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Foreword

Stefano Zacchetti, Yehan Numata Professor of Buddhist Studies and Prof-
essorial Fellow at Balliol College, University of Oxford, certainly needs no
introduction from us. It is with profound grief, but also with pride and im-
mense gratitude, that we present to the public his final monograph in the
field of Buddhist Studies.

When Stefano suggested in July 2019 that he publish his investigation
of the Da zhidu lun with Hamburg Buddhist Studies, we were thrilled. And
like the rest of the Buddhist Studies community, we were shattered when
we learned of Stefano’s demise at the end of April 2020. It is no longer
possible for us to express our appreciation to the author himself, but we
shall remain ever grateful that he chose our series for his work. That this
book should be his last study leaves us lost for words, and filled with sad-
ness.

Stefano continued writing, and the manuscript grew over the months (es-
pecially through the addition of the magisterial Appendix 2). While he him-
self was no longer able to finish it, we could not imagine kinder, more suit-
able, and more knowledgeable editors than Michael Radich and Jonathan
Silk. This publication was only possible due to their friendship with the au-
thor and their acquaintance with his work, as well as their scholarship, gen-
erosity, and untiring efforts. We take this opportunity to express our deepest
gratitude to them.

In this ground-breaking study, Stefano Zacchetti addresses the Da zhidu lun,
a commentary on the Larger Prajiiaparamita traditionally attributed to
Nagarjuna. Analyzing several passages from the commentary and their re-
lation to various other texts in the “complex textual family” comprising the
“Larger Prajiiaparamita literature”, his findings illustrate a multidirec-
tional interaction. Hitherto, the dominant conception was that an original
source text was reworked and revised, and then commented upon. By con-
trast, the evidence presented here paints a much more complex picture of a
complementary, indeed symbiotic relation between root text and commen-
tary. Vividly revealing moments in the processes of stabilization, consoli-
dation, and canonization that led to the corpora informing current images
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of Buddhist schools, the study emphasizes the fluidity of sacred texts char-
acteristic for the Mahayana tradition. Stefano’s analyses throw new light
not only on the textual history of the Da zhidu lun—e.g. with regards to
questions of authorship, geography, the parameters of its origins and trans-
mission, and the premises of its textual practices—but also on the Larger
Prajiiaparamita literature as a whole. On an even more general level, the
present study contributes essential insights to our understanding of the pat-
terns of formation, transmission, exegesis, and recension of Buddhist texts.

Steffen D61l and Michael Zimmermann



Editors’ Foreword and Acknowledgements

The untimely death on April 29, 2020, of Stefano Zacchetti, Yehan
Numata Professor of Buddhist Studies and Professorial Fellow at Balliol
College, University of Oxford, robbed the world of Buddhist Studies of
one of its leading lights, and was greeted by an outpouring of shock and
grief.! At the time, Stefano was on the brink of completing a monograph,
and it is this work that we present here. Fortunately, the manuscript as
Stefano left it was, even by the exceptionally high standards we have
come to expect from all of his work, complete in all respects, except for
a few details.

We have done our best to preserve the text as we received it, including
maintaining Stefano’s unique voice. In editing the work for publication,
we have made the following changes, and observed the following prin-
ciples:

Zacchetti had made a number of notes for himself in the margin of the
manuscript (using the “Comment” bubble function of MS Word). Wher-
ever possible, we have endeavoured to reflect the thinking reflected in
those notes in additional notes that we added ourselves, as editors. In a
couple of cases, we attempted to solve small problems that he had pointed
to. All notes that we have added in this manner are presented in square
brackets, and take the form [Note: ... —Eds.].

We have not undertaken the task of checking references. In only one
or two cases, when we did notice a mistyped page reference, for instance,
we silently corrected.

We have added volume numbers to references to Chinese Buddhist
texts in the Taisho canon. Citation thus follow the following format: T
(text number) [volume number, in roman numerals] p. (page, register and
line number), e.g., T 1509 [XXV] p. 317a6-7. The single reference to the
Xuzangjing/Zokuzokyo &% 4% follows the same format, save that it is
preceded by the siglum “X”. Variant readings attested in the critical ap-
paratus of the Taisho are indicated as in Stefano’s draft, in-line, with the

! Obituaries and tributes to Zacchetti may be read here: http://chinesestudies.eu/?p=
4087; https://glorisunglobalnetwork.org/in-memoriam-stefano-zacchetti/. Links to
other tributes by individual scholars are included in Ester Bianchi’s contribution on
the second of these websites. A list of Zacchetti’s publications, compiled by Zhao
You, may be accessed here: http://aisc-org.it/stefano-zacchetti-publications-list/ (all
websites in this note accessed March 10, 2021).


http://chinesestudies.eu/‌?p=‌4087
http://chinesestudies.eu/‌?p=‌4087
https://‌/glorisunglobalnetwork.org/in-memoriam-stefano-zacchetti
http://aisc-org.it/stefano-zacchetti-publications-list/
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sigla used in the Taisho itself, but in a smaller font, e.g., E[&E=1 [:k]
Tl 991 [=11

The manuscript as we received it contained apparently inconsistent
alternation between prajiiaparamita and “Perfection of Insight”; for
example: “train in the prajiiagparamita” in some places, but “train in the
Perfection of Insight” elsewhere. We were unable to determine whether
there was a principle behind this variety, and thus we thought it best to
leave Zacchetti’s usage as we found it.

Zacchetti’s manuscript was also inconsistent in capitalisation of the
term “Perfection of Insight” (so important for the topic under discussion).
We thought it possible that he was using the uncapitalised “perfection of
insight” to refer to a practice or accomplishment, and the capitalised
“Perfection of Insight” to refer to texts and the genre of literature to which
they belong. However, even on this hypothesis, the manuscript was in-
consistent; and it was easy to find cases in which it is difficult to decide
which of these two alternatives is at issue, or the same usage may refer
ambiguously to both. For these reasons, we took the liberty of emending
to “Perfection of Insight” throughout.

Zacchetti’s usage for other “perfections” (giving, discipline) was also
inconsistent, but here, the overall tendency was to lower case. We have
changed to lower case throughout for consistency.

The manuscript was also missing cross-references, which Zacchetti
had left blank, apparently with the intention of filling them in manually
later. We believe that we were able to track down and supply the cross-
references as he intended, but it is possible that in some cases we may
have introduced errors.

Zacchetti had not got round to checking line numbers in some LPG
references. We were able to supply some, but not all.

Our editing work required us to add a few references to the Biblio-
graphy. We have listed those items in [square brackets].

Unfortunately, although they were indicated in the Table of Contents,
Stefano left no acknowledgements. We know that he would have wanted
to thank Baba Norihisa, Vincent Eltschinger, Camillo Formigatti, Jan
Nattier, Ingo Strauch, Andrea Schlosser, Andrew Skilton, and Vincent
Tournier for comments on the draft, and/or references to useful pub-
lications; Zhao You #4f& (whom he mentioned several times in notes to
himself as the source of an illuminating reading and a valued source of
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advice); and students with whom he read the texts analysed in this mono-
graph; and his colleagues at Balliol College and Oxford. We are certain
that many more colleagues would have found themselves acknowledged
by name, and we heartily regret that we cannot supply suitable appreci-
ations.

For support in our editing work, we would like to acknowledge the
following people and institutions. We are grateful for financial support
from the Glorisun Global Network for Buddhist Studies, which was used
to facilitate typesetting and indexing work. Michael Zimmermann and
Steffen D61l were encouraging and accommodating in making it possible
for the manuscript, as Stefano had planned, to appear in the Hamburg
Buddhist Studies series. Ulrike Roesler and Nelson Landry were very
helpful in arranging various practical matters at the Oxford end. Matthew
Orsborn helped us tracking down missing references, and Péter Szant6
helped resolve some problems with Sanskrit. Huynh Quoc Tuan spotted
some lingering typos at the eleventh hour. We owe warm thanks to
Francesco Bianchini, Cynthia Col, and Sophie Florence for their meti-
culous work on typesetting, indexing, and proofreading, respectively.
Last but not least, we are very grateful to Yang Kan for graciously
honouring us with the task of readying the manuscript for publication.

It has been a rare and sad privilege to see Stefano’s last book through
to publication. The author of this monograph was a rare scholar, a true
humanist of the old school, a wonderful person, and a dear friend to both
of the undersigned. The loss of our friend, colleague, and teacher is keen-
ly felt in every line of the remarkable work before us, and it is our great
joy, mixed with extreme sadness, to present it here to the reading public.

