders (the 4th instead of the 7th) and the number of arhats in his
entourage (1100 instead of10,000) are identical in the two bodies of material.
All the commonalities suggest a strong likelihood that a not substantially
different, if not identical, list must have been known to the painter in
Dunhuang. As for the ethnicity of the painter named Do khong legs, his name
does not look Chinese. Whether he was a Tibetan who had come to
Dunhuang, as Matsumoto Eiichi surmised, or a local inhabitant of a separate
ethnic background remains for the moment an open question.”” But it is
clear that he used Tibetan as his working language, through which some

144. See Heimbel 2013: 214—217. Some examples of dGe 'dun sgang abbots being Elders
incarnate: lHo brag pa Byang chub dpal (1183-1264) as a manifestation of [3] Vanavasin;
sNyag dbon bSod nams bzang po (1341-1433) as a manifestation of [g] Bakula; Rab 'byor
seng ge (1398-1480) as a manifestation of [1] Angaja; Chos grub seng ge (fl. early 16th cent.)
as a manifestation of [10] Rahula; etc.

145. See Beijing 1986: 504, 1l. 10-13.

146. See Whitfield 1985: PL. 49.

147. See Matsumoto 1937: 512ff. and Richardson apud Whitfield 1985: (vol. 2) 330, ad plate
49: “Do is the clan name of many persons named in documents from Dunhuang, often as
copyists of religious works. They were apparently all in a somewhat lowly position, never

officials but whether they were Tibetans proper or local people of one of the many
different tribes in the area who took Tibetan names, it is not possible to say.”
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Figure 5 A paper painting (Ch. 00376) of the Elder Kalika with Tibetan inscription,
Dunhuang (early-to-mid-9™ century). © British Museum. Photograph
courtesy of International Dunhuang Project.
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religious knowledge, including the list of the Elders, was at his disposal.

If the aforesaid observation is approximately correct, we may well conclude
that the alternate list must date back to the imperial period of Tibetan history,
in other words, earlier than both Sakyagéribhadra and Klu mes’Brom chung,
two figures with whom its introduction to Tibet was connected ex post facto.
The earliest evidence is discovered in Dunhuang; therefore, it is not to be
excluded that the tradition was incipiently established on the periphery of
the Tibetan empire under some influences from outside (e.g. China, or more
probably Khotan), while, in Central Tibet, it did not start gaining ground until
the beginning of the 11th century with the comeback of Buddhism in the
second diffusion period.

This hypothesis, to a certain extent, explains the noteworthy phenomenon
that Ajitasribhadra and Shakya 'od, while translating the Nandimitravadana
probably in the early 11th century, were seemingly not aware of the alternate
list at all. Once the latter was diffused into Central Tibet, along with the
whole set of liturgical paraphernalia well prepared, the new translation,
notwithstanding its incorporation in the Tibetan canon, was overshadowed,
especially in terms of its reception in religious practice. The symbiosis of the
two lists of the sixteen Elders presents a perfect example of how canonicity
was defined under the socio-religious circumstances of Tibetan Buddhism,
which is characterized by a highly syncretic and pluralistic ritual tradition.
Further investigations into this topic from the perspective of Religious
Studies will prove worthwhile scholarly endeavors in their own right, and are
best carried out by specialists of Tibetan Studies.

Notes on the English Translation

The last part of the present chapter consists of an annotated English
translation of the Tibetan version of the Nandimitravadana, or, to be exact,
the Tibetan text established by me as the hypothetical archetype of a number
of Tibetan versions of the Nandimitravadana which have come down to us in
either Kanjurs or Tanjurs. The original translation, to which the hypothetical
archetype is intended as an approximation, was probably made at the
beginning of the 11th century, on the basis of an Indian version or group of
versions (probably written in some form of Sanskrit). In all likelihood, it is
now lost for good.

It has already been argued above that the Nandimitravadana is not a single
text, but an ever-changing textual tradition. This tradition, to which the
Tibetan version belongs, is characterized inter alia by its fluidity. Therefore,
we must not presume that the Tibetan text would be based on one and the
same Sanskrit text which underlies the Chinese translation. Be that as it may,
the Tibetan version provides us with a unique access to the
Nandimitravadana at one time in its long history, all the more so, since the
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Tibetan translators are deservedly renowned (or notorious) for their slavish
adherence to the Sanskrit Vorlagen. This of course does not imply that they
always got it right, but on balance it is not far-fetched to say that, compared
with their craft brethren in China, the Tibetan translators seem to have
enjoyed a lesser degree of freedom. Viewed from this perspective, the present
Tibetan text, as one of the translations of this kind, not only gives clues about
an nth-century Tibetan understanding of the Sanskrit text at one time in its
history, but also serves as a more stable reference point for the reconstruction
of the meaning of the underlying Sanskrit text.

In order to fulfill the aforesaid potentialities of the Tibetan text, the English
translation is not restricted to the rendition of the Tibetan lens itself, but also
attempts to reveal the meaning of the Sanskrit beneath it. In the present case,
this is not supernumerary but necessary, for it turns out that, as mentioned
above, the translators did not understand the Sanskrit text correctly in all
respects. Sometimes, the Tibetan translation is so problematic that the
outcome would not be comprehensible at all had it been rendered literally
into English. To deal with these infelicities, some adjustments, based on
evidence and indicated in annotations, are indispensable for rendering the
text somewhat coherent and readable. Therefore, we must realize that, when
I speak of the English translation ‘of the Tibetan text’, it is meant cum grano
salis, since, in translating the text, I am inevitably oscillating between the
reconstructed Tibetan version and the lost Sanskrit Vorlage(n) beneath it.
Whether my translation, as Paul Harrison puts it, has thus “fallen between
two stools”,*® must be decided by the reader. But it should be adequately
emphasized that it is not my intention to reconstruct the Sanskrit text from
the Tibetan. Whenever the Sanskrit equivalent is ventured and given in
parentheses after the English rendering (for the first occurrences only),* it
should not be misunderstood as parts of an ersatz Sanskrit text produced by
me. As a historian of texts and ideas, I am not interested in adding to the
embarras de ricchesses in the existing materials of the tradition, but rather
adopting a probabilistic approach by using those well-attested Sanskrit
expressions as a heuristic device to arrive at a workable English rendering.
They are inevitably hypothetical, and should be examined against more
textual evidence as the opportunity arises.

When |, as a non-native speaker of English, speak of trying to make an
English translation ‘readable’, it must also be understood cum grano salis. Not
only because I have no intuitive feeling for the natural idiom of modern
English, but also due to the extreme length of the Tibetan sentence which,
more often than not, eludes any attempt at literal rendering within my
English competence. Under such circumstances, I cannot but split the

148. Harrison 1990: xxxv.

149. For proper names and text titles, the Sanskrit equivalent is adopted in the main text of
the translation right away, and is only discussed in annotations if the reconstruction is
uncertain and needs to be buttressed by more evidence.
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Tibetan sentence into several English sentences for the sake of clarity, an
approach which, of course, does no justice to the syntactical structure of the
Tibetan text. What is more, the translation of (semi-)technical terms is
conducted in a somewhat consistent and literal manner. In other words, I try
my best to employ standardized English renderings for Tibetan Buddhist
terminology, as the Tibetan translators did in their own work. This decision, I
believe, is justified from a historical and philological point of view, and is less
problematic than in many other examples, as the text itself is neither
doctrinal in nature nor abstruse in wording. Admittedly, there are a few cases
in which my adherence to the same renderings for the same Tibetan yields
awkward English formulations. In those cases, I might be somehow
exonerated from my clumsiness by the fact that the Tibetan translation, on
which my translation is based, is not much better.

As for the format, the translation is divided up into sections (indicated by the
Roman alphabet plus o and o’) in accordance with my critical edition of the
Tibetan text, in order that the reader can easily align individual passages in
the English version with their counterparts in the Tibetan. For convenience
of comparison and reference, lengthier sections are further divided up into
several subsections, each of which, plus the apparatus, is shorter than a page.
Although I try my best to avoid breaking down a subsection in the middle of a
sentence, still there are a few cases, in which I fail to do so due to the length
of the sentence. This may cause a (hopefully small) disturbance to the lectio
continua of the translation, for which I must apologize.

In my translation, I try to keep my own additions to the text to a minimum.
However, the reader is still presented with an English text containing a
considerable number of, if not riddled with, square brackets, within which,
following the normal convention, my explanatory additions or restorations
are inserted. For the reader, they may serve as a reminder of the extent to
which my translation deviates from a literal rendering of the Tibetan text. As
stated above, the Tibetan translation itself is not correct or legible in all
respects, so any reasonable attempt at translation must be coupled with
conjectures. At this point, it can hardly be overemphasized that the
translation is a different text with an inevitably hypothetical character. Fully
aware as I am that any hypothesis, sooner or later, must be subjected to
critical examination, I sincerely hope that the present translation, while
making the Nandimitravadana accessible to a wider public, can thus be
scrutinized on a larger scale. Whether it resolves more problems than it
creates, readers may best judge for themselves.
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[0] Sanskrit title, Tibetan title, and invocation

" rgya gar skad du /

arya nan di mi tra a ba dananama /

2 bod skad du /

"phags pa dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen gyi rtogs pa brjod pa zhes bya ba /

3) sangs rgyas dang® byang chub sems dpa’ thams cad la phyag 'tshal lo //

2a arya| arya Do. 2b nan di mi tra a ba da na] nan da mi tra a ba dha ra nam LSZ, na
dha ra nam BaDo; na mi dmi tra ba na Q, na mi dmi tra bana N. 2c nama] na ma Do.
3 skad du] skad skad du Do. 4 ... gyi rtogs pa brjod pa zhes bya ba] ... zhes bya ba’i
rtogs pa brjod pa BaDo.

a. Ba: sangs rgyas dang /
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[A1]

1

)’di skad bdag gis thos te / bcom ldan ’das mya ngan las 'das nas® lo brgyad
brgya lon par gyur pa na /  de’i tshe de’i dus na yul shi bi ka zhes bya ba na”
grong khyer byin gyis brlabs pa zhes bya ba yod de / ? de na rgyal po rig pa'i
sde zhes bya ba gnas so //° ¥ de’i tshe rgyal po rig pa’i sde’i yul na’ dge slong
dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen zhes bya ba *) rnam par® thar pa brgyad la bsam gtan pa'
mngon par shes pa drug dang ldan pa / rdzu 'phrul che ba /® mthu che ba /

) dpag tshad brgya stong phrag du ma na gnas pa’i sems can rnams las tha na

grog mo dang” “kun ta’i yang sems kyi spyod pa shes pa zhig gnas te /

1 bdag] bdag cag LSZ. 2 shi bi ka] shi ba ga LSZ. 3ayod de] yod do BaN. 3b
rig pa’i sde] BaDo; rigs pa’i sde DLNQSZ. 5 bsam gtan pa] bsam gtan dang LSZ. 7a
na gnas pa’i| pa LSZ. 7b las tha na] BaDoLSZ; las DNQ. 8a grog mo| grog ma LSZ.
8b kun ta’i yang sems kyi] kun da’i yang sems kyi BaDo; ku ta yi yang sems can LSZ; ku ta’i
sems kyi DNQ. 8c shes pa] om. NQ.

a. Ba: mya ngan las 'das nas /. b. Ba: \de’i tshe de’i dus na yul shi bi ka zhes bya ba na/

(added on the top margin); DoLSZ: zhes bya ba na /. c. Do: gnas so /. d. Ba:yul na
/. e. L: »rnam par.. rnam par. f. Do: bsam gtan pa /; LSZ: bsam gtan dang /. g.
Ba: om. h. LSZ: grog ma dang /.
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[A2]

" de yongs su mya ngan las ’da’ ba’i dus kyi tshe® dge slong gi dge ’dun 'dus pa
la bcom ldan 'das kyis lung bstan pa bshad de /* ’di Itar yang dge slong rnams
the tshom skyes nas dris pa / gnas brtan yun ji srid cig gi bar du® bcom

ldan ’das sha kya thub pa’i dam pa’i chos gnas par 'gyur / # des smras pa /
bzhin bzangs dag dogs pa med kyis® mya ngan dang smre sngags ma don cig*
/ ¥ de ci’i phyir zhe na / bcom ldan 'das yongs su mya ngan las ’das pa’i dus kyi
tshe /° gnas brtan chen po bcu drug gi lag tu dam pa’i chos gtad par gyur te /

sbyin bdag dang' sbyin pa po’i sbyin pa yongs su dag par bya ba’i phyir ro //

1-2 'dus pa la] BaDo; 'dus pa las LSZ; 'dus pa rnams kyis 'di skad du / khyod Ita bu mya
ngan las 'das na sangs rgyas kyi bstan pa nub par mi 'gyur ram zhes smras pa dang / des de
dag la smras pa / nub par mi 'gyur te / DNQ. 2a lung bstan pa bshad de /] lus bstan pa
bshad de / Ba; lung bstan nas bshad do // DNQ. 2b yang] om. BaDoLSZ. 3a the
tshom] tha tshom N. 3b yun] yul Do. 3c jisrid] ji snyed LSZ. 6 de] om. LSZ.
7a lag tu] lag du NQ. 7b chos] chos pa’i Q.

a. BaDoLSZ: dus kyi tshe /. b. L: bar du /. c. Ba: dogs pa med kyis /. d. Do:
smre sngags /ma)\ 'don cig. e. Do: dus kyi tshe //. f. Ba: dang /.
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[B1]

" de skad ces smras pa dang / gnas brtan dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen la* dge slong
rnams kyis 'di skad ces smras so // gnas brtan bdag cag gis gnas brtan de dag
gi mtshan yang mi 'tshal lo // ? gnas brtan gyis smras pa / tshe dang Idan pa
dag gnas brtan dang po’i mtshan ni” ba ra dwa dza bsod snyoms len zhes

bya o // gnas brtan gnyis pa’i mtshan ni gser be’u zhes bya’o // gnas brtan
gsum pa’i mtshan ni ba ra dwa dza "gser can zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bzhi pa’i
mtshan ni mi phyed pa zhes bya’o //° gnas brtan Inga pa’i mtshan ni shing
shun can zhes bya’o // gnas brtan drug pa’i mtshan ni bzang po zhes bya’o //
gnas brtan bdun pa’i mtshan ni nag po zhes bya’o? // gnas brtan brgyad pa’i

mtshan ni bad sa’i bu zhes bya’o //

2a rnams kyis| de dag gi NQ; de dag gis BaDo; dag gis LSZ. 2b so] om. L. 3 pa dag]
pa Do; bdag L. 4 baradwa dza] ba ra dwa tsa BaLSZ, ba ra dwa tsha Do. 5 gser
be’u] gser bu BaDoLSZ. 6 ba ra dwa dza gser can] ba ra dwa tsa ser sbyan Ba, bara
dwa tsa DoLSZ, ba ra dwa dza DNQ. 7a brtan] om. Ba. 7b mtshan] mchan D

a. SZ: dga’ ba bshes gnyen la /. b. Ba: dang po’i mtshan ni //. c. Do: gnas brtan bzhi
pa’i mtshan ni mi phyed pa zhes bya’o // ditto (with Inga pa instead of bzhi pa in the
duplicate). d. Ba: bdun pa’i mtshan ni /nag po\ zhes bya’o.
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gnas brtan dgu pa’i mtshan ni ba lang skyong zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bcu pa’i
mtshan ni lam pa zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bcu gcig pa’i mtshan ni sgra

gcan 'dzin zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bcu gnyis pa’i mtshan ni klu sde zhes bya’o
// gnas brtan bcu gsum pa’i mtshan ni zur gyis shes zhes bya’o // gnas brtan
bcu bzhi pa’i mtshan ni nags na gnas zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bco Inga pa’i
mtshan ni mi pham pa zhes bya’o // gnas brtan bcu drug pa’i mtshan ni gtsug
gi lam pa zhes bya’o // V) gnas brtan de dag ni rig pa gsum dang Idan pa / sde
snod gsum pa /* khams gsum pa’i "dod chags® dang bral ba /* rdzu ’phrul gyi
stobs kyis tshe® byin gyis brlabs te bsrings nas® bcom ldan ’das kyi bkas® gnas
pa yin no // sbyin pa po dang' sbyin bdag rnams kyi sbyin pa yongs su dag par

byed do //

3 gnyis pa] gnyis kyi L. 4 zur gyis shes] zur gyis BaNQ. 5nags na gnas| nags na
gnas pa LSZ; nags gnas BaDo. 6 gtsug] rtsug Do. 7 lam pa] lam BaDoLSZ. 8
khams gsum pa’i] khams gsum pa las BaDo. ga tshe] tsho D. gb bsrings| bsrungs
LSZ. gc nas] om. Do. 9d kyi bkas] kyis bka’ NQLSZ, kyi bka’ Do. 10a kyi| kyis
NQ. 11 byed do] byaso Do.

a. BaDoNQ: om. b. Ba: /khams gsum pal las 'dod chags. c. Do: stobs kyis ~ma..
tshe. d. LSZ: bsrungs nas /. e. Do: bcom ldan 'das kyi bka’. f. LSZ: sbyin pa po
dang /.
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" de skad ces smras pa dang / dge slong rnams kyis® gnas brtan dga’ ba’i bshes
gnyen la 'di skad ces smras so // gnas brtan bdag cag gis gnas brtan de dag
gang na bzhugs pa yang mi 'tshal lo” //  gnas brtan gyis® smras pa / tshe
dang ldan pa dag® (1) gnas brtan dang po ba ra dwa dza bsod snyoms len zhes
bya ba ni'’khor dgra bcom pa stong dang lhan cig® ba lang spyod kyi gling na
gnas so // (2) gnas brtan gser be’u zhes bya ba ni" ’khor dgra bcom pa Inga

stong dang lhan cig byang phyogs kyi kha che’i yul na gnas so //

1de skad] da skad N. 2a’di skad] 'id skad Ba. 2b smras so] smras se N. 2C
bdag cag gis] bdag gis BaDo. 2d gnas brtan de dag] om. LSZ; gnas brtan deg Ba.
3ayang| BaDo, 'ang LSZ; om. DNQ. 3b gyis] kyis D. 4a dag] om. LSZ. 4bbara
dwa dza] ba ra dwa tsa BaDoLSZ. 4c zhes bya ba] ces bya ba BaDo, om. DNQ. 5a
lhan cig] lhan cig tu LSZ. 5b balang] ba glang BaLSZ. 6a gser be'u] gser bu
BaDoSZ, gser bur L. 6b ’khor] om. Do. 7 byang phyogs kyi kha che’i yul] byang
phyogs kyi kha phye’i yul Do; shar gyi lus phags po'i gling NQ, shar kyi lus phags po'i gling
D.

a. LSZ: dge slong rmams kyis /. b. Do: /m\i 'tshal lo. c. Z: gnas brtan la.. gyis.
d. Q:smras pa//. e.Ba:dag /. f.ni /. g. BaDo: lhan cig /. h.LSZ:ni /.
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(3) gnas brtan ba ra dwa dza zhes bya ba ni* ’khor dgra bcom pa drug stong
dang lhan cig shar gyi lus 'phags kyi gling na gnas so // (4) gnas brtan mi
phyed pa zhes bya ba ni® ’khor dgra bcom pa bdun stong dang Ihan cig®’dzam
bu'i gling na gnas so // (5) gnas brtan shing shun can zhes bya ba ni* ’khor
dgra bcom pa drug stong dang lhan cig byang gi sgra mi snyan gyi gling na
gnas so // (6) gnas brtan bzang po zhes bya ba ni° ’khor dgra bcom pa dgu
stong dang lhan cig' zangs gling na gnas so // (7) gnas brtan nag po zhes bya
ba ni# ’khor dgra bcom pa khri dang lhan cig" sing ga la’i gling na gnas so // (8)
gnas brtan bad sa’i bu zhes bya ba ni' ’khor dgra bcom pa khri chig stong dang

lhan cig pa na sa’i gling na gnas so //

1a bara dwa dza] ba ra dwa tsa BaLSZ, ba dwa tsa Do. 1b zhes bya ba] om. DNQ.

2 shar gyi lus "phags kyi gling] byang phyogs kyi ka che’i yul DNQ. 2—3 zhes bya ba]
om. DNQ. 3 lhan cig] lan cig Do. 4a shing shun can| shing shun BaDoLSZ.