Michael Radich and Jonathan Silk






Introduction

Commentaries, in a conventional sense, are supposed to follow and
reflect the texts they seek to explain. I am not sure that an ultimate sense
applies here, but the empirical reality we experience in Buddhist litera-
ture is certainly very different. It is becoming increasingly clear that
exegesis played a vastly more active role than we have generally appre-
ciated in shaping—not just explaining and reflecting—all types of
Buddhist scriptures.

The starting point of the present study was the realisation, long ago,
of this reality with respect to one particular early commentary—the so-
called Da zhidu lun KEE# (*Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa) T 1509,
translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva at the beginning of the fifth
century CE—and its base text, the Larger Prajiiaparamita. In my re-
search on the earliest Chinese translation of the Larger Prajiiaparamita
(Zacchetti 1999 and 2005), I came across a number of passages in which
the Da zhidu lun’s explanations of the early text (as represented by the
first three Chinese translations) appeared echoed by textual expansions
found in the later witnesses of the base text—especially its various San-
skrit instantiations.

The present monograph presents the evidence of this interaction be-
tween commentary and base texts, and discusses its wider implications
from the point of view of both the Larger Prajiiaparamita and the Da
zhidu lun.

The latter also happens to be one of the most authoritative and influ-
ential texts in East Asian Buddhism. There is certainly no shortage of
studies on this commentary, whether on its thought (e.g., Venkata Rama-
nan 1966; Takeda 2005), its authorship (Yinshun 1990; Kato 1996; Take-
da 2000; Chou 2004), and its formation (Chou 2000), or more general
studies encompassing various aspects (Saigusa 1969)—not to mention
Etienne Lamotte’s monumental partial translation (Lamotte I-V). This
rich literature is an eloquent testament to the importance of this work
from multiple points of view. The present monograph adopts a different
perspective: It approaches the Da zhidu lun as a commentary, and does
so from a predominantly historical-philological point of view.



2 The Da zhidu lun and the History of the Larger Prajiiaparamita

Even this is, in fact, a vast and complex topic, which would require a
work of a much greater scope than the present book. My aims are far
more limited: First, I will try to use the Da zhidu lun as a source for re-
constructing some aspects of the history of the Larger Prajiiaparamita.
While this, in itself, is not at all a new methodological approach, to the
best of my knowledge, it has never been adopted for studying these
particular texts. Second, I will use the evidence provided by my analysis
of the interaction between the Da zhidu lun and the Larger Prajiiapara-
mitd to explore some aspects of this immensely important commentary.

Thus the present work is not—and I would like to emphasise this
point—a comprehensive study of the Da zhidu lun. I have tried to sail
safely away from treacherous waters, avoiding some fundamental (and,
at the same time, extremely complicated) issues posed by this text, such
as its authorship and philosophical orientation. These should be left to
scholars better qualified for such daunting tasks.

Still, I hope that my research will contribute something to our under-
standing of this fascinating commentary, and of its base text. Here I
would like to highlight, in particular, two aspects of this monograph
which probably represent my main contributions to the study of the Da
zhidu lun.

First, my research provides new evidence—not used, to the best of my
knowledge, by Lamotte or other authors who discussed this topic—on the
Da zhidu lun’s historical background. The passages discussed in Chapter
3 and Appendix 1 of this book represent the only instances that have
surfaced thus far of influence exerted by the Da zhidu Iun (or, more
accurately: by the exegesis transmitted in the Da zhidu lun) on any Indian
sources. It is hard to miss the striking disproportion, in this commentary’s
historical trajectory, between the immense importance it has had in the
East Asian Buddhist world since its translation into Chinese, and the
absolute silence about it in Indian and Tibetan sources. For this reason,
even the faintest echo of the Da zhidu lun’s voice in Indian texts repre-
sents an important piece of evidence for reconstructing its history. In
particular, my analysis has evidenced a significant connection between
some of the Da zhidu lun’s glosses and a specific recension of the Larger
Prajiiaparamita, that chiefly represented in the Gilgit manuscript corpus.
This connection has, in turn, important implications for our understand-
ing of the milieu which produced this remarkable commentary. But from
a broader perspective, it can also alert us to the discreet but important role
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played in the development of Mahayana literature by spatially and
temporally specific exegetical traditions (or “exegetical cultures”), from
an early period possibly before (or in parallel with) the existence of the
main “schools” recognised by doxographical sources.

Secondly, a close analysis of the exegesis incorporated in the Da zhidu
lun can cast some light on one extremely important aspect of this multi-
faceted commentary, which has been relatively overlooked by previous
scholarship—thus bringing into relief its nature as a vast repository not
just of Buddhist learning of all sorts, but also of a possibly even earlier
and otherwise unattested rich tradition of exegesis on Prajiiaparamita
texts.

Outline

In Chapter 1, which provides a broad contextualisation for the analysis, I
argue that exegesis has been an important factor in producing the textual
fluidity which characterises many Mahayana sitras. In a sense, much of
this book could be taken as a case study based upon the Larger
Prajiiaparamita to exemplify this point.

Chapter 2 introduces the main sources discussed in the book. Section
2.1 focuses on the Da zhidu lun, while Section 2.2 offers an overview of
the Larger Prajiiaparamita literature, providing a detailed introduction to
the various recensions which form this complex textual family and their
historical and geographical backgrounds.

Chapter 3 (together with Appendix 1, which represents its continu-
ation) forms the research core of the book. Here I analyse in detail five
passages, reflecting different typologies of textual variation and different
ways in which the early exegesis preserved in the Da zhidu lun influenced
the readings of later Larger Prajiiaparamita texts. Another eleven pas-
sages reflecting similar patterns of textual development are analysed in
Appendix 1. For ease of reference, these sixteen key passages are given
a continuous numeration from Chapter 3 to Appendix 1. Both parts of the
book, together, represent my main body of evidence, and should be re-
garded and used as a single whole.

The next two chapters draw out the implications of the facts presented
in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 does so from the perspective of the Larger
Prajiiaparamita. 1 argue that the texts that form this scriptural family
were open to the influence of exegesis from as early as we can follow
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their traces. For this reason, it is inaccurate to depict the historical deve-
lopment of the Larger Prajiiaparamita texts as a transition from a sup-
posedly “unrevised” original text to the “revised” version produced at a
later stage under the influence of a specific commentarial tradition (the
Abhisamayalamkara), and represented by the present Sanskrit Parica-
vimSatisahasrika prajiiaparamita (4.1). Rather, the general tendency
underlying the history of the Larger Prajiiaparamita can be described as
a transition from a state of textual fluidity to a comparatively more stable
state (4.2). This process of gradual (and relative) textual stabilisation,
which seems to have mainly taken place between the fifth and seventh
centuries CE, is probably related to parallel and wider historical develop-
ments that occurred, during the same period, in Indian Buddhism at large.
In the shifting form of Larger Prajiiaparamita texts, we probably see
reflected mere fragments of much larger processes of progressive insti-
tutionalisation in Mahayana Buddhism and its literature.

The textual evidence analysed in Chapter 3 has also brought to light a
significant connection between the exegetical traditions preserved in the
Da zhidu lun (and the plural, here, is intentional), and the specific Larger
Prajiiaparamita recension represented primarily by the early seventh
century manuscript from Gilgit. This specific relationship is very impor-
tant for our understanding of this commentary’s historical background,
strengthening, from a new angle, Lamotte’s hypothesis about its North-
western origins (4.3).

Chapter 5 focuses on the nature of the Da zhidu lun as a commentary,
taking as a starting point the issue of the concrete ways in which the
osmosis between exegesis and textual transmission documented by this
study could have taken place (5.1). I argue that an important function
played by the Da zhidu lun is that of a repository of multiple interpre-
tations—an often-overlooked characteristic of this commentary, which
has shaped, in a profound and pervasive way, both its form and its exe-
getical approaches (5.2). In particular, I show how the Da zhidu lun has
preserved a considerable number of fragments attesting to earlier,? and
historically significant, exegetical traditions devoted to Prajiiaparamita
texts, which would otherwise be completely unknown (5.3). In an effort
to historically contextualise these important features of the Da zhidu lun,

2 [Note: A note in Zacchetti’s draft indicated that he was also contemplating the possi-
bility that some of these traditions were coeval with DZDL, and intended to consider
this possibility more fully in his final draft. See also Section 5.4, esp. p. 114.—Eds.]
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I suggest that the Sarvastivadin Abhidharma genre represented by the so-
called “vibhasa compendia” (to use Collett Cox’s term) may have
provided the compilers of the Da zhidu lun with an established formal
and methodological model for collecting and organising their innovative
Prajiiaparamita commentary (5.4) .