4b zhes bya ba] om. DNQ. 5 sgra mi snyan| sgra ma snyin Ba. 6a zhes bya ba] om.
DNQ. 6b lhan cig] lhan cig tu BaDo. 7anag po] nags po N. 7b zhes bya ba]
om. DNQ. 8a khri] stong BaDoLSZ. 8b sing ga la’i gling] sing ga'i gling BaDoLSZ.
8c gnas so| gnaso DoL. ga bad] om. Ba. gb zhes bya ba] om. BaDDoLNQ.

gc ’khor] om. BaDo. 9d chig] cig BaDoL. 10a lhan cig] om. BaDo. 10b pana
sa’i gling] pa ni sa’i gling LSZ.

a. BaDoLSZ: ni /. b.Bal.SZ:ni /. c. L:lhan cig /. d. BalLSZ:ni /. e.LSZ:ni /.
f. L:lhan cig /. g.LSZ:ni /. h. Z: lhan cig /. i. LSZ:ni /.
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(9) gnas brtan ba lang skyong zhes bya ba ni* ’khor dgra bcom pa brgyad
stong dang lhan cig ri bo spos kyi ngad ldang na gnas so // (10) gnas brtan lam
pa zhes bya ba ni” ’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu gsum® dang lhan cig
lha’i gnas sum cu rtsa gsum na gnas so // (11) gnas brtan sgra gcan 'dzin ces
bya ba ni* ’khor dgra bcom pa stong dang lhan cig pri yang ku'i gling na gnas
so // (12) gnas brtan klu sde zhes bya ba ni® '’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag
bcu gnyis dang Ihan cig ri bo skya bo" na gnas so // (13) gnas brtan zur gyis
shes zhes bya ba ni® 'khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu gsum dang lhan cig
ri bo ngos yangs na gnas so // (14) gnas brtan nags na gnas zhes bya ba

ni ’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag bcu bzhi" dang lhan cig lus 'phags kyi ri la

gnas so //

1a zhes bya ba] om. DNQ. 1b brgyad stong] brgya stong Q. 2a ngad ldang] dad
ldang N; ngad ldan SZ; dang ldang Ba. 2b na] la DNQ. 3 lha’i gnas| lha rnams kyi
gnas LSZ; lha rnams kyi BaDo. 4ana] om. Ba. 4b ces bya ba] om. DNQ. 5a
lIhan cig] lhan cig tu LSZ. 5b pri yang ku'i gling] pri yarh ku'i gling LSZ; tri yang ku'i
kling Do. 6a klu sde] klu'i sde BaDoLSZ. 6b zhes bya ba] om. DNQ. 7a gnyis|
bzhi Do. 7b ri bo skya bo] ri skya bo LSZ. 7c gnas so | bzhugs so DNQ. 8a
zhes bya ba] om. DNQ. 8b stong phrag bcu gsum| stong phrag gsum DNQ. gari
bo ngos yangs| ri bo’i ngos yangs BaDo. gb nags na gnas| nags gnas BaDoLSZ. 9cC
zhes bya ba] om. DNQ.

a.L:ni /. b. LSZ: ni /. c. Do: ~khri gcig.. stong phrag bcu gsum. d. BaLSZ: ni /.
e. BaLSZ: ni /. f. Ba: ri /bo skya\ bo. g.BaLSZ:ni /. h. Do: stong phrag ..drug..
bcu /bzhi)\.

145



CRITICAL EDITION (TIB.)
[C4]

(15) gnas brtan mi pham pa zhes bya ba ni* ’khor dgra bcom pa stong phrag
bco Inga dang lhan cig rgyal po’i khab bya rgod phung po’i ri la gnas so // (16)
gnas brtan gtsug gi lam pa zhes bya ba ni® ’khor dgra bcom pa“ stong phrag
bcu drug dang lhan cig ri bo gnya’ shing ’dzin na gnas so // V' gnas brtan de dag
gis mi shes pa’am / ma mthong ba’am /* ma thos pa’am / mngon sum du ma
byas pa ni cung zad kyang med do // * dge 'dun gyi bzhes pa’am / spyan
drang ba’am / bco Inga ston nam / gtsug lag khang 'bul ba’am / gandt'i rab
gnas sam /° gang cung zad mi shes pa med do /¥ de dag tu gnas brtan bcu
drug po de dag la® ’khor du ma dang bcas pa cha lugs gzhan dang gzhan gyis

de dang der byon zhing gnas te / de Itar sbyin pa yongs su dag par byed do //"

1a mi pham pa] pham pa Ba. 1b zhes bya ba] om. BaDNQ. 2 bya rgod phung po'i]
bya rgod kyi phung po’i LSZ. 3a gtsug gi lam pa] gtsug gi lam BaLSZ, rtsug gi lam Do.
3b zhes bya ba] om. DNQ. 3¢ becu drug] drug cu DNQ. gqagnya’] gnyiDo.  4b
de dag gis| de dag gis ni DNQ. 6 ni] om. BaDoLSZ. 6 drang] drangs BaDoLSZ.

7a 'bul ba] dbul ba LSZ. 7b gand1'i] SZ, ganti'i Ba, ghan the’i Do, ’gan 'de’i L; om. DNQ.
8a gang] ga Do. 8b cung zad] cung zad kyang BaSZ. 8c med do] med de LSZ.

ga de dag la] de dag dang BaDoLSZ. gb ’khor du ma dang bcas pa] ’khor du bcas pa
LSZ, ’khor du bcas pa’i BaDo. gc cha lugs] om. BaDoLSZ. od gyis]| gyi BaDo.

ge de dang] om. LSZ. 10a zhing] cing BaDo, shing L. 10b byed do] byed de LSZ.

a. BaLSZ: ni /. b. BaLSZ: ni /. c. Do: .brgya stong.. dgra bcom pa. d. Do: om.
e. Ba: om. f. LSZ: med de /. g. BaDoLSZ: de dag dang /. H. LSZ: byed de /.
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" ma’ongs pa na mtshon gyi bskal pa byung ba ’das nas® mi rnams dge ba bcu
dang” ldan pas tshe slar 'phel te / * lo brgya thub pa na ston pa’i nyan thos de
dag yang phyir la ’"dzam bu'i gling du byon nas® dam pa’i chos yang dag par
ston par byed cing? rab tu ’byin par byed do //°? ji srid skye dgu rnams kyi
tshe lo drug brgya par gyur pa ¥ de srid du bcom ldan ’das sha kya thub pa'i
bstan pa dam pa'’i chos gnas par gyur te / ¥ mi rnams kyi tshe lo bdun brgya
par gyur pa na' nyan thos de dag gis gang sa’i steng ’di na® bcom ldan ’das sha
kya thub pa’i bstan pa’i tshogs ji snyed pa de dag gcig tu bsdus nas rin po che

sna bdun gyi mchod rten gcig byas te /

1a gyi] gyis NQ. 1b bskal pa] skal pa DoL. 1c byung ba] 'byung ba BaDo, byung L.
1d 'das nas] 'das pa nas Do. 2a 'phel] 'phal D. 2b lo brgya thub pa na] de ltar lo
brgya thub pa ni SZ; lo brgyad cu thub pa na DNQ. 2c ston pa’i] ston pa SZ. 3ala]
om. Ba. 3b’dzam bu’i gling] '"dzam bu gling BaSZ. 4a cing] do BaDo. 4brab
tu 'byin par byed do] rab tu sbyin par byed BaDo; rab tu 'byin par byed de LSZ. 4¢ji]
de LSZ. 5 de srid du] de srid kyi bar du BaDo. 6a gyur te] ‘gyur te L. 6b gyur
pa] brgyur pa Ba. 7 gang| gang nga Do; om. LSZ. 8a bstan pa’i| om Ba. 8b
dag] om. BaDoLSZ. 8c gcig tu] gcig bu Do. 8-9 bdun gyi| tshogs kyi LSZ. 9a
mchod] mchos L. gb gcig] cig Ba.

6—9 cf. Bu ston’s Chos 'byung II: dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen gyi rtogs brjod las / 'dzam bu'i gling
pa’i mi rnams kyi tshe lo bdun brgya par gyur pa na / gnas brtan chen po bcu drug gis sa’'i.
steng na / sangs rgyas sha kya thub pa'i bstan pa'i chos kyi tshogs ji snyed bzhugs pa thams
cad gcig tu bsdus nas rin po che sna bdun gyi mchod rten byas te [ed. Lokesh Chandra 1971:
875 =122a46].

a. Bal.SZ:’das nas /. b. L: dang /. c. BaDoLSZ: byon nas /. d. BaDo: ston par
byed do //; L: ston par byed cing /. e. BaDo: sbyin par byed /; LSZ: 'byin par byed de /.
f. BaDoLSZ:na /. g.BalSZ:’dina /.
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Ykun nas bskor nas skyil mo krung bcas te* ’dug nas® 'di skad ces bcom

ldan 'das de bzhin gshegs pa dgra bcom pa yang dag par rdzogs pa’i sangs
rgyas sha kya thub pa de la ’dud pas phyag ’tshal lo° zhes brjod de /* * phyag
byas nas® phung po lhag ma med pa’i mya ngan las 'das pa’i dbyings su yongs
su mya ngan las 'da’ bar 'gyur ro // ® rin po che sna bdun gyi mchod rten de
yang nub nas''og gi gser gyi sa gzhi gang yin pa de la gnas so // ¥ de nas bcom
ldan ’das® sha kya thub pa’i bstan pa dam pa'’i chos nub par 'gyur ro //" ¥ de

nas de'i rjes la rang sangs rgyas bye ba phrag bdun ’jig rten du 'byung ngo //

1a bskor] skor Do, bskon L. 1b skyil mo krung] dkyil mo dkrung Do, dkyil mo krung L,
skyil mo dkrung Q. 3a de] om. NQ. 3b zhes brjod de] zhes brjod do NQ. 3—4
phyag byas| phyag 'tshal L. 4a mya ngan las] LSZ; yongs su mya ngan las BaDDoNQ.
4b’das pa’i] 'da’ ba’i LSZ. 5alas] la L. 5b ‘gyur ro] gyur to BaDo. 5c de yang]
de ’ang SZ. 6a gyi sa] kyis D. 6b gzhi] bzhi L. 7 'gyur ro] gyur to BaDoLSZ.

8 ’byung] byung BaDo.

1-8 cf. Bu ston’s Chos 'byung II: der bzhugs pa la kun nas bskor te skyil krung bcas te 'dug
nas bcom ldan 'das de bzhin gshegs pa dgra bcom pa yang dag par rdzogs pa'’i sangs rgyas

sha kya thub pa la phyag 'tshal lo zhes brjod de phyag byas nas gnas brtan de dag kyang

lhag med du mya ngan las ’da’ la rin po che sna bdun gyi mchod rten de yang nub nas 'og gi

gser gyi sa gzhi la gnas par 'gyur zhing de nas bcom Idan 'das sha kya thub pa’i bstan pa

dam pa'’i chos nub par 'gyur ro // de nas de'i rjes la rang sangs rgyas bye ba phrag bdun 'jig

rten du 'byung bar 'gyur ro // [ed. Lokesh Chandra 1971: 875-876 = 122a6-b1]

a.L:bcas te /. b. DoSZ:’dug nas /. c. BaDoL: phyag 'tshal lo //. d. BaDoLSZ:
om.; NQ: zhes brjod do //. e. BaSZ: phyag byas nas /, L: phyag 'tshal nas /. f. BaLSZ:
nub nas /. g. Ba: bcom /Idan) 'das. h. Do: nub par gyur to /.
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" de nas mi rnams kyi tshe lo brgyad khri bar gyur pa na® de bzhin gshegs pa
dgra bcom pa yang dag par rdzogs pa’i sangs rgyas byams pa zhes bya ba" ’jig
rten du ’byung ngo //°? de’i tshe 'dzam’ bu'i gling ni 'byor pa® rgyas pa / bde
ba /"lo legs pa / mi dang® skye bo mang pos yongs su gang zhing /" bya

gag 'phur ba tsam na'’ grong khyer dang /' grong dang /* grong rdal dang /
liongs dang / yul ’khor dang / rgyal po’i pho brang yod par 'gyur ro //¥ lan cig

sa bon btab pas lan bdun gyi bar du 'bras bu rnams skye bar 'gyur ro //'

1 gyur pa] 'gyur ba BaD. 2 dgra bcom pa yang dag par rdzogs pa’i sangs rgyas| om.
DNQ. 3a '’byung ngo| byung NQ. 3b ni] 'di Do; 'dir Ba. 3¢ 'byor pa] 'byor pa
dang BaDoLSZ. 3d rgyas pa] rgyas pa dang BaDoLSZ. 3e bde ba] bde ba dang
BaDoSZ; om. L. 4alo legs pa] logs pa Q; lo legs pa dang BaDoLSZ. 4b skye bo]
skye bos Q. 4c mang pos| mang po’i Ba. 5 grong khyer dang / grong dang] grong
dang / grong khyer dang Do. 6a’gyur ro] gyur to Do. 6b lan cig] lan gcig BaDo.
7alan] lo DNQ. 7b "bras bu] 'bru BaDoLSZ.

1-3 cf. Bu ston’s Chos 'byung II: de nas skye dgu rnams kyis tshe lo brgyad khri thub pa na

de bzhin gshegs pa byams pa 'jig rten du 'byung ngo zhes bshad do || [ed. Lokesh Chandra
1971: 876 = 122b1]

a. DoLSZ: gyur pa na /; Ba: 'gyur bana /. b. Ba: zhes bya /ba\. c. NQ: byung /.
d. Ba: /’\dzam. e. BaDoLSZ: 'byor pa dang /. f. DoNQ: om. g.SZ: mi dang /.
h. DoLSZ: om. i. SZ: tsam na /. j.-L:om. k. BaDo: om. . N:"gyurro /.
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[E2]

" de’i nyan thos ’dus pa yang gsum du ’gyur te /  'dus pa dang po la ni nyan
thos 'dus pa bye ba® phrag dgu bcu rtsa drug 'byung bar 'gyur ro // 'dus pa
gnyis pa la ni nyan thos 'dus pa bye ba phrag dgu bcu rtsa bzhi® 'byung

bar 'gyur ro // 'dus pa gsum pa la ni° nyan thos bye ba phrag dgu bcu rtsa

gnyis kyi 'dus pa chen po ’byung bar 'gyur ba yin te? /°

1ade’i] 'di'i N. 1b yang] lan BaDoLSZ. 1c 'gyur te] 'byung te Do. 2’dus pa bye
ba] bye ba BaDoLSZ. 3a'dus pa bye ba] bye ba BaDoLSZ. 3b dgu bcu] drug bcu
Do. 5a kyi] kyis NQ. 5b 'dus pa chen po] 'dus pa chen po 'ang SZ, 'dus pa chen po
yang L. 5c 'gyur bayin te] 'gyur ro LSZ, 'gyuro te Ba, 'gyur te Do.

a. Ba: bye /ba\. b. Do: dgu bcu rtsa bzhi .ba... c.Ba:lani/. d. Ba: 'byung bar
['gyuro) te. e. Do: om.; LSZ: ’gyurro //.
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[Fr1i]

Y gang®’di dag ni sbyin pa po dang” sbyin bdag yin te /° yang de dag® gis gzhan
du® bcom ldan 'das sha kya thub pa’i gsung rab la sangs rgyas la dge ba’i rtsa
ba bskrun zhing bya ba byas par gyur pa yin te / * di Ita ste /' gser gyi rang
bzhin dang / dngul gyi rang bzhin dang / bai dii rya’i rang bzhin dang / shel
gyi rang bzhin dang / rin po che’i rang bzhin dang / ra gan gyi dngos po dang /
khar ba’i dngos po dang / mu tig dang / lcags kyi rang bzhin dang / zangs kyi
dngos po dang / tsan dan gyi rang bzhin dang / a ka ru’i rang bzhin dang /
dung gi rang bzhin dang / rwa’i rang bzhin dang / ba so’i rang bzhin dang /®
sa'i rang bzhin dang / sna tshogs pa’i rang bzhin dang / rus pa’i rang bzhin
rnams las sku gzugs sam" mchod rten bzhengs su gsol zhing / ¥ tha na sor mo

tsam gyi sku ’am' mchod rten bzhengs su gsol bas' dge ba’i rtsa ba bskyed pa

1a’di] om. Ba. 1b gzhan] bzhin L. 2 sangs rgyas la] sangs rgyas las BaDoLSZ.

3a zhing]| cing BaDoLSZ. 3b gyur pa] 'gyur ba BaDo. 4 baidurya’i] bye du rya’i
Do. 5a rin po che'’i] rin po’i Do. 5b ra gan gyi dngos po] ra gan gyi rang bzhin LSZ.
6a khar ba’i] mkhar ba’i NQ, ’khar ba’i SZ, ’khor ba'’i L; khar bas Ba. 6b mu tig] mu tig
gi dngos po Do. 7a tsan dan gyi rang bzhin] tsanda gyi rang bzhin Ba; tsan dan gyi
dngos po LSZ.  7bakaru’i... dang] om. Ba. 8 rwa'’i| ra'i NQ. gasa'i] rtswa'i S,
rtsa’i LZ; rtswa dang sa’i BaDo. gb sna tshogs pa’i] sna tshogs kyi LSZ. gc rus pa'’i]
rus pas Ba. 10 rnams las] dang sa las D, dang sa la NQ. 1a gyi sku ’am] gyis sku'i
NQ; gyi sku gzugs sam BaDo. ub gsol bas] gsol zhing LSZ; gsol ba’i BaDo. 11C rtsa
ba] rtsa bas BaDo. 11d bskyed pa] om. BaDoNQLSZ.

a. Do: ditto. b. BaDoLSZ: sbyin pa po dang /. c. Do: om. d. Ba: de /da\g. e.
Ba: gzhan du /. f. BaDo: om. g. BaDoLSZ: ba so’i rang bzhin dang / rwa’i rang
bzhin dang /. h. LSZ: sku gzugs sam /. i. BaDoLSZ: tsam gyi sku ’am /, or tsam gyi
sku gzugs sam /. j- LSZ: gsol zhing /.
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[F1.2]

" de dag thams cad® bcom ldan 'das de bzhin gshegs pa dgra bcom pa yang
dag par rdzogs pa’i sangs rgyas byams pa’i gsung rab la” mi’i ’thob pa“rab tu
thob nas /**’dus pa dang po la dad pa dang ldan pas rab tu byung nas®? skra
dang kha spu bregs te’ chos gos bgos nas® khyim nas khyim med par rab tu
byung ste” / ¥ smon lam ji Ita ba bzhin du yongs su mya ngan las ’da’o //

5 tshe dang ldan pa dag de dag ni re zhig sangs rgyas la dge ba’i rtsa ba bskrun

payinno /[

2a gsung rab| gsung rabs Ba. 2b 'thob pa] thob pa Ba; lus thob pa L, lus thos par SZ.
3ala] la ni LSZ. 3b dad pa] dang ba rang dang pa D; dang ba dad pa NQ. 3crab tu]
khyim nas BaDoLSZ. 4a chos gos bgos] chos gos ni bgos LSZ; chos gos gyon Ba, chos
gos Do. 4b khyim nas] om. BaDoNQ. 4¢ byung ste] byung te NQ; byungo Ba.