Chapter 6, which I have termed my “Conclusions”, discusses the facts
presented in this study from a more general angle, trying to analyse their
implications from a religious point of view. Previous research has found,
in various types of Buddhist scriptures, instances of interaction between
exegesis and textual transmission in varying degrees similar to those
investigated in this study. The systematic occurrence of these patterns of
textual development points towards underlying notions of sacred
scriptures as relatively “open” texts, informed by fundamental Buddhist
ideas about the nature of buddhavacana.

The main part of the monograph is completed by two Appendices. The
first, already mentioned above, complements Chapter 3, presenting the
remaining examples of interaction between the Larger Prajiiaparamita
and its early exegesis. Appendix 2 discusses the term ‘“unhindered
liberation” (andavaranavimoksa), which plays a considerable role in the
Da zhidu lun, and is at the centre of one of the examples (Passage 4)
analysed in Chapter 3.






1 The Life and Growth of Mahayana sitras

It may sound like something of a truism to say that textual fluidity and
recensional complexity are ubiquitous features of Mahayana siitra liter-
ature,’ after the many important discussions of this issue which have been
published in more or less recent years.* In his influential overview of the
study of Indian Mahayana, David Seyfort Ruegg criticised the application
of the notion of a single Urtext to the study of these texts, describing the
situation presented by our scriptural sources in these terms:

What we seem to have before us in such cases is, instead, records of a
set of teachings/ideas/narratives in parallel wordings, oral or written,
that are all somehow linked with a more or less compact—but
nevertheless not univocally expressed—Siitra tradition that came to be
expressed in distinct recensions.’

And, indeed, it is a very common experience for anyone who approaches
Mahayana sitras from a philological point of view, comparing various
witnesses of the “same” scripture (Sanskrit manuscripts, Chinese and
Tibetan translations, etc.), to come across various (and often extremely
complex) patterns of textual differentiation and variation (see, for
example, Skilton 1999; Zacchetti 2005: 42-50; Schopen 2009: 206—
214)—for example, just to mention some of the most common forms,
addition of words and sentences, use of different wording, and
transposition of passages.

In fact, in the context of the widespread, systematic variation reflected
by this literature, even the deceptively self-evident notion of ‘“same”
scripture or text becomes difficult to define in a conceptually satisfactory

3In this monograph I use “sitra” and “sitra literature” essentially as modern
Buddhological categories. It is important to state this clearly, especially because for
the class of texts discussed in the present study, Prajiiaparamita scriptures, the
category of siitra does not seem to be used in Indic manuscripts (see Karashima,
2015: 116). It is, however, used in commentarial literature (see below Chapter 2.2
with n. 66).

4 See, for example, von Hiniiber 1980; Seyfort Ruegg 2004: 20-24; Schopen 2009;
Silk 2015. Needless to say, this feature is also shared, to varying degrees, by other
types of Buddhist literature (see also the Conclusions below).

5 Seyfort Ruegg 2004: 22-23.
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way, and the notion of “the text” should be always taken as pointing to
something dynamic and functional, rather than substantial. For these
reasons, to describe Mahayana siitras I prefer to adopt instead the notion
of the “scriptural (or textual) family”: that is, a set, comprised of a
plurality of textual instantiations (manuscripts, translations, etc.) and
characterised by complex patterns of relationship (similarity and
divergence). An analogy that springs to mind here is that of a set of
variations based on the same musical theme. Indeed, V.S. Sukthankar
used the same image in his memorable description of the situation and
tasks confronting the editors of the Mahabharata, whose textual tradition
presents problems partly similar to those encountered in the study of
Buddhist siitra literature (cf. von Hiniiber 1980: 32-33):

The Mahabharata is not and never was a fixed rigid text, but is [a]
fluctuating epic tradition, a theme avec variations, not unlike a popular
Indian melody. Our objective should consequently not to be to arrive
at an archetype (which practically never existed), but to represent,
view and explain the epic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness,
in all its ramifications. Qurs is a problem in textual dynamics, rather
than in textual statics.®

As I have argued elsewhere (Zacchetti, 2015: 177-178), the notion of
“scriptural family” is particularly appropriate for describing the situation
we face in the study of the important subset of Mahayana literature known
as the Prajiiaparamita (Perfection of Insight), which is also the subject of
this study.

While such textual fluidity is found reflected even in manuscripts of
the “same” scripture (i.e., scriptural family) produced and used in the
same area at the same time,’ naturally enough it tends to be magnified by
the dimensions of the available textual tradition: the quantity and signi-
ficance of textual variations is usually correlated to the number of avail-
able witnesses of a given scripture (Indic manuscripts, and translations,
mainly in Chinese and Tibetan), and to the breadth of their geographical
and temporal distribution.

6 Sukthankar 1944: 128.

7 See the enlightening analysis of the Bhaisajyaguru-siitra manuscripts from Gilgit
provided by Gregory Schopen (2009: 193 ff.). As we shall see, the Larger Prajiia-
paramita, likewise, presents a similar situation in the upper reaches of its long
history (see Chapter 4.2 below).
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What are the causes of this state of affairs? There has been a certain
tendency, in some of the most important scholarly discussions of this
subject, to focus on the origins of the textual transmission of Mahayana
sitras by framing the discourse in terms of a critique of notions such as
(single) urtext or archetype.® The rejection of these notions as useful
categories for reconstructing the history of Mahayana scriptures has
constituted a healthy reaction to an entrenched “classicist” notion of text
which has for long informed, more or less consciously, the modern
scholarly understanding of Buddhist texts and, more crucially, influenced
the resulting editorial practices.

8 See, for example, Seyfort Ruegg 2004: 20-22. A particularly clear and vivid
description of a possible scenario accounting for recensional differentiation, ab
origine, of early Buddhist texts is offered by Silk 2015: 207: “Let us begin with a
scenario: the Buddha wanders through various regions of the Gangetic plane,
sharing his doctrine with a variety of individuals and communities. He does this,
beyond a shadow of a doubt, orally, and he may have varied his linguistic
presentation according to local dialects. We can probably also accept that he had a
variety of themes to which he returned again and again. Or to put this another way:
it is entirely plausible, if not overwhelmingly likely, that the Buddha, preaching far
and wide, presented ‘the same’ sermon more than once, but in different terms, and
perhaps organised somewhat differently.... then it seems entirely acceptable that the
utterances of the Buddha, even if remembered by (some) members of his audiences
verbatim, nevertheless circulated from the very beginning in multiform. It would
simply be impossible to take a single presentation of a teaching of the Buddha—a
single instance of a sermon delivered at a unique time and place—and then consider
that other teachings around the same topic ... constitute mere variants or recensions
of that arbitrarily privileged ‘original’ sermon. There is simply no way to assign
such a priority to any given event—and thus, in this scenario, there is just no way to
apply a stemmatic analysis to the resultant textual tradition” (cf. also Salomon 2018:
57-58 for a similar reconstruction).

In fact, a similar situation, entailing an almost aboriginally multiple codification
of a text (in this case, a plurality of recensions starting with the transmission of the
text immediately after its initial transcription under Pisistratus) was already
described by Friedrich August Wolf with respect to Homer in Chapter xxxviii of his
famed Prolegomena: “Nam fac, quod ne aliter quidem fingi per historiam licet,
decem vel viginti exemplaria post primum illud scriptura tentamen a viris privatis,
ut puta a rhapsodis, facta esse: annon in ea statim plurimas variationes inferri
oportuit, partim ex variis recitandi modis, partim ex ingeniosa libidine describen-
tium?” (Wolf 1795: clxxi—clxii); for an English translation, see Wolf 1985: 156:
“For suppose (what history does not permit us to imagine in any other way) that ten
or twenty copies had been made by private men—for example, by rhapsodes—after
that first attempt at writing: a number of variations would necessarily have been
introduced into them at once, partly because of the various modes of recitation,
partly because of the ingenious caprice of the scribes”.
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Of course, not all the differences we can find among the various
witnesses of a scriptural family can be explained as stemming from an
original plurality of transmission lines. Another important factor is the
variation of the original readings that occurred during the course of
textual transmission. This becomes particularly clear when we face large
textual traditions, attested by significant numbers of witnesses (both early
and late). Here careful comparative analysis may allow us, at least in
some cases (e.g., agreement of a number of early witnesses versus later
ones), to infer with a reasonable degree of confidence the early reading
of a particular passage (of course, not necessarily the original reading!),
and, as a result, to identify later developments based on it.? In other words,
in this scenario it is not the case that, for example, two different readings
of a given passage, A and B, were necessarily originally and (at least in
principle) synchronically differentiated; rather, reading A was changed
into reading B as the result of a diachronic process of variation.'