5a bzhin du] zhin du Z. 5b las] om. L. 6 de dag ni re zhig]| de dag ni re shig
BaDoL; re zhig DNQ.

a. Ba: de dag thams cad /. b. Ba: gsung rabs la /. c. Do:mi’i .. pa (illegible traces of
letters being erased are vaguely visible). d. Do: om. e. L: rab ty byung nas /. f.
BaLS: bregs te /. g. Do: chos gos /nas)\. h. Do: rab tu ..ra.. byung ste. i. Do:yin

no /.
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[F2.1]

! yang gang dag snang ba chos kyi phung po brgyad khri po bcom ldan 'das
sha kya thub pa’i chos kyi bdud rtsi la dge ba'i rtsa ba bskyed par gyur cing /
?)*skyed du beug cing /* bris pa dang” /° drir bcug pa dang / bklags pa dang /

klog tu bcug pa dang /

1yang gang dag] gang yang dag Do. 2 bskyed] skyed LNQ. 3a skyed du bcug cing]
bskyed du bcug cing SZ, bskyod du bcug cing L; skyed du becug pa dang DNQ, bskyed du
bcug pa dang BaDo. 3b ’drir] 'dir N; 'brir Ba, brir Do. 3c bklags] klag NQ, klags
BaDoL. gatu] dulL.

a.SZ: om. b. Ba: /bris pa dang\. c. BaDo: om.
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[F2.1.1]

") gang dag theg pa chen po’i* mdo sde zab pa zab par gyur pa” stong pa nyid
dang ldan pa ni * 'di Ita ste /° (1) shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa dang /? (2)
dam pa'’i chos® padma dkar po dang / (3) rgya cher rol pa dang /% (4) gser 'od
dam pa" dang / (5) yon tan 'od mchog dang / (6) stong pa nyid kyi 'od mchog
dang' / (7) phyag na rdo rje gsang ba la sogs pa dang /' (8) sgyu ma lta bu’i ting
nge 'dzin dang /* (9) cho "phrul chen po'i ting nge ’dzin dang / (10) bsod nams
thams cad bsdus pa’i ting nge 'dzin dang / (11) ‘phags pa zla ba sgron ma’i ting
nge 'dzin dang / (12) de bzhin gshegs pa'i ye shes kyi ting nge 'dzin dang / (13)
gzi brjid dang ldan pa’i ting nge 'dzin dang / (14) byang chub kyi ting

nge 'dzin' dang / (15) byang chub bsdus pa dang / (16) sangs rgyas thams cad

yongs su 'dzin pa dang /

1a dag] zhig BaDoLSZ. 1b zab pa] om. LSZ; zab mo BaDo. 1c zab par] zob par N.
2ni] om. BaDoLSZ. 3 rgya cher] rgya chen Do; rgya char N. 5a phyag na| phyag
niZ. 5b sgyu] rgyu Q. 6 cho] chos L. 7a thams cad] thams cad la D; thams
cad duN. 7b bsdus] 'dus BaDo. 7c sgron| bsgron Q. 8a kyi] gyi Do, kyis L.
g dang ldan pa’i] ldan pa’i LSZ. 10 bsdus] 'dus BaDo.

a. Do: chen po'i. b. LSZ: gyur pa /. c. BaDo: dang ldan pa /'di Ita ste. d. Do:
om. e. Do: .sgyu ma’i-. dam pa’i chos. f. Do: om. g.Do: om. h. Ba: gser
/’od\ dam pa. i. Do: \stong pa nyid kyi 'od mchog dang/ (added on the top margin,
with its location in the folio indicated by a specific symbol). j.-D:om. k. Do: om.
1. Do: byang chub /gyi\ ting nge 'dzin.
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[F2.1.2]

(17) glang po'i rtsal dang / (18) sprin chen po dang /* (19) sor mo’i phreng ba
dang / (20) lang kar gshegs pa dang /* (21) yongs su mya ngan las 'das pa chen
po dang / (22) zla ba’i snying po dang /° (23) nyi ma'’i snying po dang / (24)
nam mkha'’i snying po dang / (25) sa’i snying po dang /* (26) byams pas zhus
pa dang / (27) tshangs pas zhus pa dang /° (28) legs pa’i mtshan gyis zhus pa
dang / (29) drag shul can gyis zhus pa dang / (30) dra ba can gyis' zhus pa
dang® / (31) klu'i rgyal po rgya mtshos zhus pa dang / (32) drang srong rgyas
pas zhus pa dang / (33) brgya byin gyis zhus pa dang /" (34) lag na rin chen
gyis zhus pa dang / (35) mi 'am ci'i rgyal po ljon pas zhus pa dang / (36) dpa’

bo nam mkhas zhus pa dang / (37) bu mo 'od ldan mas zhus pa dang /

1a sprin chen po] sprin chen LSZ. 1b phreng ba] 'phreng ba BaLSZ. 2’das] om. Do.
4a sa’i snying po dang] om. L. 4b byams pas] byams pa’i Z, byams pa L. 5 legs

pa’i msthan gyis| legs pa’i tshams kyis DoS, legs pa’i mtshams kyis LZ, legs pas mtshams
kyis Ba. 6a drag shul can] drag shul byin BaDo. 5b dra ba can gyis| drag shul can
gyis Do, drag shul can gyi Ba. 6b dra ba can gyis zhus] dra ba can gyis N. 7argya
mtshos] rgya mtsho'i Ba. 7b drang srong] om. BaDoLSZ. 8a brgya byin gyis]
brgya byin gyes D; rgya byin gyis Do. 8b lag na rin chen gyis| lag na rin chen gyi Ba.

9a mi’am ci’i] mi’am cis Do. gb ljon pas] ljon pa'i Ba, Idon pas Do. 9-10 dpa’ bo]
dpa’ bo'i LSZ.  10aldan] dangS. 10b mas] pas L, bas SZ.

a. Do: om. b. Do: om. c.Do: om. d. Do: om. e. Do: om. f. Do: drag
shul /can) gyis. g. Ba: \drag shul can gyi zhus pa dang/. h. Do: om.
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[F2.1.3]

(38) bu mo rin chen ldan gyis zhus pa dang /* (39) bu mo gser gyi 'od mchog
gis zhus pa dang / (40) bad sa’i rgyal po 'char byed kyis zhus pa dang / (41)
dbang phyug chen pos zhus pa dang / (42) gzugs can snying pos zhus pa dang
/ (43) dge ba bzang pos gang gis zhus pa dang /° (44) lha’i bu legs pa’i
mtshans kyis zhus pa dang / (45) lha’i bu tsan dan gyis zhus pa dang / (46)
lha'i bu rang gi rgyan gyis zhus pa dang / (47) lag bzangs kyis zhus pa dang /*
(48) seng ges zhus pa dang” / (49) seng ge® rnam par rol pas zhus pa dang /
(50) dpas byin gyis zhus pa dang /* (51) gtsug na rin po ches zhus pa dang /

(52) zung gi mdo dang / (53) byang chub sems dpa’i zlos gar dang /®

1a rin chen ldan gyis] rin po cen ldan gyis L, rin chen mas BaDo. 1b gis] gi NQ. 2
kyis] gyis NQ; kyi Ba. 3 gzugs can snying pos] rgyal po gzugs can snying pos DNQ.

4a bzang pos gang gis| LSZ, bzang po gang gis DNQ; bzang pos BaDo. 4b bulegs] bu
mo legs DNQ. 5a mtshans kyis| "tshams kyis S, mtshan gyis DNQ. 5b tsan dan |
tsanda Ba. 6a rgyan| brgyan Do. 6b bzangs| zangs Do. 6¢ kyis] gyis Q.

7a seng ges zhus pa] seng ges zhes pa Q. 7b rnam par] rna par Do. 8a dpas byin]|
dpa’ sbyin BaDoLSZ. 8b gtsug] rtsug Do. 8c rin po ches] BaSZ, rin po ces L; rin
chen gyis DDoNQ. ga zung| bzung Do. gb zlos gar] bzlos gar Ba, slos kar Do.

a. Do: /bu mo rin chen mas zhus pa dang\ (added on the bottom margin, with its location
in the folio indicated by a specific symbol). b. Do: om. c. Do: om. d. Ba: seng
ges zhus /pa\ dang. e. Ba: se/ng\ ge. f. Do: om. g. Do: om.
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[F2.1.4]

(54) stag rna’i rtogs pa brjod pa dang /* (55) las rnam par” 'byed pa dang /° (56)
blo gros mi zad pas bstan pa dang / (57) blo gros rgya mtshos bstan pa dang /
(58) dri ma med par grags pas bstan pa dang /* (59) bden pa la jug pa dang /
(60) ma skyed dgra’i 'gyur ba dang / (61) sred med kyi bu’i ‘gyur ba dang / (62)
stong 'gyur ba' dang / (63) ’"dzam bu'i gling 'gyur ba dang / (64) 'dus par 'gyur
ba dang / (65) sangs rgyas kyi rgyan dang /% (66) thabs la mkhas pa dang /"
(67) lag na' u tpa la dang / (68) sangs rgyas bcu pa dang /' (69) chos bcu pa
dang / (70) sa bcu pa dang /* (71) 'od dpag med kyi bkod pa dang / (72) bde ba
can gyi bkod pa dang /' (73) dam pa'’i chos kyi™ yon tan bkod pa dang /" (74)

tshogs kyi bkod pa dang /

1a stag rna’i| stag sna’i NQ; rta sna’i Ba, rtag rna’i Do. 1b las] lam DNQ. 1c 'byed pa]
Do, 'byed Ba; bshad pa DLNQSZ. 2 rgya mtshos bstan| rgya mtshos stan Do.

3 ’jug] zhugs BaDo. 4a dgra’i 'gyur] dgra mi 'gyur SZ, dgra’i gyur Do. 4b bu’i] om.
SZ. 5a stong 'gyur ba] stong 'gyur D; stong par 'gyur ba DoLSZ. 5b’dzam

bu’i] 'dzam bu LSZ. 5c gling 'gyur ba] gling du 'gyur ba BaDo. 7utpala]udpala
BaDo. 10 tshogs kyi bkod] tshogs kyis kod N.

a. Do: om. b. Z:las »ma.. rnam par. c. Do: om. d. Do: om. f. Do: stong
[par\ 'gyur ba. g.Do: om. h. Do: om. i. Do: /lag na\ u tpa la. j-Do: om.
k. Do: om. 1. Do: om. m. Do: ky1. n. Do: om.
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[F2.1.5]

(75) rnam dag me tog bsdus pa dang / (76) 'jig rten dag pas bsdus pa® dang /
(77) byang chub sems dpa’ dag pas® bsdus pa dang /¢ (78) thams cad’ stegs las
babs pa dang / (79) de bzhin gshegs pa thams cad lha las babs pa dang / (80)
rin po che’i® tog dang /' (81) rin po che’i phung po dang / (82) rin po che'’i za
ma tog dang /® (83) mdzes pa brtsegs pa dang / (84) rin chen" skar mda’ dang
/' (85) rin chen sprin dang / (86) rin chen ljon pa dang / (87) rin chen gtsug
dang /' (88) rin chen ’byung gnas dang / (89) cod pan dra ba can dang / (90)
sdong po bkod pa dang /" 'di dag la sogs pa bye ba phrag brgya ni theg pa

chen po'i' sde snod yin no //

1-2 bsdus] sdus Do. 2a dag pas] dag par SZ, dag pa’i Ba. 2b stegs| sdegs D, bsdegs
NQ. 3a lha] om. SZ. 4 rin po che’i] rin po’i Ba. 5a tog] rtog Ba, me tog NQ.
5b brtsegs| brcegs SZ, rtsegs Do. 5c skar mda’| skar ma da’ N. 6 gtsug] rtsug Do.
g9 chen po'’i] chen pa'i Z.

a. Do: sdus pa .byed sgra.. dang. b. Ba: dag /pa’i\ . c. Do: om. d. Do: tharhd
(skung yig). e. Do: rin po che’l. f. Do: om. g. Do: om. h. Do: rin chen.
i. Do: om. j-Do: om. k. Do: om. 1. Do: po'i.
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[F2.2]

" de bzhin du nyan thos kyi sde snod de / mngon pa’i sde snod dang /* ‘dul
ba’i sde snod dang / mdo sde’i sde snod dang /° * mdo sde’i sde snod gang zhe
na /¥di lta ste / lung ring po dang /° lung bar ma dang /° gcig las "phros pa'i
lung dang / yang dag par ldan pa’i lung dang /* lung phra mo o // ¥ de dag la
ni mdo sde’i sde snod® ces bya’o // ¥ mngon pa’i sde snod gang zhe na / ® 'di
Ita ste /' dri ba drug dang yang dag par® sbyar ba bsdus pa la ni mngon pa'i sde
snod ces bya’o // ” de la’dul ba'i sde snod gang zhe na / ¥ 'di Ita ste /" dge
slong gi 'dul ba dang / dge slong ma’i 'dul ba dang / ma mo’i phung po dang
/"’dul ba’i ma mo ste /' ¥ tshe dang ldan pa dag /* de dag la ni’dul ba’i sde

snod ces bya'o //

1a sde snod de] sde snod ste Ba, sde snod yin te Do. 1b mngon pa’i| mdo sde’i D.

1—2 'dul ba’'i] mngon pa’i D. 2amdo sde’i ... dang] NQ, mdo ste'i ... dang Ba, mdo
sde’i ... ste Do, mdo sde’i ... do LSZ; ’dul ba'i ... dang D. 2b mdo sde’i sde snod] om.
BaDo. 2—3 gang zhe na] om. DNQ. 3 lung bar ma dang| om. BaDoLSZ. 3—4
gcig las "phros pa’i lung] cig las spros pa’i lung BaDo. 4a par] pa’i Do. 4b lung
phramo’o] phra mo’i lung ngo Ba, ‘phra mo'i lung ngo Do, phra mo'i lung dang do LSZ.
4b de dag ni| de dag la ni BaDoLSZ. 4cla] om. DNQ. 5a mdo sde’i] mdo ste’i Ba.
5b mngon pa’i] chos mngon pa’i BaDoLSZ. 6a dri ba drug] dri ba drug pa BaDoLSZ.
6b bsdus] sdus Do. 8 phung po] LSZ; 'dul ba BaDDoNQ. 9a ma mo ste| ma
mo'i ste LSZ. gb dag] om. BaLSZ. gc ni| om. BaDoLSZ.

a. Do: om. b. LSZ: mdo sde’i sde snod do //. c. BaDo: om. d. Do: om. e. Ba:
mdo sde’i /sde) snod. f. BaDo: om. g. BaDoLSZ: dri ba drug pa dang / yang dag par.
h. Do: om. i. Ba: dge slong ma’i 'dul ba dang / ma mo’i 'dul ba dang / ditto. j- Do:
om. k. DoL: om.
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[F2.3.1]

"di dag ni® skyes pa'i rabs te /° rtogs pa brjod pa’i rabs dang / rang sangs rgyas
kyi rabs® dang / sangs rgyas kyis gsungs pa dang / rang sangs rgyas kyis bstan
pa dang /* byang chub sems dpas bstan pa dang /° nyan thos kyis bstan pa
dang / Ihas bstan pa dang / * 'byung ba bsdus pa dang /' chos nye bar bsdus
pa dang / ¥ tha na tshig bzhi pa'’i tshigs su bcad pa gcig gsung bar 'gyur ba
yang® bklags par gyur pa dang / bzung bar gyur pa dang / glegs bam du bris
par gyur pa dang / chos smra ba la mchod par gyur pa dang / ¥ de dag dang /"

rang sangs rgyas la mchod par gyur pa dang /

1a te] ste Ba. 1b rtogs pa] rtogs par L. 2 sangs rgyas Kyis| sangs rgyas kyi NQ.

2—3 rang sangs rgyas Kyis bstan pa] DSZ; rang sangs rgyas kyi bstan pa LNQ, rang sangs
rgyas gyi bstan pa Ba, rang sangs rgyas kyi stan pa Do. 3a dpas bstan pa] dpas stan pa
Do, dpa’i bstan pa N, dpa’ bstan pa Ba. 3b nyan thos kyis] nyan thos kyi Ba. 4a
lhas bstan pa dang] lha bstan pa dang Ba; om. Do. 4b 'byung] byung DDo. 4d nye
bar| des par Ba, gnyes par Do. 5a tshig bzhi pa’i] om. BaDo. 5b gcig] cig Ba.

5—6 'gyur ba yang] gyur pa'ang SZ, gyur pa yang L; gyur pa dang BaDo. 6a bklags] klag
LNQ, klags BaDo. 6b bzung] bzang Z. 6¢ glegs] klegs Do. 6d du] om. LSZ.

8a rang sangs rgyas| nang pa sangs rgyas pa DNQ. 8b gyur pa] 'gyur ba NQ.

a. Do:’di dag ni. b. Do: om. c. Do: rang sangs rgyas .dang.. kyi rabs. d. Do: om.
e. Ba: om. f. Do: om. g. Ba: gyur pa dang /, SZ: gyur pa’ang /. h. BaDoLSZ: om.
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[F2.3.2]

dri dang /* phreng ba dang / byug pa dang / spos dang / mar me dang / gdugs
dang /* rgyal mtshan dang / ba dan dang /  glegs bam la kha dog sna tshogs
pa’i gos rnams g.yogs shing dkris pa dang / glegs shing mchog byas par gyur
pa dang / glegs thag kha dog sna tshogs pas® glegs bam bcings par gyur pas®

*) dge ba’i rtsa ba bskyed pa®? de dag thams cad ni’ bcom Idan 'das de bzhin
gshegs pa byams pa'’i gsung rab la mi’i ‘thob pa rab tu thob nas® ¥ dad pas
khyim spangs te / ¥ skra dang" kha spu bregs nas' chos gos bgos te’ khyim nas
khyim med par 'dus pa gnyis pa la rab tu byung ste / ® smon lam ji Ita ba
bzhin du yongs su mya ngan las 'da’ bar ’gyur ro // 7 tshe dang ldan pa dag de

dag ni re zhig chos la dge ba’i rtsa ba bskrun pa yin no //

1a phreng] 'phreng BaLSZ. 1b spos] sbos Ba. 2 ba dan dang /] ba dan BaDo, om.
DNQ. 3 glegs] legs Do. 4 glegs thag] glegs bam LSZ. 5a bskyed pa] bskyed
pas LSZ, skyed pa’i Ba, bskyed pa’i Do. 5b bcom] gcom N. 6a byams pa’i] byams
pas Ba. 6b gsung rab| gsung rab bas Do. 6c mi’i 'thob pa] mi'i thob ba Ba, mi
thob pa DoLSZ. 6d dad pas] dad pa’i Ba. 7a spangs te| spangs ste DoL, sbangs te
Ba. 7b bregs] brags N, gregs Ba. 7¢ khyim nas] om. Ba. 8 byung ste| byung te
NQ. ga’da’ bar] 'das par NQ. gb 'gyur ro] 'gyuro Do. 9-10 dag de dag] de dag
SZ, dag BaDoL. 10a zhig] shig BaDoL. 10b bskrun] skrun Ba. 10c yin] yon Ba.

a.L: om. b. Ba: om. c. BaDo: sna tshogs pas /. d. Do: bcings par gyur pas /.
e. Ba: dge ba'i rtsa /ba\ skyed pa'i. f. BaDoLSZ: thams cad ni /. g. BaDoL: rab tu
thob nas /. h. L: skra dang /. i. Ba: gregs nas /, Do: bregs nas /. j.- BaDoLSZ:
bgos te /.
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[F3.]

1

)’di Itar 'di dag ni sbyin pa po dang® sbyin bdag yin te / dge 'dun la dge ba’i
rtsa ba bskrun pa dang / skyed du bcug pa yin te /*’di Itar spyan 'dren pa
bsgrags pa dang / dge ba la ’dzud pa dang / brgyad ston byed pa dang / gso
sbyong byed pa dang / rab tu mgron du 'bod pa dang / dge 'dun la mchod ston
gsol ba dang / spyan 'dren pa dang / glo bur du spyan 'dren pa dang / zla ston
byed pa dang / rtag re skor byed pa dang / chos sgrogs pa spyan 'dren pa dang
/ lo Inga ston byed pa dang / gtsug lag khang 'bul ba dang / mal stan 'dings pa

dang /

1ni] om. BaDoLSZ. 2a bskrun] skrun Do. 2b skyed] bskyed L. 2c 'di Itar] ji
Itar BaDo. 2d spyan 'dren pa] LSZ, spyan 'dren BaDo; 'di dge 'dun spyan 'dren pa DNQ.
2e bsgrags| sgrags NQ. 3a brgyad ston byed pa] brgyad ston pa Do, brgya sbyon Ba.

3b gso] so Ba. 4a mgron du] SZ, ’gron du BaDoL; mgron tu D, 'gron tu NQ. 4b
mchod ston] chos ston DoLSZ, chos ston pa Ba. 5a glo] blo DoL. 5b du spyan] du
DoLSZ, om. Ba. 6 rtag re| LSZ; stag res BaDDoNQ. 7a gtsug] rtsug Do. 7b "bul]
dbul DNQZ. 7¢ 'dings] stobs BaDo.

a. LSZ: sbyin pa po dang /.
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[F3.2]

chos gos 'bul ba dang / gandT'i rab gnas byed pa dang / sman 'bul ba dang / yo
byad 'bul bas® " dge ba'i rtsa ba bskyed pa * de dag thams cad ni” bcom

ldan 'das de bzhin gshegs pa byams pa’i gsung rab la® mi’i 'thob pa rab tu thob
nas" ¥ ’dus pa gsum pa la dad pas khyim spangs te / ¥ skra dang kha spu phyi
nas chos gos® bgos te / yang dag pa’i dad pas khyim nas khyim med par' rab tu
byung ste / ¥ smon lam ji Ita ba bzhin du yongs su mya ngan las ’da’ bar 'gyur
ro // ® tshe dang ldan pa dag de dag ni re zhig® dge ’dun la dge ba'i rtsa ba

bskyed pa yin no //

1a gand1'i] SZ, ganti dhe’i Ba, 'gan de’i Do, 'gan 'de’i L; gtsug lag khang gsar pa'i DNQ.

1b byed pa dang /] om. Do. 2 'bul bas] phul bas BaDoLSZ. 3 mi’i thob parab tu]
mi'i thob pa rab tu Ba, mi thob pa rab tu Do, ma thob pa rab tu SZ; mi L. 4a spangs te|]
spangs ste Ba, spangs de Do. 4bphyi| byiZ. 5agos] om. Do. 5b yang dag pa'i]
yang dag par BaDo. 5c dad pas] om. DNQ. 5d khyim med par]| med par Do.

6a byung ste| byung te NQ. 6b 'da’] 'das Ba. 7a dag de dag] de dag SZ, dag de
BaDo. 7b zhig] shig BaDoL. 8 bskyed] skyed Do.

a. Ba: phul bas /. b. BaDoLSZ: de dag thams cad ni /. c. DoL: gsungrab la /. d.
BaDoSZ: rab tu thob nas /; L: mi thob nas /. e. Ba: phyi <<nas>>(added on the right
margin) .dang.. chos gos. f. Ba: dad pas /khyim nas\ khyim med par. g. Do: re shig
/.
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[G]

" de nas gnas brtan dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen gyis rnam pa de dag rgya cher bshad
nas / shing ta la bdun srid tsam du® nam mkha’ la "phags nas” dge slong de dag
gi mdun du rnam pa sna tshogs pa’i cho 'phrul ya ma zung dang ldan pa’i

cho 'phrul® bstan te /*? steng gi nam mkha’ la’dug nas® tshe’i ’du byed dang'
srog gi’du byed btang ste / yongs su mya ngan las 'das so // ® de nas dge slong
de dag gis gnas brtan dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen la lus bsregs nas® mchod rten byas
te / dri dang /" me tog dang /' spos dang / mar me dang / gdugs dang / rgyal
mtshan dang / ba dan rnams kyis mchod par byas so // ¥ rnam pa 'di

dag 'phags pa nas "phags par brgyud nas bshad do // ¥ de ci’i phyir zhe na /
sbyin pa po dang / sbyin bdag gang yin pa rnams bcom ldan 'das kyi gsung

rab yun ring du gnas par gyur to* snyam nas dga’ ba rab tu bskyed pa’i phyir’

1a dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen| dka’ ba’i shes gnyen Ba. 1b gyis rnam pa de dag] BaDoL, gyi
rnam pa de dag SZ; gyis rnam par DNQ. 2a shing ta la] shing rta la LZ. 2b tsam du]

tsam SZ, rtsam du Ba. 2c nam mkha’] nam mkha’i khams BaDo. 2d "phags nas]
mngon par 'phags nas BaDoLSZ. 2e dge slong] DoLSZ, dge sbyong Ba; dge '"dun DNQ.
3 mdun du] 'dun du L. 3—4 rnam pa sna tshogs pa’i cho 'phrul ya ma zung dang ldan

pa’i cho 'phrul] DoLSZ, rnams pa sna tshogs pa'’i cho 'phrul ya ma zung dang ldan

pa’i ‘phrul Ba; cho "phrul ya ma zung sna tshogs DNQ 4 steng] stong L. 5 dge
slong] om. BaDo. 6a gnyen| nyen Do. 6b la] gyi BaDoLSZ. 8 mchod par]
mchod pa BaDoLSZ. ga pa nas| pa Ba, nas / Do. gb brgyud] gyur Do. 9c
bshad do] bshad de BaDoLSZ. 10 dang] da de N. 11 gyur to snyam nas| ‘gyur ro
snyam nas NQ, 'gyur ro zhes BaDoLSZ.

a. Ba: rtsam du /. b. BaDo: nam mkha’i khams la phags nas /. c. L: cho ..sa.. 'phrul.
d. Do: om. e. BaDoLSZ: 'dug nas /. f. DoLSZ: tshe’i ’du byed dang /. g. DoL:
bsregs nas /. h. Ba: om. i. Ba: om. j.- BaDoLSZ: bshad de /. k. BaDoL: 'gyur
ro //. 1. BaDoLS: bskyed pa’i phyir / (Z: shad + --?).
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[0’] End title and colophon

Y rtogs pa brjod pa'di ‘phags pa dga’ ba’i bshes gnyen gyis bshad do //*
*)’phags pa dga’ ba'i bshes gnyen gyi rtogs pa brjod pa zhes bya ba rdzogs so //
/| ¥ rgya gar gyi mkhan po” a dzi ta shri bha dra dang /° dge slong sha kya 'od

kyis bsgyur //

1a rtogs pa| rtogs par Do. 1b 'di] i LSZ. 1c gnyen| nyen Do. 2a gnyen| nyen
Do. 2b gyi] gyis NQ. 2c rtogs pa] rtogs par L. 2d zhes bya ba] om. BaDoLSZ.
2e so] s.hyo(sic!) Ba, s.ho(sic!) DoL. 3a a dzi ta shribha dra] a dze te shribhatra Q, a
dze ta shri bha tra N, dge slong a dzi ta shi ra bha tra LSZ, dge slong a tsi ta shri bha dra Ba,
dge slong a tsi ta shra bha tra Do. 3b sha kya 'od] sha kya 'ed N, shag kya 'od Do.

3c kyis] kyi Ba. 4 bsgyur| bsgyur pa’o Ba, bsgur ba Do.

a. Ba: om. b. Do: mkhan po //. c.Do: om.
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[0] Sanskrit title, Tibetan title, and invocation

" In Sanskrit: Arya-Nandimitra-avadana nama
* In Tibetan: [A text] called The Edifying Narrative of the Saint Nandimitra'
3) Homage to all Buddhas and Bodhisattvas (namah

sarvabuddhabodhisatvebhyah)!

[A1]

" Thus have I heard:* 8oo years had elapsed since the Blessed One passed
into Nirvana. ® At that time, in a country called Sibika, there was a city called

Adhisthana? ¥ There a king by the name of Vidyasena* dwelt.* At that time,

1. For the sophisticated semantics and historical complexity of the term ‘avadana’ in the
present context, see above pp. 24—26. The title of this text was registered in Bu ston’s
catalog as ‘The Edifying Narrative of the Arhat Nandimitra’ (dgra bcom pa dga ba’i bshes
gnyen gyi rtogs brjod [Nishioka 1981: 63, §888]). The word ‘edifying narrative’ is not so
much a translation of Skt. avadana as of Tib. rtogs (par) brjod (pa). For the unusual
understanding that arya (‘phags pa) qualifies Nandimitra, see below the last footnote of
this section.

2. For the problematics of the opening formula, see above pp. 25f.

3. Sibika, aka Sibi, is well-known in the Buddhist tradition as the name of a king (believed
to be the Bodhisattva in one of his previous lives) who gave his flesh to ransom a dove or
his eyes to a brahmin. Different versions of the stories are preserved in a variety of Indian
and Buddhist literary traditions; for a list of texts in which they are found, see Emeneau
1947: 9, n. 37, Ohnuma 2007: 274f. However, the term is also used to designate an ancient
Indian tribe which was known to Megasthenés and Arrian as Sibae/Sibae (see Dahlquist
1962: 143f,, Wirth and von Hiniiber 1985: 625; for a skeptical remark on this connection, see
Chantraine 1927: 30, n.1). According to the Macedonians, the Sibis were probably
proto-Pasupata-practitioners, who observed the govrata and worshipped Indra (identified
with Heraclés through Interpretatio Graeca). A similar kind of observance was performed
by the king of Sibis (saibyo raja), as we know from a passage of the Jaiminiya-Brahmana
IL.113, see Diwakar 2013: 116—122. Moreover, Sibi is counted as one of the 16 countriess in the
Mabhavastu, cf. Sivi-dasarnam [ed. Senart 1.34]. The only occurrence in Chinese sources, in
which Sibi is referred to as a country (Chin. shipi gué /= E2[), is found in the Dasheng
bensheng xindiguan jing KIFEAALHIERAS (cf. Tisg, 3.295c1), a text allegedly
translated by Prajiia in 790 AD, which is probably not a genuine translation. For a
discussion of this text with references, see Yoritomi 1976: 15—31. Would it be conceivable
that Sibi(ka) was originally the name of the tribe/country and later on transferred to the
king of the same lineage? As to the whereabouts of the Sibis’ country, there is almost no
textual evidence. According to three Chinese and Korean pilgrims who traveled to India
from the 5th to the early 8th century (Kuwayama 1992: 124f.), a pilgrimage site located
somewhere between Gandhara and Uddiyana was believed to be the place where King Sibi
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in the realm of the king Vidyasena, a monk by the name of Nandimitra dwelt
— %) [He was] absorbed in the eight emancipations (astavimoksadhyayin),’
endowed with the six extraordinary faculties (sadabhijfia),’ great in power
[and] might (maharddhiko mahanubhavah).” ** [He] knew the mental

behavior (cittacarita)® of sentient beings — even of ants and small insects

saved the dove, therefore a stiipa was erected there. If Kuwayama Shoshin’s identification
is correct, the site is to be found in present-day Buner, Pakistan. Although it cannot be
overemphasized that legends and hearsay are not always reliable as historical evidence,
the records at least indicate that, in the collective memory of a significant number of
Indian Buddhists over these centuries, King Sibi and his country were related to the
northwestern borderlands of Pakistan.

The capital of King Sibi is mentioned in some sources related to the (Milla)sarvastivada
school as gibighosé/ Sivaghosé, see BHSD s.v.; but, according to some Chinese sources, the
city where he resided is called tip6di $2%)i5 (MChin. dej-ba-tej < Deva(va)ti [T160,
3.333b12f.]) or tipobati $EZEHRIE (MChin. dej-ba-bat-dej < Devavati [T202, 4.351c7]); for
the reconstruction of the Sanskrit form, see Akanuma 1931: 157. The tentatively
reconstructed name Adhisthana is based on Tib. byin gyis brlabs pa, and is by no means
certain, since, to the best of my knowledge, no Indian city under a similar name is ever
attested. It could have been a misunderstanding of the translators to render Skt.
adhisthana as a typonym, given that the word is also a technical term meaning ‘city’ where
the headquarters of local administration were located, as it was used in some seal
inscriptions dating from the Gupta period; see Gupta 1989: 98.

4.1 adopt the reading in the minority texts rig pa’i sde which should go back to Skt.
Vidyasena, rather than that of the majority rigs pa’i sde which could presuppose Skt.
Yuktisena, a proper name which is otherwise unattested. The decision is based on my
theory of the original name of the king, see above p. 21. The two words (vidya : vijita) are
very similar in their Gandhari forms (vija : vijida), all the more so, as the latter was later
adopted as the surname of the Khotanese royal house Visa’ /wi(d)ze/ (< Skt. vijita/vijaya
[Brough 1962: 91, n. 2]), which is phonetically almost identical to the former.

5. See Mvy 1510-1518. For Skt. astavimoksadhyayin in collocation with sadabhijiia, cf.
Saddharmapundarika VII: sarve ca te traividyah sadabhijiia astavimoksadhyayinah
samvrttah [ed. Kern-Nanjio 1912: 179f.] >> sentient beings under the preaching of the
Buddha Mahabhijiajianabhibha; Larger Sukhavativyuha: sadabhijiiair vasibhutair
astavimoksadhyayibhir balapraptair abhijianabhijiiataih sthavirair mahasravakaih [ed.
Fujita 2011: 4] >> disciples accompanying the Buddha Sakyamuni. With maharddhika and
mahanubhava, cf. Saddharmapundarika VIII: gananasamatikrantas casya sravaka
bhavisyanti maharddhika mahanubhava astavimoksadhyayinah [ed. Kern-Nanjio 1912:
202] >> disciples of the Buddha Dharmaprabhasa.

6. See Mvy 201-209.

7. This set phrase not infrequently occurs in the Mahavastu together with
caturdhyanalabhin and pamcabhijiia (15x, as attributes to Rsi[s]), which are similar in
nature to astavimoksadhyayin and sadabhijiia in the present text, only the numbers of
dogmatic items in corresponding concept series vary from each other.

8. The compound cittacarita is analyzed by Tibetan translators either as a dvandva (sems
dang spyod pa ‘thought and deed’) or as a tatpurusa (sems kyi spyod pa ‘mental behavior).
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(antatah kuntapipilikanam api)® — living within [a distance of] many

hundred thousand leagues (yojana).”

[Az]
" When he was about to pass into complete Nirvana, [he] taught to the
assembled community of monks the Blessed One’s prophecy [about the

m 2

decline of his teachings]." * Thus the monks felt misgivings and asked: “For
how long, Elder (sthavira), will the true teachings (saddharma) of the Blessed

One Sakyamuni endure?” ® He said: “Good people (bhadramukha),” be

The latter applies to the present occurrence. There are curious cases in which both
renderings occur in the same text alternately, e.g. Gaganagafjapariprccha etc.

9. For the set phrase (antatah) kuntapipilika- + api, often used to emphasize that the
assertion in the main clause applies to ‘all’ sentient beings (pranin/sattva), see BHSD s.v.
kunta-pipilika, SWTF s.v. kunta-pipilika, "-pipilika. Although the compound is normally
construed as karmadharaya, i.e., ‘a kind of small ant, a small insect’, the Tibetan translators
here clearly analyzed it as dvandva, which is grammatically possible. According to the
standard translation idiom, Skt. kunta is to be rendered as Tib. srin bu phre’u (Mvy 4851).
But in the present text, it is not translated but transcribed.

10. Hakamaya argues that the whole clause ending in gnas pa’i (‘which] live ... leagues’) is
not related to sems can rnams but rather juxtaposed with shes pa and thus understood as
an act of Nandimitra, see Hakamaya 2007: 75, n. 7. But his rendering (p. 64): “[He] dwelt in
many 8000 leagues with great power and might” (2 { O\ T3 —¥ v + & O K
& KB ) & 124E L T)isnot only flawed by a misreading (brgya > brgyad) but also

awkward from the perspective of classical Tibetan syntax.

11. An extended version of the opening is found in the Tshal pa witnesses (i.e., DNQ):
‘When (he) was about to pass into complete Nirvana, the assembled community of monks
said [to him]: “If anyone like your honor passes away into Nirvana, will the Buddha’s
teachings not disappear?” He said to them: “No, they will not disappear, [as] the Blessed
One taught through prophecy.” Despite that, the monks felt misgivings and asked ...’ I
regard it as the result of secondary expansion for the following reasons: First, it is a
continuity error in this narrative if Nandimitra claims that the Buddha’s teachings will not
disappear, since what follows does talk about the decline (cf. bcom ldan “das sha kya thub
pa’i bstan pa dam pa’i chos nub par ‘gyur ro [D2: 6£.]). Even if just in order to console his
monks, an Elder like Nandimitra was not supposed to lie, especially when he quoted the
Buddha here as his source of authority. There is no such prophecy of the Buddha, as far as I
am aware. Second, the embedded structure of the monks’ first question ('di skad du ... zhes
smras pa), albeit abundantly attested in Tibetan translations, is an isolated case in this
text.

12. The term bhadramukha, literally ‘of gracious countenance’, is used in the Sanskrit
drama to address the other princes of the blood, but also common people, and is,
according to the Natyasastra, “designed to conciliate by attributing to those addressed the
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without fear and do not lament nor wail! ¥ Why? Because when the Blessed
One was about to pass into complete Nirvana, he entrusted the true teachings
to the hands of the sixteen Great Elders (mahasthavira), for the purpose of

fully purifying the gifts of patrons and donors (dayakadanapati).”

[B1]

Y When that was said, the monks said to the Elder Nandimitra thus: “Elder, we
do not know those Elders’ names!” The Elder said: “Venerable Ones
(ayusmat)! (1) The first Elder’'s name is Pindola Bharadvaja. (2) The second

Elder’s name is Kanakavatsa. (3) The third Elder’s name is Kanaka

qualities they are desired to show”; see Lévi 1890: 129, Keith 1924: 314. Exactly the same
usage of the term is attested in some inscriptions of western Ksatrapas dating from the 2nd
century AD. On the basis of this evidence, Sylvain Lévi argued that the rise of the Indian
drama is to be attributed to the Sakas; see Lévi 1902: g5ff. For critical reviews of Lévi’s
hypothesis, see Keith 1924: 69ft., and most recently Bronkhorst 2003: 793ft.

13. For the BHSkt. compound dayakadanapati (plurale tantum), see Karashima 2012: 291
(vol. 3). It is derived from an appositional syntagm of two synonyms (dayako danapati)
which is attested in early Pali prose, cf. Suttanipata III 5: 87, Digha-Nikaya I: 137 etc.
However, the Tibetan translators interpreted it here as dvandva.

The idea of the purification of gifts (Skt. daksinavisodhana, Pali dakkhinavisuddhi) is
archaic and already attested in canonical sources of Mainstream Buddhism, cf. e.g.
Majjhima-Nikaya III: 256, where the purport of the passage is that an offering which
generates a great result should be purified in terms of both the donor and the recipient —
in other words, the efficacy of the gift is contingent on two factors: virtuous donor and
worthy recipient. In this context, ‘to purify gifts’ obviously means ‘to make gifts fruitful’, cf.
Papaiicasuidani VI: 226 dayakato visujjhatiti mahapphalabhavena visujjhati, mahapphala
hotiti attho “It is purified in terms of the donor” means “it is purified through the existence
of a great fruit”, [to wit,] “there is a great fruit”.’. For the Skt. version of the fourfold
purification, see the Sangitisuitra IV 27 [ed. Stache-Rosen 1968: 107-108]. Cf. Zambasta
22.96: tto ttd bissd ggatha ysinita kye mamd ssasiiia ssadda. ka ni ttramu daksino ssuha ta ku
parsindi dukhyau jsa “(The Buddha said to the sixteen Elders:) Thus have all these
householders who are faithful in my sasana been entrusted to you. May you provide for
them such favour that they may escape from woes.” [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 302—-303;
underline mine]. Emmerick’s interpretation of daksino $siih- ‘to provide favor’ is not
superior to Leumann’s (“Ehrengabe (an den Orden) sich empfehlen” [Leumann 1933—-36:
252]).  have treated the multivalent Khot. verb root ssiih- in Chen/Loukota 2018: 164f., and
pinned down the meaning ‘to cleanse, purify’ as part of its semantic range. So the second
hemistich should rather be translated as follows: ‘May you so purify their gifts (i.e., those of
the faithful householders) that they may escape from woes.’
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Bharadvaja.* (4) The fourth Elder’s name is Abhedya. (5) The fifth Elder’s
name is Valkala.® (6) The sixth Elder’s name is Bhadra. (7) The seventh

Elder’s name is Kalika.”® (8) The eighth Elder’s name is Vatsiputra.”

[B2]
(9) The ninth Elder’s name is Gopaka.® (10) The tenth Elder's name is

Panthaka. (11) The eleventh Elder’s name is Rahula. (12) The twelfth Elder’s

name is Nagasena. (13) The thirteenth Elder’s name is Ingita.” (14) The

14. In almost all the witnesses, the Elder’s name is given as ba ra dwa dza/tsa (Skt.
bharadvaja), whilst only Ba testifies to a reading with ser sbyan, which, in light of the Chin.
and Khot. parallels both containing kanaka as part of the Elder's name and of the name by
which the Elder was known to later Tibetan Buddhists (i.e., bha ra dwa dza gser can),
should be regarded as the most conservative one among all the variants.

15. The Elder was known to later Tibetan Buddhists as ba ku la, which seems to be a
transcription of its Skt. counterpart. Tib. shing shun can ‘made of bark’ should go back to
Skt. valkala ‘id.’, which would give Middle Indic *va(k)kula after the labialization of the
middle syllable (cf. Khot. bakkuld, Skt. valkuta ‘bark’ [PW s.v.]).

16. The Elder’s name Skt. kalika is translated in Tibetan either as nag po ‘black’ [the present
text] or as dus ldan ‘having time’ [the alternate list]. The dichotomy has its root in the
ambiguity of post-Vedic Skt. kala, in which Ved. kald ‘time’ and non-Ved. kala ‘black’ (cf.
Liiders 1923: 300f. = 1940: 553f.) converged.

17. The Elder’s name is attested in the alternate list as rdo rje mo’i bu, which translates Skt.
vajriputra (cf. Pali vajjiputta) and comes closer to the Chin. and Khot. parallels. Since all
the witnesses available to us unanimously attest a reading bad sa’i bu, the so far
reconstructible archetype can only be vatsiputra, which is, in all likelihood, what the
Tibetan translators read from their Vorlage. The variation vajji-/vatsi- seems to have
occurred quite early in the textual transmission of Mainstream canonical sources, and may
well have originated in the archaic collocation of the synonymous pair vrdjya ‘belonging to
a cattle-shed’ [Vajasaneyi-Samhita XVI 44]/vatsd ‘calf, cf. e.g. Atharvaveda [Saunakiya]
IV 38,7 aydm vrajd ihd vatsam ni badhnimah ‘This is a cattle-shed, here do we bind the calf.

18. The Elder’s name Skt. gopaka is analyzed by Tibetan translators differently: ba lang
skyong ‘cowherd’ [the present text] is based on a tatpurusa-reading of the compound
(go-paka), whilst sbed byed ‘shelterer’ [the alternate list] shows that the compound is
understood as a nomen agentis of the root GopP ‘to conceal, protect’ [Rgveda-+].

19. The Elder was better known to later Tibetan Buddhists, especially through the alternate
text, under the name yan lag ’byung ‘born from limbs’ (Skt. arigaja). In the present text,
however, he is named zur gyis shes ‘knowing indirectly, by hints’ (Skt. inigita). Taking into
account the various forms attested in all the three languages, I tend to conclude that the
Elder’s name seems to be protean and can only be tentatively described as *engaeXa (X =,
d/t, [; for the sound changes : d, -d- > -[- in Middle Indic, see von Hiniiber 2001: 149, 168).
For the possible archetype of this proper name, i.e., arigada/angaja, see Akanuma 1931: 38.
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fourteenth Elder’s name is Vanavasin. (15) The fifteenth Elder’s name is Ajita.

20 1

(16) The sixteenth Elder’s name is Ciidapanthaka.” " Those Elders possess
the three knowledges (traividya),” know the three Baskets [of the teachings]
(traipitaka), [and] are detached from the passions of the triple universe
(traidhatukavitardaga).”* » Having preserved and prolonged [their] life
through magical power (rddhibalenayur adhisthaya),” they stay [in this
world] by order of the Blessed One,* and fully purify the gifts of patrons and

donors.”