This—intentional diachronic variation, as distinguished from aborig-
inal recensional differentiation—is the focus of the present work. My aim
in this monograph is not so much to investigate the morphology of this
complex phenomenon, but rather, to discuss the formative process under-
lying it, and to analyse some of its causes.

We encounter many different types of textual variation in Mahayana
sitras, and as a result, one can think of several possible reasons to explain
them.!" The performative nature and modular structure of these texts ob-
viously played a role in producing fluidity and recensional diversity.'?

° For a penetrating discussion of different typologies of addition to (or “interpolation”
into) Mahayana siitras, see Nattier 2003: 49—63.

10 Tt is important to stress that this diachronically linear process (from reading A to
reading B) is not the only pattern of variation encountered in this literature. In his
study of the Bhaisajyaguru-sitra manuscripts from Gilgit, Schopen (2009: 206—
214) has analysed several instances of textual variation which are better explained
as synchronic parallel developments. As he puts it in the concluding section of his
article, “the very great differences in the linguistic shape of the various texts of the
Bhaisajyaguru-siitra that can be seen at sixth/seventh century Gilgit cannot be a
visible function of chronology or development over time”.

See also the remarks in Seyfort Ruegg 2004: 22 n. 27.

Silk 2015: 208; Zacchetti 2005: 44—46. In this connection, Paul Harrison’s charac-
terisation of this phenomenon is worth quoting at length: “It is useful to think of
sitra texts not as fixed quantities, but as prompt books or scores, which could be
performed vistarena or samksiptena (i.e., in amplified or condensed form), and
therefore we might also expect this aspect of their character to be reflected in the
manuscript tradition. A further consideration relates to the distinction between

]
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But another, equally important factor was the fact that when these texts
were recited, put to use for various purposes (ritual, etc.), or copied and
transmitted across time and space, they were also interpreted. And at
times, interpretations of words and passages (which we can call glosses)
ended up being absorbed by the texts themselves, in the process
modifying the texts to varying degrees. In this connection, it is important
to clarify at the outset that while one can notice, in the diachronic devel-
opment of many Mahayana siitras, a general tendency towards textual
expansion,? this should not, by any means, be taken as a fixed rule.'*

To exemplify these points, I will quote here one passage from Chapter
Nine of the Sanskrit Vimalakirtinirdesa (§ 8), selected quite at random
out of many similar examples one could quote from Mahayana siitra
literature. Here the Buddha Gandhottamakiita is giving some recommen-
dations to a sizeable group of Bodhisattvas from his buddhaksetra who
are about to set off on a journey to the backward and dangerous Saha
world. He invites them to keep a low profile:!* during their excursion they
should not arouse the jealousy of the inhabitants of the Saha world by
showing off their beautiful appearance, nor should they display contempt
or hostility towards them. The reason for this is given by the Buddha with
the following words:

tat kasmad dhetoh | akasaksetrani hi buddhaksetrani, satvaparipakdya
tu buddha bhagavanto na sarvam buddhavisayam samdarsayanti.'®

Why? Because Buddha-fields are fields of empty space, yet, for the
purpose of bringing beings to maturation, the Buddhas, the Lords do
not show [their] Buddha-domain/realm in full.

what we might call ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ parts of the text, i.e., those portions (the ‘hard’
or ‘firm’ parts) whose memorisation is not difficult, or which are so distinctive that
little or no change can be expected, and those which are ‘soft’ insofar as they can
easily have other, equally plausible elements substituted, without any loss of
overall coherence” (Harrison 2010: 240-241).

13 This general pattern of textual development can be clearly perceived, for example,
in the Vajracchedika prajiiaparamita: see Harrison and Watanabe 2006: 99-103;
Harrison 2010: 241.

14 See for example Seyfort Ruegg 2004: 23; Zacchetti 2005: 46 with n.185.

15 For a parallel instance of this interesting motif in the Larger Prajiiaparamita, see
GZJ § 1.82 in Zacchetti 2005: 164—165 and 272.

16 Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 56b3—4 (ed. 2006: 93).
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The reading of the Sanskrit text is essentially confirmed, with some vari-
ants, by both the Tibetan and (less clearly) Kumarajiva’s translations.'”
However, it seems fair to say that the meaning of this passage remains, at
first sight, a little cryptic.

In contrast with all the other versions, the third surviving Chinese tran-
slation, the one produced by the celebrated translator Xuanzang in 650
CE, presents, at this point (as is also the case elsewhere), a considerably
expanded text (the portions missing from other witnesses are underlined):

FRLLE ? #E R T — UL Bz u%ﬁ%ﬂiﬁi?%é” REGER
T - A B - REVERE L B > ST -

"7 de ci’i phyir zhe na || rigs kyi bu sangs rgyas kyi zhing ni nam mkha’i zhing ste |
sems can rnams yongs su smin par bya ba’i phyir sangs rgyas bcom ldan ’das rnams
ni sangs rgyas kyi yul thams cad mi ston to (Study Group on Buddhist Sanskrit
Literature 2004: 368). Kumarajiva: D& ? + 4B+ » BAIEZE - KA A
WAEEESE NEE > A BEBREEFLH Weimojie suo shuo jing 4EFESEFTER 4%
T 475 [XIV] p. 552b25-26; Lamotte 1962: 326 n. 11). One can notice here some
discrepancies with the Sanskrit parallel: buddhaksetrani appears rendered as “the
[Buddha] lands of the ten directions” (77 1 ); corresponding to satvapari-
pakaya Kumarajiva’s version has “in order to convert ({k = paripaka) those who
are inclined to a lesser teaching” (R AR EEESE/NEE); “their [i.e., of the Buddhas]

7 1) corresponds to buddhavisaya. All in all, I would not rule

out that at least some of these discrepancies might be due to the translators’

interpretative, rather than literal, way of rendering their original text.

The earliest Chinese translation of the Vimalakirtinirdesa (Weimojie jing 4EFEE

548 T 474) is transmitted in the canon under the name of Zhi Qian 37 3, but
Michael Radich has argued, in a recent study (see He [Radich] 2019) that this “is
a revision of a Zhi Qian original text by Dharmaraksa or someone very closely
associated with Dharmaraksa’s circle” (ibid. p. 16). T 474 differs, in the present
passage, from Kumarajiva’s version in that it seems closer to the Sanskrit text, with
the exception of the very end of the passage: FfDUE ] ? (b L EZE » sE(fhiiE
B A BIREAIE (T 474 [XIV] p. 532b16-17); “Why? Buddha-lands are
empty space, it is just that the Buddhas, the World-honoured Ones, in order to save
people, show to them their [buddha-lksetras” (cf. na sarvam buddhavisayam
samdarsayanti in the Sanskrit text). In my opinion, also the text witnessed by T 474,
without na sarvam, makes sense, and could represent an original variant reading
(rather than a translation error). It seems, in fact, also reflected by Xuanzang’s
expanded reading of this passage GREFFEFE G T).
[Note: On a relatively minor point here, Tibetan thams cad following sangs rgyas
kyi yul clearly understands sarvam as modifying buddhavisayam, rather than as a
sentential adverb, as Zacchetti understood the Sanskrit, “in full”. However, Kuma-
rajiva’s 537 indeed agrees with this adverbial understanding.—Eds.]
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b T EIE > SR FEH (Shuo Wugoucheng jing sREFSERELL T 476 [XIV]
p. 579¢25-28).'8

Why? Good men, all the [Buddha] lands are like empty space. The
Buddhas, the World-honoured Ones, in order to bring sentient beings
to maturation, manifest all sorts of Buddha-lands in accordance with
the beings’ inclinations: [so] some [buddhaksetras] are defiled, while
some others are pure, without a defined characteristic; and yet all
Buddha-lands are actually pure, without differences.