20. The first component of the Elder’s name is rendered in Tibetan either as gtsug ‘crest’
(Skt. cada) [the present text] or as phran ‘small’ (Skt. ksudra, Pali cila/culla) [the alternate
list]. For the variation -d- : -/-/-[-, see von Hiniiber 2001: 166f. The curious Pali form
presupposes an intermediate stage *chulla (< pre-Ved. *ksud-ld), the loss of its initial
aspiration was explained by Hermann Berger through the word’s expressivity which more
often than not results in this kind of sound change, see Berger 1955: 73.

21. See BHSD s.v. traivedya.

22. The compound is abundantly attested in the set phrase arhant- samvrtta-
traidhatukavitaraga- samalostakariicana- akasapanitalasamacitta- vasicandanakalpa-
vidyabhijiiapratisamvitprapta- bhavalabhalobhasatkaraparanmukha- sendropendranam
devanam pujya- manya- abhivadya- ca samvrtta- (Avadanasataka, Divyavadana,
Sanghabhedavastu etc.) as an attribute to Arhats.

23. Here supernatural power undoubtedly refers to preserving power (adhisthaniki yddhi).
In Abhidharmakosabhasya VII 34 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 416], Vasubandhu mentions four
kinds of ‘perfection of supernatural power’ (prabhavasampad) of Buddhas, the second of
which refers to the abandonment and preservation of one’s own life
(ayurutsargadhisthanavasitasampad), cf. 1a Vallée Poussin 1925: 83. In that context, as in
ours, the verb adhi-sTHA apparently means ‘to preserve, prolong’, as was explained by
Yasomitra, cf. Abhidharmakosavyakhya [ed. Wogihara 1932—-1936: 650] dirghakala-
avasthanam adhisthanam iti. It is noteworthy that this supernatural power, which is one of
the six extraordinary faculties (abhijiia), is not a quality exclusive to Buddhas, but
common to Arhats, or even to worldlings (prthagjana), see Abhidharmakosabhasya VII 41
[ed. Pradhan 1975: 421] (cf. la Vallée Poussin 1925: 97). For very informed discussions of this
supernatural power in relation to Mahakasyapa’s lasting presence and to the efficacy of
mantras from a Dharmakirtian perspective, see Tournier 2014: 5-18, Eltschinger 2001: 62—
74. Hakamaya'’s translation (2007: 65): “Having sustained and abandoned [their] life ...”
(75 % 4EFF U % #E L C) is based on a reading of Tib. bsrings nas as Skt. vyapakrsya
‘abandoned’, which is problematic in this context and is not attested in the Chin.
translation (p. 76, n. 15). Hakamaya is probably misled by the second prabhavasampad of
Vasubandhu quoted above (cf. -utsarga-). Tib. bsrings pa also translates Skt. dirghi-KAR ‘to
prolong, extend’ (Negi s.v.), which makes better sense here.

24. For this phrase as the ‘ritual kernel’ of the present text, see above pp. 29—31.
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[C1]

" When that was said, the monks spoke to the Elder Nandimitra thus: “Elder,
we also do not know where those Elders dwell.” ? The Elder said: “Venerable
Ones! (1) The first Elder called Pindola Bharadvaja dwells in Godaniyadvipa,
together with a retinue of 1,000 Arhats. (2) The Elder called Kanakavatsa

dwells in the country Kasmira of the North, together with a retinue of 5,000

Arhats.

[C2]

(3) The Elder called [Kanaka] Bharadvaja® dwells in Parvavidehadvipa,
together with a retinue of 6,000 Arhats. (4) The Elder called Abhedya dwells
in Jambudvipa, together with a retinue of 7,000 Arhats. (5) The Elder called
Valkala dwells in Uttarakurudvipa, together with a retinue of 6,000 Arhats.*

(6) The Elder called Bhadra dwells in Tamradvipa,” together with a retinue

25. No witness testifies to any counterpart of Skt. kanaka, which we would expect in the
archetype of the Tibetan text in light of the lectio difficilior ser shyan [Bi1: 6] in Ba, see
above p. 170, fn. 14. A restoration might be ‘hypercorrect’, inasmuch as kanaka might have
been missing in the Vorlage of the Tibetan translators. Therefore I do not emend the text
in my edition, but only restore it in my translation for the sake of consistency.

26. This number is unexpected here. The arithmatic relationship between numbers of
Arhats in the sixteen Elders’ retinues is unclear, although there seems to have been a
certain sequence originally, which became nebulous in the course of textual transmission
and thus cannot be reconstructed with certitude. Viewed from the Tibetan version, the
most economical theory of a sequence entails at least three emendations (including the
present one) and thus has a huge burden of proof: (5) 6,000 - 8,000, (9) 8,000 - 12,000,
(11) 1,000 - 11,000. In that case, the sequence could be described as follows (y = number of
retinue, x = serial number of Elder):

{moox

y=

1000(X+3) <= 2<X<10

27. Skt. tamradvipa (cf. BHSD s.v.) is often attested as a name for Sri Lanka, later replaced
by simhaladvipa. The name was probably derived from earlier forms such as Skt.
tamraparni, MInd. tambapa(m)ni [ ASokan inscriptions]. For Gk. taprobdné ‘Sri Lanka’ and
its various accounts in Hellenistic sources, see Weerakkody 1997, Karttunen 1997: 338-344;
for the etymology of the name and its possible connection with metallurgy, see Yuyama
2004: 744-746. Although the same word also refers to a river of Tamilnadu in South India
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of 9,000 Arhats. (7) The Elder called Kalika dwells in Sirhhaladvipa, together
with a retinue of 10,000 Arhats. (8) The Elder called Vatsiputra dwells in

Panasadvipa,”® together with a retinue of 11,000 Arhats.

[C3]

(9) The Elder called Gopaka dwells on Mount Gandhamadana, together with
a retinue of 8,000 Arhats.” (10) The Elder called Panthaka dwells in the
abode of the Devas of the Thirty-three [inhabiting the realm of desire]
(trayastrimsa|deva)bhavane), together with a retinue of 13,000 Arhats. (11)
The Elder called Rahula dwells in Priyangudvipa, together with a retinue of
1,000 Arhats. (12) The Elder called Nagasena dwells on Mount Pandava,
together with a retinue of 12,000 Arhats. (13) The Elder called Ingita dwells on
Mount Vipulaparsva, together with a retinue of 13,000 Arhats.** (14) The
Elder called Vanavasin dwells on Mount Vaidehaka, together with a retinue

of 14,000 Arhats.

[C4]

(present-day Tambraparni), one of the nine divisions of Bharata-varsa etc., when it comes
to tamra(parni)dvipa, there is no unambiguous evidence in support of the idea that it
refers to somewhere other than Sri Lanka; see Cousins 2013: 21—46. It is thus perplexing
that, in this context, tamradvipa (where Bhadra dwells) is followed by simhaladvipa
(where Kalika dwells), as if they designate two different localities. Instead of simhala-, the
Chin. version seems to read *samghata- (after Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 10), but
*samghatadvipa is, to the best of my knowledge, not attested elsewhere.

28. A dvipa named after Skt. panasa ‘bread fruit’ (Artocarpus heterophylla, cf. Syed 1990:
420ff.) is unknown to me. The Chinese version testifies to a reading which Lévi and
Chavannes traced back to Skt. parana (1916: 10), which is, however, not attested elsewhere.

29. The isolated reading ‘100,000’ (Tib. brgya stong) in Q must be an error.

30. The Tshal-pa variant ‘3,000’ (Tib. stong phrag gsum [DNQ]) must be an error, which
was already corrected by Hakamaya 2007: 77, n. 26. His conjecture is now borne out by the
reading shared by the non-Tshal-pa witnesses.
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(15) The Elder called Ajita dwells in Rajagrha on Mount Grdhrakata,*
together with a retinue of 15,000 Arhats. (16) The Elder called Cadapanthaka
dwells on Mount Yugamdhara, together with a retinue of 16,000 Arhats.*

" There is not even the slightest thing which is not known (jiidta), or seen
(drsta), or heard of (sruta), or intellectually realized (asaksatkrta) by those
Elders. ? [Whenever] the monastic community has food,®® or an invitation to
a meal, or the festival on the fifteenth [lunar day],** or the endowment of a

temple, or the consecration of the gong (gandi),*> there is not even the

31. According to the geographical catalogue of the Yaksas in the Mahamayuri, this is where
Vajrapani is stated to dwell, cf. vajrapani rajagrhe grdhrakute krtalayah [ed. Lévi 1915: 30,
§3]. Rajagrha (present-day Rajgir) was dominated by this legendary mountain, situated to
the northeast of the city, see Lévi 1915: 61.

32. The Tshal-pa variant ‘60 000’ (Tib. stong phrag drug cu [DNQ]) must be an error, which
was already corrected by Hakamaya 2007: 77, n. 29. His conjecture is now borne out by the
reading shared by the non-Tshal-pa witnesses.

33. Tib. bzhes pa translates both ‘eaten; food, boiled rice etc.’ (~ Skt. jagdhi, bhojana, ahara,
didivi, asita, grasta) and ‘taken’ (~ Skt. [prati]grhita), see Negi s.v. Hakamaya’s translation
“control of the monastic community” (ff D Z§& [p. 67]) is obviously based on the latter.
To my mind, the meaning intended by the translator is rather the former.

34. Hakamaya'’s translation “quindecennial festival (*pasicadasavarsika-maha)’ (- F.5
743 [p.67]) is an attempt at bringing the obscure Tib. term bco Inga ston into line with
the Chin. counterpart that mentions the famous quinquennial festival of Buddhism (cf.
Chin. T4 ik )it & ~ Skt. pasicavarsika, OKhot. pamjavassi, TochB. paiicwarsik, Uighur
pancvrsik). Alternatively, he suggests an emendation of bco to lo (p. 77, n. 30), which is,
however, not (yet) borne out by any variant reading. Nonetheless, the term lo [nga ston in
clear reference to the quinquennial festival occurs later in this text [F3.1: 7]. Therefore, the
possibility suggested by Hakamaya is at least not to be excluded. Here I translate the
Tibetan text as it stands (‘festival on the fifteenth lunar day’, cf. brgyad ston ‘festival on the
eighth lunar day’), rather than as Hakamaya does, since a quindecennial festival
(*paricadasavarsika) is completely unheard-of and thus too bold a conjecture.

35. The gong (Skt. gandi), the striking of which calls the monks to assemblies such as
monastic repasts, the posadha ceremony, meditation, the recitation of satras, debate etc.;
see Hu-von Hiniiber 1991: 740-749; and 1994: 291 (esp. n. 4, with further references). It is
nowadays still used in the Tibetan monastic traditions in Mongolia to signify the
beginning of the posadha ritual; for fieldwork reports and anthropological analyses from
the perspective of material culture, see Sobkobvyak 2015: 685—722. The significance of the
gandiresulted in the emergence of the rites of gandr consecration (Skt. pratistha, Tib. rab
gnas), exemplified by the Gandisutra translated into Tibetan (Otani no. 964/T6hoku no.
298), according to which the consecration mainly consists in the recitation of three lines of
verse identifying the gandi with the dharmakaya; see Bentor 1992: 2—3. A more or less
similar procedure is inherited later in Grags pa rgyal mtshan’s manual on the same topic,
while the Kriyasamgraha attests to a more elaborate, and tantricized variant of gandr
consecration, see Sobkobvyak 2015: 709-712. In the absence of any other clear reference to
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slightest thing unkown [to those Elders]. ® On those [occasions], the group of
the sixteen Elders, accompanied by their many retinues, goes to those
[locations where the rituals take place] in different guises, and stays [there].

Thus [they] fully purify the gifts.

[D1]

" In the future, after having passed the advent of an intermediate period
[which ends in] warfare (Sastrantarakalpa),®® people will be endowed with
ten good [ways of action] (dasakusala[karmapathal), so the [human]
lifespan will be prolonged again. ” When it reaches one hundred years,*

those disciples of the Teacher [i.e., the Buddha] will come back to

consecration in the siitras, the gandi consecration prescribed by the Gandisiitra presents a
so far singular and idiosyncratic case, as it is free of tantric elements abounding in later
Tibetan consecration literature (Bentor 1996: 29o—311). Therefore, as Yael Bentor has
pointed out, some Rnying ma and Bka’ brgyud writers considered it “a source or origin of
consecration;” see Bentor 1992: 3. The scarcity, if not sheer absence, of the so-called
“sutra-style consecration” may well point to the antiquity of the non-Tshal-pa variant
gandirab gnas. The omission of gandi in DNQ may well have been ascribed to the
Tshal-pa redactor(s) who could have had the later types of consecration in mind, which,
albeit found in abundance in the tantras, should have not yet come into being when the
present text was composed.

36. This interpretation of Tib. mtshon gyi bskal pa, the Skt. counterpart of which should be
Sastrantarakalpa (Negi s.v. mtshon gyi bskal pa bar ma, cf. Pali satthantarakappa) rather
than Sastrakalpa (pace Hakamaya 2007: 67), is based on Abhidharmakos$abhasya III g9
[ed. Pradhan 1975:187] kalpasya sastrarogabhyam durbhiksena ca nirgamah ‘The period
(kalpa) has come to an end through warfare, diseases, and famine’ (cf. la Vallée Poussin
1926: 207). Towards the end of the period, the human lifespan will diminish up to ten years
due to the proliferation of bad ways of action (karmapathadhikyad); and the havoc
accompanying mutual killing will last for seven days; see Digha-Nikaya III: 73, and
Abhidharmakos$abhasya III 98—99 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 187-188] (cf. la Vallée Poussin 1926:
206—209). Cf. also Vimalakirtinirdesa VII 6, verse 26: Sastra-antarakalpesu maitryadhyayt
bhavanti te | avyapade niyojenti satvakotisatan bahin || [ed. Taisho Univ. 2006: 82] ‘During
the intermediate periods ending in warfare, they (i.e., the true Bodhisattvas) are
meditating on benevolence, [and] direct towards freedom from malevolence many
hundreds of crores of sentient beings.’

37. The Tshal-pa variant gives ‘eighty years’, which is to be corrected against the Chinese
parallel that clearly testifies to ‘one hundred years’, cf. “la longévité des hommes
graduellement augmente et arrive jusqu’a cent ans”, tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 12.
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Jambudvipa, preach the true teachings, and ordain [monks].?**  The lifespan
of all mankind will become six hundred years. ¢ Up to that point, the true
teachings of the Blessed One Sakyamuni will endure. ¥ When the lifespan of
people becomes seven hundred years, those disciples will bring together
collections of the teachings of the Blessed One Sakyamuni — so many as there

are on the earth,* and build a stiipa of seven precious substances.*

[D2]

Y Having completely surrounded* [the stiipa, they] will sit down in
cross-legged posture (paryarnkam abhujya) and make the following utterance:
‘(We] bow down and pay homage to the Blessed One, Tathagata, Arhat, and

Perfectly Awakened One [by the name of] Sakyamuni!** * Having paid

38. Tib. rab tu ’byin par byed is rendered as “to present, proclaim” by Hakamaya (‘& 1fi 9
% ; [p. 67]), who traces the verb form back to the Skt. root pra-vam ‘to set forth, present’.
Actually, Tib. rab tu ’byin pa translates both nis-cAr ‘to go forth, be ordained (as a monk)’
and pra-vr4J ‘id., but not pra-vAmM; see Negi s.v. The meaning ‘to ordain (monks)’ is also in
accord with the Chinese parallel and thus to be preferred, cf. “ils sauvent la multitude

innombrable et la font sortir du monde”, tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 12.

39. This passage is quoted in a slightly different form in Bu ston’s Chos 'byung, which
Obermiller translates: “When the age of men will have the duration of 700 years, the 16
great Elders (Sthaviras) will assemble together all the collections of sacred books
belonging to the Doctrine of Cakyamuni wherever they might be”, tr. Obermiller 1932: 179.
The underlined part does not seem to be an accurate translation of ji snyed bzhugs pa,
while sa’i steng na remains untranslated.

g0. For the seven precious substances of which a stiipa etc. are made (different from the
seven precious possessions of a cakravartin), see BHSD s.v. ratna (2).

41. The quotation in Bu ston’s Chos 'byung specifies the object(s) surrounded by the Elders:
der bzhugs pa la kun nas bskor te ‘having completely surrounded [the teachings] deposited
there’. Obermiller 1932: 179 rendered kun nas bskor as “circuamambulate”, which might
make sense in light of the Chin. version; cf. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 13 (emphasis added): “A
ces moment ces seize grands Arhats avec leur entourage font le tour du stapa avec les
parfums, les fleurs, et les offrandes habituelles, ils honorent et ils louent. Ils tournent tout
autour des centaines et des milliers de fois.” But this is not necessarily so obvious in the
Tibetan context. For Tib. kun nas bskor = Skt. (anu)pari-VAR/KSIP, see Negi s.v.

42. Hakamaya'’s construal of the part of direct speech in my translation is different: “As
follows, [they] worship and pay homage to the Blessed One, Tathagata, Arhat, and
Perfectly Awakened One Sakyamuni, saying: ‘After having paid homage, [we] shall pass
into Nirvana in the realm of ...".” (XD & D12\ D ¥ v —F v 4 = HEHRIGAL I
SERA L THEFEL Ted L T, (R B Jadr U 724810 R IRTIE SR 5 12
ANBT2TH?9.] &R 2D TT;[p.67]). His treatment of the set phrase ‘di skad
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homage, [they] will pass into complete Nirvana in the realm of quenching
without any substratum remaining (an-/nir-upadhisese nirvanadhatau).*

3) The stiipa of seven precious substances will also disappear and come to rest
on the [place] that is the subterranean golden layer of earth (karicanamayt
mahi).* ¥ Then the true teachings [and] instructions of the Blessed One
Sakyamuni will disappear. ® Thereafter, seventy million Pratyekabuddhas will

emerge in the world.

ces ... zhes brjod de is syntactically awkward, inasmuch as direct speech is normally
embedded in the phrase rather than introduced by its second half. As far as this passage is
concerned, the quotation in Bu ston’s Chos 'byung is almost identical with the transmitted
text; Obermiller’s translation is in accord with my understanding: “They, having seated
themselves down cross-legged, they[sic!] will say — Praise be to the Lord, the Tathagata,
the Arhat, the Perfect Supreme Buddha Cakyamuni! — Having made this salutation, the
Elders will pass away into the final Nirvana”, tr. Obermiller 1932: 179.

43. For the semantics of Tib. dbyings (Skt. dhatu) ‘realm, sphere’, see BHSD s.v. dhatu (5)
and SWTF s.v. dhatu 4, nirvana-dhatu. The idea of ‘the realm of quenching’ (nirvanadhatu)
without a remainder of subtratum (Skt. an-/nir-upadhisesa, Pali an-upadisesa), as opposed
to that with such a remainder (Skt. sa-upadhisesa, Pali sa-upadisesa), originated in the
canonical sources of Mainstream Buddhism. I intentionally avoid translating the
compound as ‘the realm of Nirvana’ here, following a theory of Watanabe Fumimaro that
nirvana(dhatu), in its primitive sense, does not refer to the attainment of Nirvana but
simply signifies the death of two kinds of Buddhist practitioners: (1) those who get rid of all
substratum of continued existence, i.e., the five Aggregates, and will attain Arhatship after
death, (2) those who still have a remainder of substratum and will become a Non-Returner
(anagamin) after death; see Watanabe 1961: 537. For Skt. upadhi/Pali upadi, quite often
equated with the five Aggregates (Skt. skandha/Pali khanda), see BHSD s.v. upadhi, CPD
s.v. upadi; for the conflation of these two terms, especially compounded in attributes to
nirvanadhatu, see Hayashi 1938: 586—587. Steven Collins’s interpretation (Collins 2010: 39—
41 of the nirvanadhatu) without a remainder of substratum as “nirvana after death”, as
opposed to “nirvana in life” (i.e., that with such a remainder), is an oversimplified view, if
not a misconception, of the state of affairs.