As we can see, while some parts of this passage correspond very closely
to the Sanskrit text, especially in the beginning,' it also contains some
notable differences. First of all, Xuanzang’s text presents a variant in the
predicate of the second sentence of the passage: whereas the Sanskrit has
na sarvam buddhavisayam samdarsayanti (“‘[the Buddhas] ... do not show
[their] Buddha-domain/realm in full”), it reads “[the Buddhas] ...
manifest all sorts of Buddha-lands” (RIFf&EFE[E1). Since here Xuan-
zang’s text agrees, in essence, with the reading found in the earliest ver-
sion (T 474) (“show ... their [buddha-]ksetras”, see n. 17 above), whereas
the reading attested in the Sanskrit is already found in Kumarajiva’s
version (“N5%E7), we can conclude that in this specific point, the textual
tradition branched off at an early stage in the history of the Vimalakirti-
nirdesa.

But apart from bearing witness to this early recensional variation,
Xuanzang’s text also contains what look like significant additions not
found in any of the other surviving witnesses of this passage: the very
statement that the Buddhas “manifest all sorts of Buddha-lands” is further
specified by pointing out that they do so “in accordance with the beings’
inclinations” (& & & & BT 4% ), and then by fully unpacking the
implications of this statement at the end of the passage.

Although it would not be impossible to think of alternative scenarios,
the most likely explanation of Xuanzang’s enlarged reading is that it

18 See also Lamotte 1962: 326.

19 The initial portion of Xuanzang’s translation of this passage (FTLLE o] ? =58
T —UIB - B ZE o S B ARG A IE .. seems a fairly literal
translation of the corresponding Sanskrit text (tat kasmad dhetoh | akasaksetrani hi
buddhaksetrani, satvaparipakaya tu buddha bhagavanto ...). One can note only two
minor differences: the vocative 5351 (= *kulaputrah), which is missing from
the Sanskrit but is found in the Tibetan translation (rigs kyi bu); and the elliptic —
YIE+ for buddhaksetrani, probably influenced by Kumarajiva’s parallel choice
(+J7E 1, see n. 17 above).
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reflects for the most part what he read in the original Indic manuscript he
used for his translation.?

20 On the textually developed nature of Xuanzang’s Vimalakirtinirdesa translation in
general, see Lamotte 1962: 12. In his analysis of the Chinese translations of the
Vajracchedika prajiiaparamita, Paul Harrison noticed a similar tendency to textual
expansion in Xuanzang’s version of that scripture as well. He mentioned two
possible interpretations of these expansions: “In some cases the Chinese transla-
tions contain material which we may assume was present in Indic versions still
inaccessible to us, which may remain so indefinitely. This is especially true of
X[= Xuanzang’s translation]. However, there is another possibility, which is that
Xuanzang in particular amplified the texts himself, i.e., ‘performed’ them vistarena
as he translated them. There need not be anything inauthentic about the versions of
the text so produced, especially if he did this in Sanskrit first (or even perhaps if
he did it in Chinese). He would thus have been part of a long tradition of Indic text
recitation, according to which it was regarded as appropriate and meritorious to
give the sitra one was reciting its most elaborate possible form, the ‘full monty’.”
(Harrison 2010: 242; cf. also, on a similar tendency toward expansion in Xuan-
zang’s Larger Prajiiaparamita translations, Seishi Karashima’s “Introduction” in
Karashima and Tamai 2019: viii n. 3). This alternative scenario is perhaps more
credible in the case of expansions of standard lists of terms, where, in a sense, the
enlarged reading could be considered as being already virtually present in the
shorter text. A well-known example from the Vajracchedika is the list of notions
(samyjiia) of selfhood which occurs several times in this scripture: whereas all the
other witnesses (Sanskrit manuscripts, Chinese and Tibetan translations) consist-
ently have a list of four items, Xuanzang’s translation presents an extended list of
nine items (see for example T 220 [VII] p. 980c18-21), which has parallels in
Larger Prajiiaparamita texts (for references see Zacchetti 2005: 207 and 327-329
[§ 3.2]. The passage I have quoted here from the Vimalakirtinirdesa, however, is
clearly a different case, as in this case we are confronted by far more conscious and
complex set of exegetical interpolations, as opposed to the mere expansion or
“activation” of stock lists. I would also rule out that these are glosses introduced
into the text by the translator. While this did happen, as we shall see, in earlier
translations, at the time of Xuanzang’s “new translations”, the organisation of
translation teams had undergone important changes. One of the key aspects of this
reform (see Tso 1990: 104-105; Funayama 2013: 56) was precisely the elimination
from the translation process of oral exegesis for the audience’s benefit (which had
characterised the preceding, pre-Sui translation teams). Although the original
scripture was still subject to an in-depth analysis (Tso 1990: 106), this was
essentially functional to the production of the translated text. In this period, Budd-
hist translations were produced by selected state-sponsored (and state-controlled)
teams of specialists through a complex, multi-stage assembly-line process, with
multiple levels of checks and controls. While Xuanzang’s translations were never
mechanically literal (see Delhey 2016: 72—73), it is hard to believe that he could
have felt free to tamper with his original text in such a significant way under the
eyes of his team—all the more so, since during his last years he was under
considerable pressure from (and unsympathetic scrutiny by) the Tang court [Note:
Zacchetti indicated that he wanted to insert here a recommendation that readers see



The Life and Growth of Mahayana sitras 15

While all this can give us a taste of the complexities in the textual
history of Mahayana siitras, as evoked at the beginning of this chapter, at
least one thing seems sufficiently clear: Xuanzang’s expanded reading
looks like an attempt to make some sense out of a comparatively opaque
passage, making explicit some of the ideas implicit in the original reading
(which, in this case, was probably very close to the text found in the
earliest version [T 474]). So, in other words, this textual expansion re-
sembles—indeed is—a commentary, probably originating from glosses
on the original reading, which at some point during the textual history of
the siitra (and in a particular branch of its tradition) was absorbed by the
main text. Another noteworthy piece of information that we can extract
from the comparison of all witnesses of this passage is that Xuanzang’s
enlarged text does not represent, in absolute terms, a later, but rather a
lateral development—in other words, a side-branch (as far as this specific
passage is concerned). This is an important point, because, as I will show
below (see especially Chapter 4.3), paying attention to textual develop-
ments such as this can sometimes allow us to identify specific recensions,
reflecting particular (local or otherwise) exegetical traditions and textual
cultures, which we are occasionally able to pin down to specific historical
and cultural contexts.

Liu Shufen, forthcoming, on events in 655 surrounding accusations of self-contra-
diction in the proceedings of Xuanzang’s group, and for some interesting reflec-
tions on the dynamics at work behind this incident; and also on further tensions
between Xuanzang and the throne in the period ensuing.—Eds.]. Martin Delhey
has submitted to a very careful analysis Xuanzang’s translation technique as re-
flected by a portion of his version of theYogdacarabhiimi (T 1579). In his conclu-
sions (which, of course, do not necessarily apply to other translations), Delhey
writes that Xuanzang “does not hesitate to make small additions or changes in order
to make the sense more clear, but in the chapters considered here, he generally does
not introduce major changes in the text in accordance with his own interpretation
and dogmatic views. He also abstains from adding long comments on the original
text” (Delhey 2016: 73).






2 The Larger Prajiiaparamita and Its Earliest Surviving
Commentary

The passage discussed at the end of the preceding chapter exemplifies a
situation which is common in Mahayana sitra literature. The reconstruc-
tion of the process of textual expansion underlying passages such that
from Xuanzang’s Vimalakirtinirdesa translation must largely rely on our
imagination, and hence remain, to a certain degree, speculative. There is,
however, at least one notable exception: we have a unique set of sources
which, due to a rare combination of historical circumstances, allows us a
surprisingly direct glimpse into a process of textual development not too
different from that sketched above.