44. For Tib. gser gyi sa gzhi (Skt. karicanamayt mahi) ‘the golden layer of earth’, see
Abhidharmakosabhasya III 46—49 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 158-159] (cf. la Vallée Poussin 1926:
140-141). As the upper part of the circle of water and gold (jalakaricanamandala) resting
upon the circle of wind (vayumandala) and space (akasa), the golden layer of earth, also
known as ‘the wheel of gold’ (karicanacakra, Chin. jinlin ji &#[%), is 320 000 leagues in
height and 1 203 450 leagues in diameter. It supports the earth (prthivi), nine great
mountains etc. The Diamond Seat (vajrasana) is resting on no other place than the golden
layer, see Abhidharmakosabhasya III 53 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 161] (cf. la Vallée Poussin 1926:
145-146); for the bodhimanda surrounding the Diamond Seat in Bodhgay3, record in
Xuanzang's travelogue, and related archeological evidence, see Lamotte 1987: 199f., n. 1.
Apparently, the underlying idea is that the golden layer has greater capacity to support
things than any other place in the world, therefore, when the stiipa built by the sixteen
Elders can no longer be supported by the earth, it can only plunge into the earth and rest
upon the golden layer.
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[E1]

" Then, when the lifespan of people becomes eighty thousand years, the
Tathagata, Arhat, Perfectly Awakened One by the name of Maitreya will
emerge in the world. * At that time, the Jambudvipa will become prosperous
(rddha), thriving (sphita), secure (ksema), abundantly provided with food
(subhiksa), and crowded with a great multitude of people and human beings®
(akirnabahujanamanusya).®® ¥ There will be cities (nagara), villages (grama),
towns (nigama),*” countries (janapada), kingdoms (rastra), and royal
capitals (rajadhani), [which are so close together that] a cock [can] fly [from

one to another] in a mere single flight** (kukkutasampatamatra).*® * A

45. I am aware how redundant such an expression ‘people and human beings’ may sound
in English. But this is the standardized Tibetan rendering of the compound in question:
the Tibetan translators apparently analyzed bahujanamanusya into bahu- and
-janamanusya with the latter understood as a dvandva (mi dang skye bo mang pos, cf. Mvy
6417 skye bo dang mi mang pos gang ba). This reading, albeit not impossible, is not
necessarily plausible from the perspective of Sanskrit philology, since bahujana ‘many
people, a multitude’ as a compound is well attested, see BHSD s.v. bahujana, bahujanya,
bahu®. Moreover, bahujanamanusya is attested in the Mahavastu as a bahuvrthi referring
to a city, cf. nagaram ... bahujanamanusyam [ed. Senart 1.36], the meaning of which
should be, as Edgerton suggested, “whose men [or people] constitute a great multitude”.

46. The formulaic set phrase (rddha- sphita- ksema- subhiksa- akirnabahujanamanusya-) is
abundantly attested in Buddhist literature (cf. Divyavadana [30x], Avadanasataka [21x],
Sanghabhedavastu [20x], Lalitavistara [6x] etc.) as attributes of kingdoms (rajya),
continents (dvipa), countries (janapada), cities (nagara) etc. under the reign of a
law-abiding king; see Hakamaya 2002: 340, n. 45.

47. The Skt. compound gramanigama- (Pali gamanigama-) was originally not a dvandva,
but a tatpurusa meaning ‘settling down of a group (of people)’, which was still correctly
understood by Buddhaghosa. But the reinterpretation of the compound as a dvandva (i.e.,
‘village and small town’) seems to have already permeated through the Anguttara-Nikaya.
See von Hiniiber 2015a: 369.

48. For this compound see BHSD s.v. kukuta-sampata-matra. It was originally a technical
term used in the Vinaya commentaries to set the boundaries between two villages (grama),
namely, how far a place from a village should be regarded as another village; cf.
Vlnayapltaka IV: 131 kukkutasampate game gamantare; Shisong lii / Sarvastivadavinaya:

A RTE R, AT X Bz [T1435, 23.32b5] etc. The term then turned into a
figurative expression for the extreme vicinity of inhabited places which are very close
together in a golden age when the population is so large. For its occurrences in other
versions of Maitreya’s legend, cf. Mile xiasheng chengfo jing 5% T 4= Bl &% 3 & X
b, ZRMAHL [Ta54,14.423c17]; Mile da chengfo jing 5H#) K &% W E bk, 2
HEAH A [T456, 14.429a23f.); Zambasta 22.115: baysgu bise avute s$ijiye naysdi naysdi
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single sowing of seeds will yield up to seven harvests.*

[E2]

Y He will have three assemblies of ‘disciples™ (asyapi sravakasannipatas

hdmare. samu hatdrra brahd kyngi ka sdtdria avuto’ histd “There will be many houses,
villages very close to one another. Only once would the cock rise up if it would come to a
second village.” [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 306—307].

At least two variants of the compound seem to be attested in the Buddhist traditions:
(1) Pali kukkutasampada ‘no further than a cock can walk; a cock’s walking range’, see
Cone s.v. kukkuta'. (2) *kukkutasamvada ‘no further than a cock’s crowing (can be heard)’,
cf. Chang ahan jing / Dirghagama: A3, HERGAHE [T1, 1.41c28f.]; Zengyi ahan
jing / Ekottarikagama: & V& AHIT, FENGAHEE [Ti2s, 2.787c24f =T453, 14.421229];
Mile laishi jing S #N R IF4E: NRBFZRERE, HBIGEEME [Ta57,14.434b28];
Maitrisimit IV 29o2: //[-lar .. tagiyu tini i$tilgiicd yirda “[so nah, daf3] das Gackern des
Huhns gehort wird, ...” [ed. and tr. Geng/Klimkeit 1988: 220—221].

49. The description of the Jambudvipa in this paragraph is reminiscent of a canonical
passage of the Cakkavattisthanadasutta which ushers in an account of the righteous reign
of the cakravartin king Sankha whose rise to the throne heralds Metteya’s advent; cf.
Digha-Nikaya III: 75 asitivassasahassayukesu bhikkhave manussesu ayam Jambudipo iddho
c’eva bhavissati phito ca, kukkutasampatika gamanigamarajadhaniyo ‘Monks! When the
lifespan of people becomes eighty thousand years, the Jambudipa will become prosperous
and thriving, having settlements and royal capitals [which are so close together that] a
cock [can] fly [from one to another] in a single flight.". However, there is no mention of the
cakravartin king in the present text.

50. For similar portents mentioned in other versions of Maitreya’s legend, cf. Mile
xiasheng chengfo jing S T A BB AS: MVEERERE, FREK, AAEER, —fHtb
&, I, ik £ [Tas4, 14.424218ff]; Mile da chengfo jing 5% K A AE&E: W
FEbERY, RESCGAE SR, R, —E-OE, oD, iz, B
WK, WA TR [T456, 14.429c21f.]; Zambasta 22.125: hatdrra kerindi salye ttima
daso-gyumnau rrvittd. nasdraunjsa-jsera ni rrvittd. bari kdde baddna bedd “They will sow
seed once a year; it will grow tenfold. [Weeds] to be pulled out will not grow. The rain will
rain just at the right time.” [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 306—307]. It is remarkable that the
Khot. version testifies to ‘tenfold’ instead of ‘sevenfold’. But on close scrutiny of the
microfilm (Vorob’év-Desjatovskij/Vorob'éva-Desjatovskaja 1965: 242), daso- ‘ten-’ does not
seem to be necessarily the primitive reading, since -so- was added small below the line
while merely da-gyamnau rrvitti was written in the space assigned to the second pada. It
would therefore be possible to restore <hau>da-gyiamnau ‘sevenfold’ and attribute the
restoration da/so\- to another scribe who proofread the copy and tried to make sense of
the obviously incomplete pada. To be sure, this hypothesis remains speculative in want of
further evidence; but, as far as  am aware, a tenfold harvest as a portent of the advent of
Maitreya is unheard-of in Buddhist literature. Kikuchi Noritaka has discussed the motif “a
sowing of seeds yields a severalfold harvest” extensively, drawing a parallel to some Daoist
scriptures and Chinese texts predating the Maitreya texts quoted above; see Kikuchi 2001:
204—206. He regards the idea as more at home in China, and sees in the motif a case of
Chinese influence on the reception of the Maitreya legend in Central Asia. His hypothesis
seems to me highly unlikely and should be critiqued on another occasion.

51. It should be noted that the ‘disciple’ here refers to a realized or advanced one, not an
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trayo bhavisyanti):>* * (1) In the first assembly, there will be 960,000,000
disciples assembled. (2) In the second assembly, there will be 940,000,000
disciples assembled. (3) In the third assembly, there will be a large

congregation (mahdasannipata) of 920,000,000 disciples.*

ordinary member of the congregation. That is to say, the numbers that follow relate to the
attainments of the audience.

52. The idea of three assemblies held by a Buddha, at which successively decreasing
numbers of his disciples attain Arhatship, is of canonical origin, see Mahapadanasutta 10
[Digha-Nikaya II: 5f.] for those by Vipassi, Sikhi, and Vessabhu; and see Mahavadanasutra
(of the Dirghagama of the [MiilaJsarvastivadins) 6 [ed. Fukita 2003: 40ff.], Daben jing X
AZL (of the Dirghagama of the Dharmaguptakas) [T1, 1.2b22fF.] for those by Vipadyin and
Sikhin (Vi¢vabhuj only held two assemblies). This paradigm was transferred to the future
Buddha Maitreya as his legend was in the making.

53. The three assemblies held by Maitreya, at which respectively 96, 94, and 92 kotis of
disciples will attain Arhatship, are mentioned twice in the Zengyi ahan jing
[*Ekottarikagama [T125, 2.757a18—20; 2.789a17—28=T453, 14.422b29—c12]; the scripture to
which the second occurrence belongs was in all likelihood translated by Zhu Fonian = {#
& (late 4™ century AD), despite the received attribution of the almost identical T453 to
Dharmaraksa; see Legittimo 2010: 251—293. This is a trope in various Maitreya-texts. For
those translated into Chinese, see Mile xiasheng chengfo jing %) T 4= AL [T454,
14.425b1-3], Mile da chengfo jing T4 K A4S [T456, 14.432b28—c12], and Mile laishi
jing JH#SRIGFAL [Ta57,14.435a15-19]. Cf. also Maitreyavyakarana 79-81: prathamah
sannipato 'sya sravakanam bhavisyati | purnah sannavatih kotyah sravakanam
bhavacchidam || dvitiyah sannipato ’sya sravakanam bhavisyati | parnas caturnavatih
kotyo muktanam klesabandhanat || trtiyah sannipato ’sya sravakanam bhavisyati | parna
dvanavatih kotyo muktanam santacetasam /| [ed. Liu 2005: 67-68] ‘He [i.e., Maitreya] will
have, as the first assembly of disciples, the whole 96 crores of disciples who prevent
transmigration. He will have, as the second assembly of disciples, the whole 94 crores of
disciples who are emancipated from the bond of afflictions. He will have, as the third
assembly of disciples, the whole g2 crores of disciples who are emancipated with a
tranquil mind.’; Zambasta 22.217—218: ksei’vardnotd kula hdmare ci arahandoriu buvare.
sdtdye samddvatd tcohordnotd kiila ce parsdndd dukhyau jsa. dédye dvavardnautd kiila ce
arahanda hdmare cd bissd jita puva’na samtsera tramnda ysamthinau vamu. “(At a first
gathering) [t]here will be [96 crores] who will realize Arhatship. At a second gathering
there will be [94 crores] who will escape from woes. At a third (gathering) there will be [92
crores| who will become Arhats, for whom all fears in samsara have been removed, (who)
have crossed the ocean of birth.” [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 321-322].

At the end of this passage, the Tshal-pa recension attests yin (te), which is missing in all
the other witnesses. The phraseological construction FUT. (pa/ba) + yin is used in classical
Tibetan as an evidential marker denoting that, in the foregoing sentence, the speaker or
the author makes a judgement or surmise concerning the future of others, see Yamaguchi
1998: 308f. There is no need to translate it in English, not only since English, to my
knowledge, lacks a corresponding grammatical category, but also because it is unclear
whether the Tshal-pa reading precedes the other variants without yin. Nevertheless,
Hakamaya has made an attempt at translation (p. 68): “I think that it will definitely

become thus” (T ZF I %3 EREEH) OTH.
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[F11]

" [There are] those who are patrons and donors, and those who have
otherwise engendered wholesome potentialities (kusalamiila) with respect to
the Buddha and done [their| duty under the preaching (pravacana)** of the
Blessed One Sakyamuni®® — 2 To wit, [they] have humbly set up images or
stipas [made] from [things which are] made of gold (suvarnamaya), silver
(ripyamaya), beryl (vaidiiryamaya), crystal (sphatikamaya),”® jewels
(ratnamaya),” brass (raityamaya), bell-metal (kamsamaya), pearls (mukta),

iron (lohamaya), copper (tamramaya),”® sandalwood (candanamaya),

54. See BHSD s.v. pravacana (1).

55. Cf. Zambasta 22.219—-220: $§akyamund ssasiria balysd ttdte kussalamila yidanda. haura
hadanda vicittra balysé vite datd bilsamggd “In the $asana of the Buddha Sakyamuni you
performed these merit-roots. You gave various gifts to the Buddha, the Law, the
Biksusangha.” [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 321-322]. To the best of my knowledge, the idea
that the rebirth in the three assemblies held by Maitreya is contingent on the wholesome
potentialities (with respect to the Buddha, the Dharma, the Sangha, respectively) created
by the disciples under Sakyamuni only occurs in the present text and Zambasta 22. This
may suggest a close tie between the two texts. In light of the parallel, the first hemistich
(i.e., 22.219cd) can be translated in a slightly different manner: ‘Under the instruction of
the Buddha Sakyamuni, you engendered these wholesome potentialities.’ For Khot. yan-
translating Skt. janaya- (~ Tib. skyed pa), see Skjaerve 2004: (vol. II) 328.

The concept of ‘wholesome potentialities’ (Skt. kusalamulani; literally ‘good roots’)
originated in the canonical sources of Mainstream Buddhism. The traditional Buddhist
understanding of kusalamiilas is a threefold one: non-greed (alobha), non-hatred (advesa),
and non-delusion (amoha), as opposed to three akusalamilas (i.e., greed, hatred, and
delusion). This threefold classification has undergone a considerable development in the
Vaibhasika texts which testify to a more systematic threefold typology of kusalamalas, see
Buswell 1992: 109-112. This development goes hand in hand with an extension of the
significance of giving as an act of merit-making, which stems from the fundamental faculty
of non-greed. In many strands of Buddhist literature, special soteriological value is
ascribed to giving, which is considered the kusalamaila par excellence; see Buswell 1992:
123-126. It is also the case in the present text and Zambasta 22; N.B. the Khot. verse quoted
above explicitly identifies the creation of kusalamiilas with the giving of gifts.

56. For Tib. rang bzhin = Skt. -maya, see Negi s.v. (esp. p. 6144). The first four adjs. ending
in -maya (i.e., suvarna-, rupya-, vaidurya-, sphatika-) are often attested in a quadruple
syntagm referring to e.g. the mountainsides of Mount Meru [Abhidharmakos$abhasya III
50], bricks of an altar, drinking-vessels, carriages [Divyavadana] etc. These four items form
the ‘hard core’, as it were, of the seven precious substances (sapta ratnani; cf. BHSD s.v.
ratna [2]), which are mentioned at the beginning of the Chin. counterpart: “s’ils emploient
les sept joyaux, l'or, 'argent ...”, tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 15.

57. For Tib. rin po che’i rang bzhin = Skt. ratnamaya, see Negi s.v. and Mvy 6477.
58. For Tib. dngos po = Tib. rang bzhin = Skt. -maya, see Negi s.v. (esp. p. 995). It might be
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aloeswood (agarumaya),”® conch shells (Sartkhamaya), horns (srngamaya),

60

ivory (dantamaya), clay (mrnmaya), paintings (citramaya),”” and bones

(asthimaya);> ¥ [they] have created wholesome potentialities by humbly
setting up [such] images or stiipas even [of the size] of just a finger

(angulimatra).””

noteworthy that Skt. -maya is rendered as Tib. dngos po only in the case of copper and its
alloys (i.e., brass, bell metal). The two exceptional variants, i.e., mu tig gi dngos po [Do] and
tsan dan gyi dngos po [LSZ], could be explained away through the influence of the
immediately preceding words, i.e., khar ba’i dngos po and zangs kyi dngos po.

59. According to the Padmasamhita, a Vaisnava tantric text composed between the 12th
and 13th century, these two kinds of fragrant heartwood are materials of which images are
made; cf. Padmasambhita 32.14 patima candanamayi pujita sriyam avahet | patima
cagarumayi bhuktimuktiphalaprada /| [ed. Padmanabhan et al. 1974: (vol. I) 211].

60. Images made of clay and images in painted form are referred to as a pair in the
I$varasamhita, an important Vaisnava ritual text dated to the 8th or gth century; cf.
I$varasamhita 17.254—255 ... yat tu citramayam bimbam bhittikasthambarasrayam ||
karmabimbasamopetam nityadisnanakarmani [ yac capi mynmayam bimbam trividham
capi citrajam [/ “That idol which is made of pictures resting on the wall, wood or cloth, is
associated with the proxy-image of the main idol in the works of daily and other baths;
and that which is made of clay is also threefold and prepared with various substances.”
19.172 manusam mynmayam bimbam tatha citramayam dvijah | navikrtya yathapurvam
pratistham punar arabhet || “O Brahmins! Reviving thus the idol (installed by human
beings) made of clay or in painted figure, one shall restart the installation as before.” [ed.
and tr. Lakshmithathachar 2009: (vol. III) 964—965 and (vol. VI) 1118-1119]. For Tib. sna
tshogs (pa) = Skt. citra, see Negi s.v.; pace Hakamaya 2007: 68 (#: ‘twill’ ~ Skt. vicitra[?]).
The Chin. counterpart makes reference to some sort of paintings: “ou s'ils emploient des
étoffes de soie ou de fil ou des peintures sur soie ...” tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 15.

61. Ivories, bones, and horns are enumerated as precious substances alongside gold, silver,
and jewels; one who has a needle-case made of these materials commits a Pacattika. Cf.
Pratimoksasutra (of the Mahasamghika-Lokottaravadins) yo puna bhiksu dantamayam va
asthimayam va syngamayam va suvarnamayam va riupyamayam va ratnamayam va
sucivigraham karapeya bhedana pacattikam [ed. Tatia 1976: 28 ~ T1425, 22.391b7{t. and
T1426, 22.553c22]. See also Harrison/Hartmann/Matsuda 2017: 289, n. 21.

62. This motif is also used in other siitras to emphasize the soteriological efficacy of the act
of setting up images and stapas. Cf. Mahaparinirvana-mahasatra (in Dharmaksema’s
version): 18 M (vIA) hIE, B RWE. HABE O, AAEAFIB. [T374,
12.491b7f.] {One who] makes the Buddha’s images and stiipas [even as small] as thumbs
will be perpetually blissful and reborn in the realm of Aksobhya.’ The section does not
belong to the part that finds parallels in the other Chin. and Tib. translations. And
Maitreyasimhanada-sutra: ‘od srung gis gsol ba | bcom ldan ‘das de bzhin gshegs pa’i sku
gzugs sor mo’i phyogs tsam zhig bgyid du stsal na yang bsod nams mang du skyed lags na /
de bzhin gshegs pa’i sku gzugs ri rab tsam du ma(om. D) bgyid(bgyis Q) du stsal(rtsal Q) pa
lta smos(lha mos Q) kyang ci ’tshal lags | [dKon-brtsegs: D Ca 108baf. = Q Zi104b6f. ~ T310,
1.512¢15ff. ] ‘Mahakasyapa said: O Blessed One! A lot of merits will be engendered if [one]
orders to make an image of the Tathagata [as small as] just a finger knuckle, not to
mention many images of the Tathagata [which form a pile as large as] Mount Meru.’

The Khot. parallel in Zambasta 22 mentions the making of the Buddha’s images alone.
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[F1.2]

" They all will obtain human accomplishment® under the preaching of the
Blessed One, Tathagata, Arhat, Perfectly Awakened One [by the name of]
Maitreya. ” With pure faith, [they] will be ordained in the first assembly [of
Maitreya].? Having shaven off [their] hair and beards, and having clothed
themselves in the religious clothes, [they] will go forth from the household
life into the homeless state (kesasmasrv avatarya civarany acchadyagarad
anagarikam pravrajya). ¥ In conformity with [their] earnest wish
(yathapranidhanam), [they] will pass into complete Nirvana. ¥ Venerable
Ones! Those, then, are the ones who have engendered wholesome

potentialities with respect to the Buddha.

Cf. Zambasta 22.221: ce ttd ce pratdibimba hatdro s$akyamuni balysd yddandd laksanyau
aysdta, vaysfia mamd vird harbdssa | ata] “Whoever once made images of the Buddha
Sakyamuni equipped with the laksanas have now all come to me”, i.e., to the Buddha
Maitreya [ed. and tr. Emmerick 1968: 320—321].

63. The phrase mi’i 'thob pa rab tu thob nas occurs thrice in the present text (cf. also F2.3.2:
6 and F3.2: 3f.). Therefore, the obscure word 'thob pa ‘accomplishment’, albeit not without
variants, cannot be simply dismissed as a casual error. In all likelihood, it goes back to the
archetype reconstructible from the witnesses that have come down to us. However, what
the context requires is rather such a phrase as mi’i lus rab tu thob nas (~ Skt. manusyakam
atmabhavam pratilabhya) ‘having obtained human body’, which is not infrequently
attested in Buddhist texts (cf. Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita XXII 3 [ed. Mitra 1888: 402],
Sanghatasutra 86 [ed. Canevascini 1993: 38] etc.). The strong likelihood that the Indic
original has ‘body’ instead of ‘accomplishment’ is brought home by the Chin. counterpart
of this phrase: “lorsqu’arrivera le moment out Maitreya le Tathagata deviendra
Samyaksambuddha, excellemment ils obtiendront un corps d’homme”, tr. Lévi and
Chavannes 1916: 16. If it is the case, a possible scenario to derive ‘accomplishment’ from
‘body’ would be atmabhavam > bhavam > bhavanam (for Tib. thob pa = Skt. bhavana, see
Negi s.v. [esp. p. 2151]); but in want of more evidence it remains speculative. The
Them-spang-ma variants of the phrase (i.e., lus thob pa [L] and lus thos par [SZ]) seem to
result from an attempt at reading the meaning of ‘body’ into the text. Despite the fact that
LSZ attest the meaning ‘body’, it is unlikely to be the primary reading, because the same
expression occurs thrice in the present text (i.e., [F1.2: 2], [F2.3.2: 6], [F3.2: 3]), but lus is
only attested at the first occurrence in LSZ. Thus, a huge burden of proof rests on those
who are to argue that it dropped not only from all the other versions but also from the
other two occurrences in the same versions. Besides, lus thob pa rab tu thob nas seems to
me quite redundant and difficult to construe.
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[F2.a]

" Again, [there are] those who have created or made [others] create
wholesome potentialities with respect to the nectar of the teachings

% of the Blessed One Sakyamuni [having] 80 ooo doctrinal

(dharmamrta)
articles (asitir dharmaskandhasahasrani) as [their] appearance.® ? [They]
have copied, have made [others] copy, have recited, have made [others]

recite [the following scriptures]:

[F2.1.1]

Y Scriptures of the Great Vehicle which [are] profound, becoming profound,
[and] connected with emptiness (ye mahayanasitranta gambhira

% 2) This is to say:*

gambhirabhitah sunyatapratisamyuktah).
(1) Prajfiaparamita #*

(2) Saddharmapundarika #

64. Tib. chos kyi bdud rtsi ‘nectar of the teachings’ obviously translates the Skt. compound
as a tatpurusa; however, it is also possible to interpret dharmamyta as a kharmadharaya:
‘Law-nectar; i.e., the nectar-like teachings’.

65. For the 80 ooo doctrinal articles or items (Skt. dharmaskandha, literally ‘aggregate of
the Law’; according to some traditions, the number is 84 000), see Lamotte 1958: 162—-163.

66. Tib. zab par gyur pa (Skt. gambhirabhiita[?]) ‘become profound’ is otherwise not
attested in similar context, as far as [ am aware. For a very close parallel to the phrase, cf.
Samdhinirmocanasutra VII 19 mdo sde 'di dag ni ... zab pa zab par snang ba | stong pa nyid
dang ldan pa ... (~ Skt. *sutranta ete ... gambhira gambhiravabhasah
sunyatasamprayuktah ...) “Ces discours ... sont profonds et d’aspect profond, associés a la
vacuité ...” [ed. and tr. Lamotte 1935: 76 and 200], where we have snang ba (-avabhasa)
instead of gyur pa. All the three adjs. are well attested in Mainstream canonical sources as
attributes of dharma/dhamma or sitranta/suttanta in general and thus not exclusively
restricted to Mahayana scriptures, see Cone s.v. gambhira and SWTF s.v. gambhira,
gambhiravabhasa, §unyata-pratisamyukta. Given the formulaic nature of the phrase, it
may not be far-fetched to assume Tib. zab par gyur pa to be somehow derived from Skt.
gambhiravabhdasa. Since the reading gyur pa, which can hardly be a variant of snang ba, is
well established in the witnesses collated so far, the variation might have already occurred
on the Indic level in ways not yet clear to me.

67. T = stitra otherwise unknown; # = counterpart identified in the Chin. version of the
present text. In what follows, I give reconstructions of the Skt. titles (with purely
hypothetical ones indicated by asterisks).

68. This is not so much the title of a single sttra as the designation of a text-family.
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) Lalitavistara
4) Suvarnabhasottama #
5) *Gunabhasottama
) *Stinyatabhasottama +
7) Vajrapaniguhya etc. = Tathagataguhya(ka) #°
) Mayopamasamadhi #
9) Mahapratiharyasamadhi™ #
10) Sarvapunyasamuccayasamadhi #
11) Arya-Candrapradipasamadhi = Samadhiraja #
12) Tathagatajiiana[mudra]samadhi” #
13) Tejovatisamadhi f #™
14) *Bodhisamadhi t
15) Bodhisamuccaya  #7

(3
(
(
(6
(
(8
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

16) Sarvabuddhaparigraha  #™

69. The Chin. version attests to an otherwise unknown title which can be reconstructed as
*Vajrapanipitaka/garbha-sutra, see Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 16. The Chin. counterpart of the
underlined component & zang ‘storehouse, treasure’ or cang ‘to hide, conceal’ is
semantically not incompatible with Skt. guhya, but is, to my knowledge, not one of the
typical renderings of the latter. Paul Harrison suggests to me that this title might be the
Tathagataguhya(ka) His suggestlon seems to me qulte plau31ble insofar as thls sutra is

(&K (< *Guhyaka[va]rapar_n]sutra cf. Lamotte 1970: xxxv).

70.’Phang 105/Lhan 46 has a different title, i.e., Tib. Cho 'phrul chen po bstan pa (Skt.
Mahapratiharyanirdesa), see Herrmann-Phandt 2008: 28. To my knowledge, nowhere else
is the stitra referred to as -samadhi(sutra). The identification is thus tentative.

71. The component Skt. -mudra- (Tib. phyag rgya), albeit missing in the Tib. version, is
testified to by the entries in early catalogues as well as by the Chin. counterpart.

72. Although the satra is not yet identified, the name of the samadhi is attested in the
Pafncavims$atisahasrika Prajiaparamita I: asti tejovati nama samadhih [ed. Kimura 2007:
184], and translated by Xuanzang as ju weiguang FLJ&J%; ‘endowed with powerful light’, a
term also used by the same translator to render the sutra’s title in the Chin. version.

73. The title of its Chin. counterpart points to *Bodhisattvasamuccayasamadhi, which is
otherwise unattested in the Buddhist sources that have come down to us. Lévi/Chavannes
1916: 17 identified this siitra with T414 & 415, both containing bodhisattva and samadhi in
their titles; but this identification is anything but sure. Bodhi(sattva)samuccaya occurs in
the Suvarnaprabhasottama-satra as the name of a goddess, but there is no evidence
whatsoever to suggest the existence of a stitra named after the goddess.

74. Skt. sarvabuddhaparigraha “Possession-de-tous-les-buddhas” (tr. Fussman), which also
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[F2.1.2]

17) Hastikaksya

18) Mahamegha

19) Angulimaliya

20) Lankavatara

21) Mahaparinirvana
22) Candragarbha™

23) Suryagarbha

24) Akasagarbha

25) Ksitigarbha

26) Maitreyapariprccha
27) Brahmapariprccha #

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

28) Subhutipariprccha t #7

occurs as an attribute of the Saddharmapundarikasutra etc., is expressly attested as the
title of the smaller Sukhavativyuha; cf. pattiyatha yiayam idam acintyagunaparikirtanam
sarvabuddhaparigraham nama dharmaparyayam [ed. Fujita 2011: 9o, 91, 92] ‘You should
have faith in this religious discourse entitled “Possession of all Buddhas” [which]
proclaims the inconceivable qualities!. For a detailed discussion of this enigmatic title and
its possible original meaning, see Fussman 1999: 568-574. But the identification is
problematic, since both the Sukhavativyitha and the Amitabhavyiiha occur below in this
list (cf. [71] & [72]), which does not seem to contain various titles of the same text.

75. Lhan 145 registers a certain text entitled Zla ba’i snying pos zhus pa (Skt.
Candragarbhapariprccha), which is but one section of the original sttra; see
Herrmann-Phandt 2008: 79. The Candragarbha-sutra, as it stands in the Chin. version
(T397[15]), does not seem to have ever existed in Tibet.

76. Hakayama considers it possible to identify this satra with the
Ksitigarbhastottarasatakanamadharanimantrasahita (T6hoku no. 641), see Hakamaya
2007: 82, n. 59. In the Siksasamuccaya, Santideva quotes several times from a certain
Ksitigarbha-siitra, of which neither Tib. nor Chin. translation seems to be extant (Zieme
1990: 380 identifies the Ksitigarbha-siitra with the Chin. translation by Siksananda [T412],
without adducing any evidence to buttress this identification). Whether the quotations are
from the same suitra as that mentioned in the present text is still an open question. For a
useful survey of the Ksitigarbha literature, see de Visser 1913-14: 6-19.

77. Tib. legs pa’i mtshan is not the standard translation for Subhti (= Tib. rab ‘byor, cf. Mvy
1037), to be sure. But the Chin. counterpart shanji 3% 7% is well attested as the name of
Subhuti. Semantically, Tib. mtshan ‘sign, token, characteristic’ is not incompatible with Skt.
bhuti ‘(well)being; ornament’, so there is virtually no difficulty in deriving the former from
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29) Ugrapariprccha #
30) *Jalipariprccha ™
31) Sagaranagarajapariprccha #

32) Rsi-Vyasapariprccha

(

(

(

(

(33) Sakraparipyccha +
(34) *Ratnapanipariprccha #7°

(35) Drumakinnararajapariprccha #
(36) *Virakasapariprccha

(

37) *Prabhavatidarikapariprccha

[F2.1.3]
(38) *Ratnavatidarikapariprccha #*
(39) *Suvarnottamaprabha[$ri]darikapariprccha #*

(40) Udayanavatsarajapariprccha

the latter.

78.’Phang 139/Lhan 159 has a similar title, i.e., Tib. Rin chen dra ba can gyis zhus pa (Skt.
Ratnajalipariprccha), see Herrmann-Phandt 2008: 86f. In spite of the tantalizing affinity
between the two titles, there is no way to be sure about the identification.

79. This sutra is possibly to be identified with the *Ratnatalapariprccha in the Chin.
version (Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 18), where it occurs not before but after a certain
*Drumaketu-nagaraja-pariprccha, which should be no other text than the very next satra
(35) in our list — with -kinnara- somehow mistaken for -ketunaga-.

80. It is very likely that this sttra corresponds to the so-called “livre de la question de la
fille précieuse” in the Chin. version (Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 18). In the Chin. canon, a sutra
with almost the same title, i.e., T399, is found and identified with the Theg pa chen po’i
man ngag (Skt. Mahayanopadesa) in the Tib. canon. Despite the fact that the Tib.
counterpart has a completely different title which is registered in the early catalogues, Bu
ston seems to have recorded an alternate or subsidiary title of this stitra, namely Bu mo rin
chen gyis zhus pa, see Herrmann-Phandt 2008: 65.

81. This is obviously the counterpart of the *Suvarnaprabhapariprccha in the Chin.
version (Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 18). The female interlocutor of the Maiijusrivikridita has an
almost identical name, which Jens Braarvig reconstructs as *Suvarnottamaprabhasri (cf.
Tib. gser mchog ‘od dpal; Chin. shang jinguang shou 44/ shéng jinsé guangming dé
W5 4 10,6 B ?%) In the Chin. translation by Narendrayasas, an alternate title of the saitra
is glven as *Suvarnottamaprabhasri-darika-satra (cf. T818, 17.825a26: 7N 44 i & (L /6 H]
42 #5). It is under an abbreviated version of the same title that a passage and a verse
from the Maifjusrivikridita are quoted in the Chin. translation of the Prajiapradipa by
Bhaviveka/Bhavya (cf. T1566, 30.68b26: X W& Y5 L& F).
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41) Mahesvarapariprccha

42) Bimbisarapariprccha®

43) *Purnabhadrasresthipariprccha %
44) Susimadevaputrapariprccha 1

45) Candanadevaputrapariprccha %

(

(

(

(

(

(46) *Svalamkaradevaputrapariprccha
(47) Subahuparipyrccha #

(48) Simhapariprccha #

(49) Simhavikriditapariprccha = Puspakatadharani®
(50) Viradattapariprccha #

(

51) Ratnactuidapariprccha #

82. This same title was attributed by Bu ston to 'Phang 255/Lhan 245, a mahasutra entitled
Gzugs can snying pos bsu ba (Skt. Bimbisarapratyudgamana; for the Tib. text and
parallels see Skilling 1994: 58ff.), see Herrmann-Phandt 2008: 130. But such an
identification, as suggested by Helmut Eimer (Eimer 2007:178), is problematic, because
the Bimbisara-pratyudgamana is no Mahayana scripture at all. The coincidence between
the titles of the two texts is probably due to a transmissional error in Tibetan alone (i.e.,
bsu ba > zhus pa), since nowhere is an alternate title *Bimbisarapariprccha attested in
Indic or Chin. sources, see Skilling 1997: 276ff. The only Mahayana scripture known to me
that, according to its content, could be called the *Bimbisarapariprccha, is the
Bhavasamkranti ('Phang 204/Lhan 224), a short siitra in which Bimbisara goes to see the
Buddha and asks how karma can be effective if all conditioned things are empty. Be that as
it may, there is no evidence, to my knowledge, for any alternate title of this satra.

83. For the wealthy merchant Parnabhadra, who was prophesied by the Buddha to
become a future Buddha, see Akanuma 1931: 522, s.v. Purnabhadra’. But the sutra is
otherwise unknown. Here the majority reading represented by the Them spangs ma and
the Tshal pa group (i.e., LSZ & DNQ), namely bzang po(s) gang (Skt. purnabhadra), should
be regarded as primary, while bzang pos attested in the Mustang group (i.e., BaDo) seems
to be secondarily shortened from the former.

84. For this devaputra see Akanuma 1931: 672, s.v. Susima®. But the stra is otherwise
unknown, possibly a Mahayanized version of the Susimasutta (Samyutta-Nikaya 12.70)?
The Tshal-pa variant legs pa’i mtshan probably originated in some confusion between the
name of the devaputra and that of Subhiti in the siitra no.(28), see above p. 186, fn. 77.

85. For this devaputra see Akanuma 1931: 115, s.v. Candana’®. But the suitra is otherwise
unknown.

86. In all likelihood, this sttra should be identified with the Puspakuta-dharani, of which
four Chin. translations have come down to us (i.e., T1356-1359). In the text, Simhavikridita
serves as the Buddha'’s interlocutor, therefore, it comes as no surprise that one of the Chin.

versions bears exactly the same title as that attested in the present text (cf. T1357, 21.875b10:
Al 1B i fE T & < *Simhavikridita-[bodhisattva-]pariprccha).
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(52) Sarhghatasiitra

(53) Bodhisattvanataka (sic!) #*7

[F2.1.4]

54) Sardiilakarnavadana®
55) Karmavibhanga®

56) Aksayamatinirdesa #

58) Vimalakirtinirdesa #

(

(

(

(57) Sagaramatinirdesa = Sagaramatipariprccha®

(

(59) Satya[ka]parivarta = Bodhisattvagocaropayavisayavikurvananirdesa #*
(

60) Ajatasatruparivarta = Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodana #%

87. In all the witnesses, the second component of the title is clearly attested as zlos gar (=
Skt. -nataka, cf. Negi s.v.). Probably an error for -pitaka?

88. This text (Otani no. 1027/Tohoku no. 358) was translated into Tibetan by the same
team of translators as the present text (i.e., Ajitasribhadra and Shakya 'od).

89. As for the second component of this title, most of the witnesses point to Tib. rnam par
bshad pa (= Skt. -vyakhya, -vibhasa etc.), but the lectio potior should rather be that of the
minority, i.e., rnam par 'byed (pa) [BaDo] (= Skt. -vibhanga), which is in accord with the
entries in Mvy and early catalogues.

go. Although this stitra is known in most sources as the Sagaramatipariprccha, the
alternate title ending in -nirdesa is attested in a number of quotations in some
Madhyamika philosophical works dated to the late 11th century, for instance, the
Munimatalamkara by Abhayakaragupta (cf. Skt. ms. [fol. 65r5]: sagaramatinirdese ca;
courtesy of Kano Kazuo), the Madhyamakavatara-tika by Jayananda (cf. Matsumoto 2014:
179, n. 32: rgya mtsho’i blo gros kyis bstan pa las).

91. The Chin. counterpart i B 4% Dishi jing is traced by Lévi and Chavannes back to
*Satyatattva “livre du réel de la Vérité” (p. 19). This is not quite convincing, inasmuch as
the bisyllabic word ## & dishi normally renders Skt. satya in Xuanzang’s translation
idiom. The standardized Tib. rendering of the title is bden pa po’i le’u, but in the present
section we seem to deal with titles ending in -parivarta which is variously interpreted in
the Tibetan version (for Tib. jug pa ~ Skt. pari-VART see Negi s.v.).

92. To be sure, it is highly aberrant to have Tib. 'gyur ba translate Skt. parivarta, which is
usually rendered as le’u. But the context seems to require this section (60—64) to consist of
sttra titles ending in -varta, in light of the only identified title being Sahasravarta (62). On
the other hand, ‘to change, turn into’ falls within the semantic range of parivarta(na),
which, apart from ‘chapter’, also means ‘resolving, (ex)change’. Ajatasatruparivarta is
attested as one of the alternate titles of the stitra usually known as
Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodana. For a thorough survey of the textual sources attesting this
alternate title, see Miyazaki 2012: 31-33. According to Miyazaki Tensho, it is highly
probably that “-parivarta/-sutra had been the original title and was known as the
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(61) Narayanaparivarta #%
(62) Sahasravarta

(63) Jambudvipaparivarta
(64) *Samaja(pari/a)varta 1%

(65) Buddhavatarmsaka #

(66) Upayakausalya

(67) Padmapani 1 #

(68) Dasabuddhaka = Gunaratnasamkusumitapariprccha #%
(69) Dasadharmaka #

(70) Dasabhuimika

(71) Amitabhavytha #

(72) Sukhavativytuha #

(73) Saddharmagunavyiiha (sic!)*

(

74) Ghanavyuha®

[F2.1.5]

conventional title later on, while *-kaukrtyavinodana, which precisely reflects the content
of the suitra, became the formal title in the course of time (p. 33).

93. It remains open whether this siitra can be identified with the Narayanapariprccha
(Tohoku no. 684), a dharani or raksa text which also has narayana- in its title. The Skt. and
Tib. texts of the latter are edited in Banerjee 1941. The same title is quoted once by
Santideva in the Siksasamuccaya, but it turns out that the quoted passages actually hail
from the Sarvapunyasamuccayasamadhi, as identified by J.-U. Hartmann apud Harrison
2003: 125. That satra is already mentioned above, and thus cannot be identified with the
enigmatic Narayanaparivarta here.

94. Tib. ‘dus pa translates many Skt. terms such as samaja, samaya, samnipata, see Negi s.v.
The reconstruction here is very tentative.

95. A stitra under the same title is found in the Kanjur (cf. Tohoku no. 272/Otani no. 938),
and identified as another translation of the Gunaratnasamkusumitapariprccha, which is
part of the Maharatnakuta collection in both Chinese and Tibetan canons.

96. Probably this is what the Tibetan translators had in their Vorlage. The title is too well
attested to allow any emendation, but cannot be the genuine reading, as it is reminiscent
of the Sarvadharmagunavyuharajasitra (see Hartmann 1997: 135-140, von Criegern 2012).
It is at least possible to conceive of the present title as a corrupt form of the latter (through
the omission of -rva- and -r@ja and then the hypercorrection sa|d|dharma).

97. Paul Harrison has suggested to me this identification.
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75) ¥*Visuddhakusumasamcaya #**
76) *Lokasuddhasamcaya

77) *Bodhisattvasuddhasamcaya
78) Sarvatirthavatara  #%

79) Sarvatathagatadevavatara t
80) Ratnaketu #

81) Ratnarasi #

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(82) Ratnakarandaka #
(83) *Citrakata  #*°°
(84) Ratnolka

(85) Ratnamegha
(86) Ratnavrksa t
(87) Ratnacuda - (51)*
(88) Ratnakara

(

89) *Usnisajalin  #*

98. Perhaps to be identified with the Kusumasamcaya translated into both Tibetan
(Tohoku no. 266/Otani no. 932) and Chinese (T434)? However, the title of the
Kusumasamcaya is usually rendered as me tog gi tshogs in Tibetan; on the other hand, the
foregoing rnam dag seems to suggest that the pertinent title in the Vorlage should have
contained Skt. visuddhi- or something similar.

99. The Chin. counterpart A—1VJIEAL Ruyigie dao jing should reflect, according to Lévi
and Chavannes, a Skt. title such as *Sarvamargavatara “livre de 'entrée dans toutes les
voies”, which corroborates my surmise that Tib. babs pa ‘falling, descent’ translates here
Skt. avatara ‘entrance; descent’. In the light of Tib. stegs [LSZ] which is to be preferred
over the Tshal-pa-variant (b)sdegs, I reconstruct -tirtha- instead of -marga-, because the
former not only means ‘way, road’ in some contexts, but also occurs among the few Skt.

counterparts of Tib. stegs (Negi s.v.) ‘ford, stairs for landing’.