2.1 Enter the Da zhidu lun

The main character of this story is the famous commentary to the Larger
Prajiiaparamita generally known as the Da zhidu Ilun K% % 3@
(*Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa;*' hereafter DZDL) and translated into
Chinese by a team led by Kumarajiva at the beginning of the fifth century

CE (between 402 and 406 CE).** According to our sources,” only the

21 On this reconstruction of the DZDL’s Sanskrit title, see Demiéville 1950: 374 n. 1
and Lamotte III p. vii—viii. On upadesa as a fundamental exegetical genre, tradi-
tionally linked to the figure of Mahakatyayana, see Tournier 2017: 342-344. The
DZDL itself explains upadesa as being characterised by the catechetic question-
answer form (T 1509 [XXV] p. 308al7; tr. Lamotte V p. 2302; see also Tournier
2017: 342), widespread use of which is indeed one of the most salient formal cha-
racteristics of our commentary (see Chapter 5.4 below). In Sengyou’s (f& 14, 445—
518) Chu sanzang ji ji H=jizc 5 T 2145 (hereafter CSZJJ), the Chinese title of
the commentary is mainly given as Da zhi lun K% (see e.g., T 2145 [LV] p.
11a16 and passim).

22 These are the dates provided by the colophon to the DZDL (CSZJJ T 2145 [LV] p.

75b11-13; see n. 23), according to which the translation of the commentary was

started in the summer of the fourth year of the Hongshi 54%4 era, and completed at
the end of the seventh year, on the 27th day of the 12th month (corresponding to

February 1st, 406 CE). Curiously for a document of this kind, Sengrui’s preface to

the DZDL (see n. 23) does not provide any date for the translation.

Our main sources on Kumarajiva’s translation of both LP (= Kj) and DZDL (the

two translations were closely related) are (all first hand, and preserved in the

23
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first part of Kumarajiva’s version (which is the only available witness of
this commentary)* represents a complete translation, while the rest was
drastically abridged by the translator.” The text we possess nowadays
confirms the traditional account, for there is little doubt that our extant
DZDL consists of two very different commentaries, even from the point
of view of their exegetical approaches: the first, consisting of extremely
detailed comments on relatively short passages (at times even on single
words), comprising the initial part of the text, from its beginning to the
end of scroll 34 (T 1509 [XXV] p. 314b18; this is the part translated into
French by Lamotte I-V); the second, starting from scroll 35, on average
providing shorter comments on longer passages of the base text.?

CSZIJ): an anonymous note (Da zhi lun ji K% wzc—a colophon compiled after

the translation of the DZDL, also entitled chu lun houji Hw{&sc; T 2145 [LV] p.
75b9-18); and Sengrui’s prefaces to Kj and DZDL (T 2145 [LV] pp. 52¢27-53b27
and 74c11-75b8 respectively; for a translation of the latter, see Shih 1980: 321—
328). Both colophon and DZDL preface are also found at the beginning and the
end of the commentary; a Japanese translation of all these documents is provided
by Nakajima 1997: 90-96 and 291-296. There is a rather substantial literature on
these documents and the complex translation process they describe: for example,
see Demiéville 1950: 384-389; Lamotte III p. xlv—xlviii; Shih 1980: 315-316;
Chou 2000: 63—68; Felbur 2018: 209 n. 29 and 230 n. 140; for a recent annotated
English translation of Sengrui’s prefaces, see Felbur 2018: 209-234.

A possible exception are the two manuscript fragments of a Larger Prajiiaparamita
commentary in Chinese found in Kuga County (JEE¥EH%, site of the ancient Kucha),
Xinjiang Province, and datable on paleographic grounds to before the middle of
the fifth century CE (Chou 1992: 96). These fragments (edition in Inokuchi 1980:
40-45, with facsimiles Pl. XXV-XXIX; cf. also Chou 1992: 67-70) bear the title
Mohebanreboluomi youbotishe [EZH IS SR BB HE (*Mahaprajiaparami-
topadesa), which is also attested in some Dunhuang manuscripts of the DZDL
(Inokuchi 1980: xv). They are strongly reminiscent of the DZDL and yet display
some considerable differences (for a summary, see Chou 1992: 96-98). On these
manuscripts, whose obvious intrinsic interest equals the difficulties posed by their
historical interpretation, see the detailed study by Chou Po-kan (1992), who seems
to be the only scholar to have paid attention to these remarkable sources. Chou
thinks that this commentary was translated (somewhere between Liangzhou Ji )
and Kucha) earlier than the canonical DZDL (between 385 and 400 CE), under the
Later Liang {£’5, and possibly reflecting a different Indic original (Chou 1992:
96-97).

25 See Sengrui’s DZDL preface (in CSZJJ T 2145 [LV] p. 75a16-17 and a28-b1) and
the colophon (CSZJJ p. 75b15-18). It is possible that Kumarajiva’s choice to trans-
late in full the first part of the text reflected a project in itself—to provide, in the
countless, long definitions and discussions of key terms of the text, a reference
work for the Chinese Buddhists of his age.

26 See also Demiéville 1950: 388-389.

24
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The DZDL is generally attributed by the East Asian Buddhist tradi-
tions to Nagarjuna—an attribution which is completely unknown (as is
the text itself) to Indian and Tibetan sources, and is not generally accepted
by modern Western scholarship. The authorship of the DZDL, its nature,
and its sectarian background have been hotly debated issues in the
twentieth century, and for want of a scholarly consensus, they remain, to
some extent, open questions even today.?’ Given the uniquely authori-
tative and even foundational role played in East Asian Buddhism by the
DZDL, this is in fact an issue which transcends the boundaries of a purely
academic debate.

While the issue of the DZDL’s authorship is not particularly signifi-
cant from the particular point of view adopted by the present study, I think
that the facts I will present in the following chapters can cast new light
on the geographical milieu and the nature of this fundamental commen-
tary, and I will come back to these issues below. For the moment, suffice
it to say that I consider the DZDL as being largely (with all the important
qualifications suggested by Chou 2000 and 2004) the translation of an
Indic text.”® In this connection, it is also important to observe that both
our main (and first-hand) sources on the DZDL’s translation (Sengrui’s
preface and the colophon to the text; see n. 23 above) mention—if
somewhat confusingly—the original Indic manuscript of the commen-
tary.”

27 Important discussions of the DZDL’s authorship include Lamotte III, viii—xliv;
Hikata 1958: lii-Ixxv; Yinshun 1990; Chou 2000: 10-14; Takeda 2000. For a
detailed account of some of the main theories about the author of the DZDL, see
Katd 1996: 35—42 (the author goes on to suggest that Kumarajiva might have been
the author of the DZDL.: see Id. pp. 46 ff.); Travagnin 2018: 255-257. The position
assumed on this issue by Chou Po-kan is distinct from the traditional debate
(although partly anticipated by Hikata’s discussion), in that he rightly draws
attention to the complexity of the translation process, and the active role played by
the Chinese members of Kumarajiva’s team in shaping the DZDL (Chou 2000: 62—
102 and 2004). He certainly had the merit of constructively problematising the
notion of authorship in this text, although only on the side of the translation process.
By the same token, the nature of the original used by Kumarajiva should also be
scrutinised (cf. Chapter 5.2 below).

On the DZDL as a genuine translation of an Indic original, see also Saitd’s conclu-
sions to his analysis of the very interesting Mitlamadhyamakakarika quotations
found in the commentary (Saitd 2003: 29).

See CSZJJ T 2145 (LV) p. 75a15-16 (Sengrui’s preface) and p. 75b14—18 (colo-
phon). The descriptions of the original text and its size provided by these two
sources are, however, in part unclear and contradictory, and remain open to
different interpretations. On this issue see Chou 2000b: 156—157; on the original

2!

®

2

=]



20 The Da zhidu lun and the History of the Larger Prajiiaparamita

Among the many peculiarities of this commentary, its history deserves
a special mention. It has been, unquestionably, a history of success.*® And
yet, if we are to trust the silence of Indian and Tibetan sources, the DZDL
may have started its impressive career as a rather marginal scripture. If
so, then it is certainly fair to say that it was extremely fortunate in its
encounters with translators: twice in its long life, the DZDL met the right
person at the right moment—first Kumarajiva, and then, some 1540 years
later, Etienne Lamotte. Interestingly, both these great translators ap-
proached this commentary with an agenda which seems to have been at
least in part similar: both sought to make the DZDL the key reference
work for the Buddhist studies of their time and place (fifth century Bud-
dhist China, and twentieth century Western Buddhological academia).’!

of the DZDL as described by Sengrui, see also Shih 1980: 315-316 and 325. In his
DZDL preface, Sengrui refers, somewhat confusingly, to the original of the
commentary—i.e., the full text, before Kumarajiva’s abridgment—as the “abridg-
ed text” (liie ben W&A, CSZIJ T 2145 [LV] p. 75a15). What this characterisation
precisely means remains uncertain (see also Chou 2000b, loc. cit.), but I tend to
agree with Demiéville’s view that it probably reflects common ideas about the real
archetypes of Mahayana scriptures as being of gigantic dimensions, of which those
actually circulating are but reductions (Demiéville 1950: 389; see also Shih 1980:
325 n. 27). One could add that this notion is all the more plausible, given that the
DZDL itself maintains similar ideas: see, for example, the interesting passage on
texts found at the very end of the commentary (T 1509 [XXV] p. 756a26-b11), on
which see Durt 1988: 131.

30 For a detailed study of the use and influence of the DZDL in China down to the
Tang, see Ono 2001; on the early study and interpretation of the text, see Satdo 1973.
For a more general but nuanced appreciation of the cultural significance of the
DZDL, see Durt 1993. On the role played by this commentary in modern Western
and East Asian Buddhist studies, see Travagnin 2018.

On the implicitly programmatic nature of Kumarajiva’s translation, see Chou 2000:
6. Lamotte’s choice of the DZDL as a long-term project was initially dictated by
temporary circumstance: according to Demiéville (1950: 376), during the Second
World War, in occupied Belgium, Lamotte did not have access to Tibetan sources,
and this fact initially led him to the study of a text not transmitted through a Tibetan
translation (see also Durt 1985: 9). The first volume of his Traité appeared in the
Spring of 1944, and a few weeks later Lamotte barely survived a bombardment of
Louvain (Ryckmans 1987: 198-199). Even if his choice of the DZDL may have
been dictated by these specific historical circumstances, the idea of providing, with
his translation, access to a comprehensive reference work on Buddhist thought—
clearly reflected by the structure of his annotated translation, with some notes
amounting to “véritable articles” (Demiéville 1950: 379)—is already clearly ex-
pressed in the preface to the first volume of the Traité (1944: xvii—xviii). The sys-
tematic intention underlying Lamotte’s work further increased from the third vol-
ume of the Traité on, with the provision of monographic treatment of important

3
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And, we have to say, both achieved a spectacular success, projecting, all
of a sudden, the DZDL to the Buddhological forefront of their respective
ages, and firmly establishing it as an authoritative exegetical work and
even encyclopaedia, with deep, lasting, and often unacknowledged ef-
fects on, respectively, East Asian Buddhism and modern Buddhology.*?
Rightly so, I should like to add, because the intrinsic merits of the DZDL
are far greater than my narrative may suggest.

This bibliographical epic might obscure yet another remarkable fea-
ture of this commentary, which is crucial for my study: the fact that it has
a unique position in historical terms. To the best of my knowledge, this
is the earliest surviving Indian Prajiiaparamita commentary,” and pro-
bably also one of the earliest Indian Mahayana siifra commentaries in
general.

2.2 The Larger Prajiiaparamita Literature: An Overview

Before we discuss the implications of this fact, it is important to say few
words on the text commented upon by the DZDL, the Larger Prajiiapara-
mita (Larger Perfection of Insight, hereafter LP). As already highlighted

topics in extensive separate introductory notes to the relevant sections of the trans-
lation (see e.g., Lamotte III pp. 1119-1137 and passim).

32 See, for example, Hubert Durt’s general article on the Mahayana for the Hobogirin
(1994), in which the DZDL plays an important role (see e.g., Id. pp. 771-772, 781,
783-786); on the DZDL’s influence on modern Japanese Buddhological diction-
aries, see Demiéville 1950: 378. One can speculate that the idea of a neat divide
between Mahayana and “Hinayana”, often assumed by modern Buddhology before
the late 1970s, may also have been influenced to some extent (and probably via
Japanese scholarship) by the conceptualisation of the two vehicles typical of this
commentary (see e.g., Durt 1988: 126 ff.), where their contraposition is systematic
to the point of dictating the very structure of its exposition.

33 Lamotte (III p. ix) considered the author of the DZDL to have been active at the
beginning of the fourth century CE in Northwestern India, but his arguments were
criticised by de Jong (1971: 109; cf. also Schopen 1999: 293 = 2005: 76). On pre-
DZDL Larger Prajiiaparamita exegesis, see below (Chapter 5.3). Mention should
be also made of the early commentaries on the Vajracchedika prajiiaparamita
ascribed to Asanga and Vasubandhu (see Conze 1978: 64; Zacchetti 2015: 194).
We know from early bibliographical sources that a substantial exegetical literature
based on translations of Prajiaparamita texts was composed in China before
Kumarajiva’s time, in the third and especially fourth centuries CE. Some fragments
have survived either in the canon (the third century commentary to the first chapter
of the early version of the Astasahasrika known as the Da mingdu jing KHAfE K
T 225, on which see Lai 1983), or in Dunhuang manuscripts (e.g., MS Stein 4313).
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above, “text”, in this context, should always be understood in an intrin-
sically plural sense, as a collective noun—i.e., as a textual/scriptural
family in the sense discussed before. And this is particularly true of the
DZDL’s base text, the LP, which represents an extended family of closely
related texts of varying length, usually classified according to the number
of lines as the Astadasasahasrika prajiiaparamita (Perfection of Insight
in 18,000 lines), the Paficavimsatisahasrika prajiiaparamita (in 25,000
lines), and the Satasahasrika prajiiaparamita (in 100,000 lines). However,
this classification is comparatively late, its earliest attestations dating to
the beginning of the eighth century.** During the early documented phase
of its history (third—fifth centuries CE) this scriptural family was still in
a rather fluid state, and the size of LP manuscripts known to us varied
from approximately 17,000 to 22,000 lines. For these reasons, it is pre-
ferable to use Larger Prajiiaparamita as a general appellation for all these
texts.*

Apart from (and in parallel with) these quantitative variations, the
texts, or witnesses, belonging to the LP family can also be subdivided
into several groups—which I prefer to call recensions**—on the basis of
significant qualitative textual affinities (especially, shared distinctive
wording, presence of converging textual developments, etc.).

I list below the most clearly defined of these recensions. It is important
to stress that this provisional classification focuses on the content and
wording of specific passages; other criteria may result in different classi-
fications. As I pointed out elsewhere, LP witnesses also fall into two
groups, depending on the character of their final portion—some have an
extended conclusion, and others a shorter one. This distinction cuts across
the recensions described here (see also the discussion of PvsP[TibPk]
below).”’

3 See Zacchetti 2015: 176, and cf. n. 65 below on Arya-Vimuktisena’s use of the
category PaiicavimSatisahasrika. Some simple classifications of Prajiiaparamita
literature based on quantitative criteria are already attested in sources dating back
to the fourth and fifth centuries (see Hikata 1958: xix—xxiii; cf. also Zurcher 2007:
339-340 n. 182).

35 See Zacchetti 2005: 3741 and 2015: 185.

% On the importance of this second classification of LP texts, see Zacchetti 2015: 186
ff. On LP recensions, see also Zacchetti 2005: 42—49.

37 See Zacchetti 2005: 22—-23 and 46 n. 184; cf. Karashima et al. 2016: viii.
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1.

1.1 A particularly well-defined*® and historically significant recension
has as its chief representative the relatively complete (and still largely
unedited) main Larger Prajiiaparamita manuscript belonging to a
Buddhist library discovered in 1931 in Naupur near Gilgit (von Hiniiber
2014: 79)—perhaps the single most important LP text we have (hereafter
LPG)*—and several related texts. LPG, which originally consisted of
307 folios,* can be dated with considerable precision, on the basis of its
colophon, to the first quarter of the seventh century,* during the pro-
Buddhist Palola Sahi dynasty, which ruled in the Gilgit area between the
late sixth and early eighth centuries CE.** The title of the text, as attested
by some chapter colophons, is simply Prajiiaparamita.®® It is worth notic-
ing that this title may have already been something of a conservative
feature at the time when LPG was copied, for, as pointed out above, we
know that more specific titles reflecting a quantitative classification of
Prajiiaparamita literature had already been adopted in the previous cen-
tury.

38 See Zacchetti 2005: 4243 n. 174; see also Yamaguchi 1984: 11-12.

% On this manuscript, see von Hiniiber 2014: 102; Zacchetti 2005: 19-26. A new
colour facsimile edition of LPG, much more legible than those available in the past,
is provided by Karashima et al. 2016, plates 1-251. The text is simply called Pra-
JjfAiaparamita in some of the colophons found at the end of chapters (see Zacchetti
2005: 20 n. 59-60; see also von Hiniiber 2017: 129).