100. The title is otherwise unknown, but apparently corresponds to the ¥ # &% Caihua

jing “hvre de la peinture multicolore” [Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 19] in the Chin. version. The
term F2 & cdihua renders Skt. citrakyta in Xuanzang s translation of the Yogacarabhami,
see Yokoyama/Hirosawa 1997: 330, s.v. i 2). Phonologically, it is quite possible that
-krta converges with -kita in Middle Indic.

101. This title occurs twice in this list. Since the first occurrence (i.e., [51]) is also testified to
by the Chin. version, the second one might be a later interpolation in an attempt to extend
the group of titles beginning with ratna- (cf. [84]-[88]).

102. The Tib. title does not seem to be in perfect agreement with its counterpart in the
Chin. version, i.e., 51THE4E Gao dingwang jing “livre du roi au crane élevé” (tr.
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(90) Gandavytuha
" These [siitras] and the like, one billion [in number], constitute the Basket of

the Great Vehicle (mahayanapitaka).

[F2.2]

! Likewise, Baskets of the Disciples (sravakapitakdh) [consisting of] the
Basket of dogmatics (abhidharmapitaka), the Basket of the discipline
(vinayapitaka), and the Basket of the scriptures (sitrapitaka).

2 What is the Basket of the scriptures? # This is to say: the Dirgha-Agama, the
Madhyama-Agama, the Ekottarika-Agama, the Samyukta-Agama, and the
Ksudraka-Agama.”® * Those are referred to as the Basket of scriptures.

5 What is the Basket of dogmatics? ® This is to say: the Satpranaka, and the

Samprayoga-Samgraha are referred to as the Basket of dogmatics."*

Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 19). The term gao dingwang 55 JH T also occurs in a number of Chin.
Tantric texts, in which it in all likelihood translates Skt. abhyudgata-usnisa, one of the
eight ‘monarchs of Usnisa’ (usnisardja) to be depicted in a rite, see BHSD s.v. usnisa (3).
103. For a thorough discussion on this list of five Agamas and its probable connection with
the Dharmaguptaka, see Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 32—37.

104. The idiosyncratic content of this Abhidharma corpus is reminiscent of the
Sariputrabhidharma, which consists of four or five parts, namely the Saprasnaka, the
Aprasnaka, the Samgraha-Samprayoga, and the Prasthana (no counterpart in the Tib.
version, yet clearly attested in the Chin. translation), see Frauwallner 1972: 133-152. That
this Abhidharma corpus is affiliated with the Dharmaguptaka is borne out by the mention
of an almost identical list in a section of the Dharmaguptaka-Vinaya which deals with the
council of Rajagrha, of. A%, ME¥E. HAHIE. {FME [T1428, 22.968b26f.]. Lévi and
Chavannes made reference to this list (p. 39), but were unable to identify it with the
Sariputrabhidharma; and their translation of 45 #f/#&# as “le (Non-)difficile” is insofar
unfortunate, as the character #f nan here should mean ‘interrogation, question’ if we take
into account the following parallel from the Pinimu jing/*Vinaya-Matrka, cf. A [ 4331
SRS Al AR AR E, R T [T1463, 24. 818a28f.]. Although the school affiliation of this
text is disputed (see Sasaki 2000: 368—370; Clarke 2004: 91, n. 62), the section dealing with
the council of Rajagrha, in which the list occurs, may well be of Dharmaguptaka origin.
The only remaining problem is that the present text, in both the Tib. and Chin. versions,
attests to the rubric of the first part as *Satprasnaka instead of Saprasnaka/Aprasnaka.
This may be explained through the hypothesis that the Abhidharma corpus referred to in
the present text represents an archaic phase of the Sariputrabhidharma, in which the
Aprasnaka has not yet come into being and the Saprasnaka merely dealt with the six sets
of dogmatic concepts (i.e., ayatana, dhatu, skandha, aryasatya, indriya, and
pratityasamutpada) corresponding to the first part of the old matrka in the style of the
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7 Moreover, what is the Basket of the discipline? ® This is to say: the Bhiksu-
Vinaya, the Bhiksuni-Vinaya, the Matrka-Skandhaka, and the Vinaya-

Matrka.”s 9 Venerable Ones! Those are referred to as the Basket of discipline.

[2.3.1]

106] 108

" As for these [scriptures, as well as®] the Jatakamala,”” the Avadanamala,

Panthapucchaka in Pali. For the identification of the old matrka in the Saprasnaka, see
Frauwallner 1972: 133—140. It was through the removal of pratityasamutpada from the
hypothetical *Satprasnaka and the creation of its counterpart without questions that the
Sariputrabhidharma started to assume its present shape.

105. Here the Tib. version is significantly different from its Chin. counterpart which
enumerates fives items (i.e., the Bhiksu-Pratimoksa, the Bhiksuni-Pratimoksa, the
Vibhanga, the Skandhaka, and the Ekottara, after Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 20), which
correspond closely to the content of the Dharmaguptaka-Vinaya, see Lévi/Chavannes
ibid.: 38 and Frauwallner 1956: 18off. A possible scenario is to identify the
Matrka-Skandhaka with the Skandhaka, and the Vinaya-Matrka with the Ekottara, but
there is no evidence in support of this identification, with the only exception of the
Pinimu jing/*Vinaya-Matrka, which mentions a certain ‘Mother of the Skandhas’ (& 4
FE BERE [T1463, 24, 818a19] ~ *Skandhaka-Matrka?). However, more text-critical work is
required to confirm this reading. For the probable existence of an old matrka which is
embedded in the Vinayas of several Sthavira schools and contains building blocks for the
so-called Skandhaka part of the Mahasamghika-Vinaya, see Clarke 2004: 77-120.

106. According to the syntactical structure of the Tib. passage, the three -malas are
juxtaposed with the compounds that follow, but not with ‘these’ ('di dag ni). But this does
not make sense, since the three genres whose names end in -mala are enumerated as parts
of the teachings in addition to the Mahayana sutras and the three Baskets rather than as
attributes to the latter. Therefore, I follow the syntax of the Chin. version: “En outre, il y

a ... Jataka-mala et ... Pratyekabuddha-mala. Dans les recueils de la Vraie Loi tels que
ceux-13, il y a [des textes] qui ont été prononcés par ...” (tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 20).

107. For an introduction to jatakamala as a genre and the major works of this genre, see
Straube 2015: 500-502. The earliest Jatakamala known so far, i.e., that of Arya$ura,
probably dates from the late 4th century; see Hahn 2011: of. It is followed by that of
Haribhatta (early 5th cent., after Hahn 1981: 107-120) and that of Gopadatta (later than
Haribhatta but before the 8th cent., after Hahn 1992: 28). It is unclear which of the works
was known to the tradent(s) of the Nandimitravadana. The idiosyncratic use of Tib. rabs
‘succession, lineage’ to translate Skt. -mala ‘garland; a series, succession’ here is
corroborated by the Chin. version, which clearly attests the reading bénshéng man 4~/
& “guirlande des Naissances antérieures” (tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 20).

108. For an introduction to the genre avadanamala and its stylistic and structural features,
see Straube 2015: 502—-503. According to some scholars, this belongs to a genuinely
Nepalese genre called ‘Garland literature’, since a substantial number of (if not all) the
works of this genre were produced around the 15th century in Nepal, see Tuladhar-Douglas
2006: 38—52. Should it be the case, it is too late for the author of the present text to have
ever known this genre. There is no counterpart in the Chin. version, so the mention of
avadanamala in the Tib. version might be a later interpolation.
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and the Pratyekabuddhamala,”® [they are] taught by the Buddha, or
expounded by the Pratyekabuddhas,” or by the Bodhisattvas, or by the
Disciples (§ravaka), or by the deities (devata).” [They are] composed of

m

elements (bhitasamghata),” verbal presentation of the teachings
(dharma-upasamhara).” ¥ [There are] those [who] have read [them], have
held [them], have copied [them] into books — even if only a verse of four lines
which is taught, have made offerings to preachers of the teachings

(dharmabhanaka). ¥ And [there are those who] have made offerings to

Pratyekabuddhas,™ [as follows:]

[F2.3.2]

perfume (gandha), garlands (malya), ointment (vilepa), incense (dhipa),

109. The title is also testified to by the Chin. version (cf. ddjué man %% “guirlande
des Individuellement-illuminés” [tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 20]). But the genre is otherwise
unknown. Maybe it refers to works such as the REST AN 45 i Pizhifo yinyuan
lun/*Pratyekabuddha-nidana (T1650), which is a collection of stories telling of some

members of the nobility (e.g. kings, ministers, princes etc.) attaining to

Pratyekabuddhahood.

1. This phrase is theologically problematic, for, as is well known, the Pratyekabuddhas
have no teacher and do not teach themselves. There is no counterpart in the Chin. version.

111. This compound also occurs in the Abhidharmakosabhasya IV 6 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 200]
and the Bhagavad-Gita passim. In both texts, it refers to the body (kaya) or bodily being
(kayika), which is of a composite nature; see Ram-Prasad 2013: 84f. for a discussion of the
case of the Bhagavad-Gita. In the present context, it is used to describe the collection of
Buddhist scriptures enumerated above. This usage is reminiscient of Lat. corpus ‘body; a
collection of written texts’.

12. For Tib. nye bar bsdus pa = Skt. upasamhara or upasamhyta, see Negi s.v. For the
special meaning of the latter ‘production in words; presentation, statement’, see BHSD s.v.
upasamhara (3).

113. I consider the non-Tshal-pa reading rang sangs rgyas ‘Pratyekabuddha’ [BaDoLSZ]
anterior to the Tshal-pa one nang pa sangs rgyas pa ‘Buddhist’ [DNQ], since the latter may
be a secondary revision based on some kind of theological considerations that
Pratyekabuddhas do not teach themselves and thus should not be worshipped with
offerings alongside preachers of the teachings. At variance with the Tibetan version, the
Chinese version explicitly mentions ‘scriptures’ rather than a specific kind of people as the
object of worship here, cf. cf. “si aux exemplaires des livres sacrés on présente avec respect
des offrandes, c’est a savoir — avec toutes sortes de parfums et de fleurs, de drapeaux et de
dais, de danseuses et de musiciennes et d’illuminations ...” (tr. Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 21).
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lamps (pradipa), parasols (chattra), banners (dhvaja), and flags (pataka);"*

" have covered and wrapped variegated clothes around the books, have made
the best wooden covers, have tied up the books with variegated strings.

2 They have thus created wholesome potentialities.  They all will obtain
human accomplishment™ under the preaching of the Blessed One,
Tathagata [by the name of] Maitreya. ¥ With pure faith, they will abandon
the household life. ¥ Having shaven off [their] hair and beards, and having
clothed themselves in religious clothes, [they] will go forth from the
household life into the homeless state and be ordained in the second
assembly [of Maitreya]. ® In conformity with [their] earnest wish, [they] will
pass into complete Nirvana. ” Venerable Ones! Those, then, are the ones who

have engendered wholesome potentialities with respect to the teachings.

[F3.1]

" Likewise, [there are] those who are patrons and donors and have
engendered or made [others] create wholesome potentialities with respect to
the community (sarigha). ® To wit, [they] have uttered a bidding, have led

[others] to what is wholesome,”® have made a feast [on] the eighth day

u7

(astamika),"” have made a feast [on] the fasting day (posadha), have made

18

an invitation (upanimantrana),” have humbly given a festive meal

114. The syntactical structure of the Tib. translation of the present passage is a mess. In the
original Tib. text, these items are juxtaposed with the various acts of creating wholesome
potentialities with respect to the teachings, which makes no sense. In my translation, I
interpret them as a supplement to the preceding sentence enumerating the gifts offered to
Pratyekabuddhas (or the scriptures, after the Chinese version).

115. See above p. 183, fn. 63.

116. The meaning of this phrase is not quite clear to me. Hakamaya 2007: 73 gives a
somewhat abstruse rendering “guidance towards the wholesome” (¥ (Z % X ), which is
tentatively followed here.

117. See Mvy no. 5758, and BHSD s.v. astamika.
118. See Mvy no. 9357. For Tib. rab tu translating both Skt. upa- and ni-, see Negi s.v.
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(bhojana)™ to the community, have invited [monks] to a meal, have
incidentally”™ invited [monks] to a meal, have made a monthly feast

121

(masika),”™ have constantly offered food (naityaka),” have invited
preachers (dharmakathika) to a meal, have made a quinquennial feast
(paricavarsika),” have endowed a temple, have spread couches and seats

124

(Sayyasana),

[F3.2]

have offered religious clothes, have made a rite of consecrating the gong,"
have offered medical herbs, have offered [a monk’s] standard belongings
(pariskara).” V [In doing so, they] have created wholesome potentialities.

127

*) They all will obtain human accomplishment”” under the preaching of the
Blessed One, Tathagata [by the name of] Maitreya.® With pure faith, [they]

will abandon the household life in the third assembly [of Maitreya]. ¥ Having

119. See Bod Rgya tshig mdzod chen mo, s.v. mchod ston (Zhang et al. 1985: 855): mchod
pa’i dga’ston ‘a feast of offerings’.

120. The meaning of the adv. here (Tib. glo bur du = Skt. akasmika, agantuka etc. [Negi s.v.
glo bur]) is not totally clear to me. Would its Skt. couterpart rather be interpreted as an
adj.? Should it be the case, here the reference is probably made to the act of inviting guest
monks (agantuka), who visit the monastery incidentally, to a meal.

121. To my knowledge, such a feast is unknown elsewhere in Buddhist literature, although
a monthly oblation (i.e., a particular sraddha) to deceased ancestors is attested in
Brahmanical sources, see PW s.v. masika 2).

122. See Mvy no. 5762, and BHSD s.v. naityaka.

123. For the quinquennial feast’s origins and development from India to Central Asia and
China, see Deeg 1995: 67-90, 1997: 63—96. For the reception of this tradition in medieval
China, especially at the court of the Emperor Wu of the Liang dynasty (464-549 CE), see
Funayama 2002: 81f. and Chen 2006: 43-103.

124. Hakamaya seems to have construed Tib. ‘dings pa (Skt. starana) here as a noun
meaning ‘blanket’, which shares the same verb with ‘religious clothes’ at the beginning of
the next passage (cf. JRENEARER £ V5K % ZFHE L [2007: 73]). But neither Tib. ‘dings
pa nor Skt. starana is ever attested in this meaning. Both lexemes are nomina actionis
denoting the act of spreading or scattering.

125. For the reason that the Tshal-pa variant gtsug lag khang gsar pa’i ‘(the consecration) of
anew temple’ is rejected as secondary, see above p. 174, fn. 35.

126. See Mvy no. 5887, and BHSD s.v. pariskara.
127. See above p. 183, fn. 63.
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removed [their] hair and beards, and having clothed themselves in religious
clothes, [they], with genuine confidence, will go forth from the household life
into the homeless state. 5 In conformity with [their] earnest wish, [they] will
pass into complete Nirvana. ® Venerable Ones! Those, then, are the ones who

have created wholesome potentialities with respect to the community.”

[G]

Y Then, having extensively expounded those causes (dkara),”® the Elder
Nandimitra levitated in the air seven times as high as a palm tree (sapta
talamatrani),” and displayed multifarious miracles including the twin
miracle (yamakapratiharya)® in front of those monks. * While staying
above in the air, [he] renounced both the conditioned states of long life and

those of life force (ayuhsamskarari jivitasamskaran cotsrjya),” and passed

128. Here the Tshal-pa variant reads rnam par rgya cher bshad nas, in which rnam par
seems redundant and a syntactical object is missing. Therefore, I regard the non-Tshal-pa
reading rnam pa de dag rgya cher bshad nas as superior. For Skt./Pali akara (= Tib. rnam pa)
with the meaning ‘cause, reason, ground, account’, see CPD s.v. *a-kara (5).

129. See SWTF s.v. tala-matra.

130. Note here a discrepancy between the Tshal-pa line and the non-Tshal-pa witnesses.
The former attests to a variant cho ‘phrul ya ma zung sna tshogs, which Hakamaya renders
as “marvelous, manifold miracles” (¥ 52 [f'] % 5k ¥ % 735 [2007: 73]), whereby he
interprets ya ma zung as ‘marvelous’ (¥ 5&[)). This is problematic, as ya ma zung means
‘asymmetric, deformed; heterogeneous’ rather than ‘marvelous, incredible’. Hence, the
non-Tshal-pa reading rnam pa sna tshogs pa’i cho ‘phrul ya ma zung dang ldan pa’i

cho ‘phrul, according to the majority principle, is to be followed, despite the fact that it
brings an interpretative problem, namely, ya ma zung does not mean ‘asymmetric’, but
seems to refer to one of the miracles, that is, to my mind, the twin miracle consisting in the
appearance in pairs of phenomena opposite in character, e.g. fire and water
(yamakapratiharya; BHSD s.v. yamaka [1]). This hypothesis is corroborated by the Koryo
version of the Chin. translation, which attests to ZE #1535 ‘twin miracle’ [T2030,
49.14c10] instead of KAH3# 5 (in Song, Yuan, Ming versions; cf. “Il manifesta de grandes
transformations surnaturelles inconcevables” [Lévi/Chavannes 1916: 23]). If that is true, ya
ma zung here, unlike elsewhere in Tibetan, is a hendiadys rendering Skt. yamaka: the first
component ya ma restores the sound of the Skt. word, while the second one zung ‘pair,
couple’ renders its meaning. This is, to be sure, not the standard Tib. rendering of the Skt.
word, but is not unlikely in the case of the present translators.

131. For the difference between ayuhisamskara and jivitasamskara, and the reason they are
plural, cf. Abhidharmakosabhasya Il 10 [ed. Pradhan 1975: 44] siitra uktam: bhagavan
jwvitasamskaran adhisthayayuhsamskaran utsystavan | tesam ko visesah | na kascid ity eke |
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into complete Nirvana. * Then, for the Elder Nandimitra, those monks
cremated [his] body, built a stiipa, and made offerings [such as] perfume,
flowers, incense, lamps, parasols, banners, and flags. ¥ These causes are
expounded, having been passed on from one saint to another. ¥ Why?
Because, thinking that the preaching of the Blessed One will endure for a long

time, those who are patrons and donors [will] be very happy.

[o]
" This edifying narrative is related by the saint Nandimitra.*> » [The text]

called The Edifying Narrative of the Saint Nandimitra is concluded.

3 Translated by the Indian scholar Ajitasribhadra and the monk Sha kya "od.

tatha hy uktam: jivitendriyam katamat | traidhatukam ayur iti | parvakarmaphalam
ayuhsamskarah pratyutpannakarmaphalam jivitasamskara ity apare | yair va
nikayasabhagasthitis ta ayuhsamskarah | yais tu kalantaram jivati te jivitasamskara iti | ‘It
is said in the Satra [i.e.,, Mahaparinirvanasutra 16.14; for the source and parallels of this
citation, see Pasadika 1989a: 30 (53)]: “The Blessed One, after having preserved the
conditioned states (samskara) of life force (jivita), abandoned those of long life (ayus).”
What is the difference between them [i.e., the two kinds of conditioned states]? Some
[masters assert]: “[ There is] no [difference] at all, because it is said so: ‘Which is the organ
of life force? [That is] long life of the triple universe.’ [quot. Jianaprasthana 14.19 or
Prakaranapada fol. 14b6; see Pasadika 1989a: 30 (54), Imanishi 1977: 21]” Some other
[masters assert]: “The conditioned states of long life are the fruit of the deeds in a previous
[life]. The conditioned states of life force are the fruit of the deeds in the present [life].”
[Some other masters assert]: “The conditioned states of long life are those, by means of
which what is common to the category [of living beings] (nikayasabhaga) endures. But the
conditioned states of life force are those, by means of which one lives for a period of time.”
bahuvacanam bahunam ayurjivitasamskaraksananam utsarjanadhisthanat | na hy ekasya
ksanasyotsarjanam adhisthanam casti | na ca kalantarasthavaram ekam ayur dravyam iti
dyotanartham ity eke | bahusy eva samskaresv ayur akhya nasty ekam ayur dravyam |
anyathad naiva samskaragrahanam akarisyad ity apare | [...] ‘[ As for why the conditioned
states are plural,] some [masters assert]: “The plural number (bahuvacana) is because
multiple moments (ksana) as the conditioned states of long life or life force are abandoned
or preserved, for a single moment is neither abandoned nor preserved. [This is] for the
purpose of illuminating [the doctrine] that long life is not one substance lasting [only] for
a period of time.” Some other [masters assert]: “Long life only designates multiple
conditioned states. Long life is not one substance. Otherwise, [the Sttra] would not have

”

employed the expression ‘conditioned state’ (samskara)”.’ Cf. la Vallée Poussin 1923: 122f.

132. It is not until this point that a misunderstanding of the translators is finally betrayed,
namely, the word arya- in the title was mistakenly attributed to Nandimitra. This error,
however, is not transparent in their rendering of the title.
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