40 For details on the content of LPG, see Karashima et al. 2016: vii—viii. Parts of the

original manuscript are missing or preserved separately, and not included in the

new facsimile edition (this is the case for folios 218-263, currently in the Museum
of Karachi).

On the date of this manuscript see Karashima et al. 2016: vii n. 2: the document

mentions the king Vikramadityanandin, who reigned ca. 605-625 CE. For a new

edition and interpretation of this colophon, see von Hiniiber 2017.

For a study of this dynasty, see von Hiniiber 2004; see also Jettmar 1993 and Neelis

2011: 171-179.

See, for example, folios 8r6 (prajiaparamitayam nidanaparivartah prathamah),
50v6-7 (prajiaparamitayam dvitiyah parivartah), etc., although several chapters,
especially towards the end of the manuscript, are only marked with numbers (see
e.g., folios 291vl [end of parivarta 75], 295v5 [end of parivarta 76], etc.).
Curiously, the manuscript also contains a second colophon marking the end of the
first parivarta, on f. 40r2: prajiiaparamitayah prathamah parivartah.

4
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Other LP witnesses belonging to this recension include the following
texts:

1.2 The Sanskrit Satasahasrika (mainly transmitted in late Nepalese
manuscripts; hereafter S).*

1.3 Some incomplete Sanskrit texts can also be ascribed to this recen-
sion: these are the fragments of two additional LP manuscripts from
Gilgit (hereafter LPG II and LPG III), edited by Karashima and Tamai
(2019);* as well as a fragmentary palm-leaf Sanskrit manuscript found
in Dunhuang and kept at the British Library, which has been edited by
Suzuki and Nagashima (2015).%

1.4 Another important source part of this group is the Tibetan
translation of the Pasicavimsatisahasrika included in the Kanjur, dating
to the period between the end of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth
century CE (hereafter PvsP[TibPk]).*” My classification of this transla-
tion as belonging to the LPG recension is based on its sharing specific,
significant readings with the other representatives of this family, as will

4 The portion of S relevant to the present study was edited by P. Ghosa (1902—-1914);
see p. 4 of the preface to this edition for a list of the manuscripts he used. The rest
of this immense scripture is being edited by Kimura Takayasu, and the preface to
the first volume of this edition (Kimura 2009: i—v) provides a description of the
avajlable manuscripts. Of particular interest is the rare partial palm-leaf manuscript
of S kept at the Potala in Lhasa (“ 7 +’54"”), which Kimura was able to check
only cursorily (Kimura 2009: ii).

4 For a description of LPG II-III see Karashima’s Introduction to Karashima and

Tamai 2019 (cf. also von Hiniiber 2014: 102-103). LPG II consists of 60 folios

covering different parts of the text, whereas only seven folios of LPG III survive

(Id., vii). Karashima hypothetically dates these manuscripts to broadly the same

period as LPG, “i.e., around the 7th—8th centuries C.E.” (ibid.). Concerning the

recensional affiliation of these two manuscripts, Karashima writes, “Among the
various versions, the readings of LPG II and LPG III, principally, agree with those
of LPG I, though they are not identical and contain discrepancies here and there”

(Id., viii).

As pointed out by the editors (Suzuki and Nagashima 2015: 593), this manuscript,

which is written in the same script as LPG (the so-called Gilgit Bamiyan type 1),

though found in Dunhuang, was “presumably written in northern India on account

of the script and the material used”. They further remark that “the Dunhuang
manuscript of the Larger Prajiiaparamita is close to [L]PG in its contents, script
and orthography”.

Shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pa (D 9/P 731). For the

present monograph I have mainly used the text included in the block-print edition

of the Peking Kanjur (sher phyin, nyi~di). Conze (1978, 35) tentatively ascribes
this version to the celebrated translator Ye shes sde (active between eighth and
ninth centuries).

4
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also be shown by the Passages discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix 1 of
this study.*® It does, however, differ in one significant respect from LPG
and S: it has a different concluding part, which includes the so-called Sa-
daprarudita story corresponding to Chapters 30-31 of the Astasahasrika
prajiiaparamita.* Nevertheless, I am inclined to consider this discrep-
ancy as an essentially extrinsic feature, less significant, for classification
purposes, than this version’s overall tendency to agree with LPG in signi-
ficant readings mentioned above. The whole portion containing the Sada-
prarudita narrative seems to have represented a textual module which
could be added to or taken out of scriptures with considerable flexibility,
as shown by the pattern of its attestation in Prajiaparamita literature.>
To the best of my knowledge, we do not possess any direct historical
information which could account for the striking proximity of this
Tibetan version to LPG. However, the existence of close political and
cultural ties between the area of Gilgit and Tibet is well documented from
a time not too distant from the production date of LPG’s manuscript.
During the eighth century, this territory, ruled by the Palola Sahi dynasty,
“became a key battleground in the struggle between the Tibetan and
Chinese empires for control of long-distance routes through the high
mountain borderlands” (Neelis 2011: 176; cf. also Sen 2003: 25). Tibetan
forces occupied Little Palur/Baltir/Bolor (i.e., the Gilgit valley, see
Jettmar 1977: 415) twice in the first half of the eighth century, in 722 and
737 (Beckwith 1993: 95 and 116; Neelis 2011, loc. cit.), and Tibetan
influence in the area also remained strong in the following years, with
ups and downs due to the Tang reaction.’! All this obviously must have
also facilitated cultural exchanges with Tibet. For example, we know of
a Buddha statue® bearing the name of the Palola Sahi king Surendradi-
tyanandin (abbreviated form of Surendravikramadityanandin, r. ca. 625—

48 See also Zacchetti 2005: 43—43 with n. 174.

49 See Zacchetti 2005: 22-23; Karashima’s Introductions to Karashima et al. 2016:
viii and to Karashima and Tamai 2019: viii.

30 In fact, although most texts of the Astasahasrika family contain the Sadaprarudita
story, this is not true of all of them: the two Astasahasrika-related sections of
Xuanzang’s Da banreboluomiduo jing lack this narrative component (see Zacchetti
2015: 183).

51 Beckwith 1993: 123; 132—137. On the Tibetan influence over Little Bolor, see also
Jettmar 1977: 421-423 and 427; Jettmar 1993: 84 ff.

32 This is part of a larger group, on which Neelis (2011: 175) writes: “These dated
bronze images donated by Palola Sahi rulers and their families belong to a larger
group of Buddhist bronze images that were produced by a local atelier of artists
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644/655 CE: see von Hiniiber 2004: 88—89 and 99), and thus datable to
the first half of the seventh century, which was kept, for a time, in Tibet.>
It is then not difficult to imagine that the same may have happened to a
LP manuscript close to LPG, which is only slightly later than this statue
and represented a fairly standardised text in the Gilgit area and beyond,
as suggested by other texts belonging to this recension. The presence of
a text close to LPG in Dunhuang (see Suzuki and Nagashima 2015),
already mentioned above, is also not difficult to account for in the light
of these historical circumstances, given that this area was under Tibetan
rule from the end of eighth to the middle of the ninth century CE.>*

Of course, the similarities between LPG and this LP manuscript from
Dunhuang could also be due to other historical reasons unknown to us at
this stage. It is important to bear this caveat in mind. In the following
pages, I will often refer to this group of witnesses as the “LPG recension”.
This definition, however, is merely used for the sake of convenience, due
to the fact that three early representatives of this recension (including the
most important one) happen to come from Gilgit. It ought not to be taken
as a reflection of the historical origins of this textual lineage, of which we
know nothing certain.

2. Another recension is represented by the Sanskrit Paiicavimsati-
sahasrika prajiiaparamita, now edited in its entirety by T. Kimura and

whose output demonstrates important links between the stylistic heritages of
Gandhara and Swat and traditions of Buddhist art in Kashmir and Tibet”. Cf. also
von Hiniiber 2004: 9 on the presence in Tibet of bronzes produced under the Palola
Sahi. This picture of intense cultural exchange between the Gilgit area and Tibet is
corroborated by Klimburg-Salter’s study of the painted covers of some manu-
scripts from Gilgit. These artefacts “belong to the same visual culture as the copper
alloy sculptures which bear inscriptions identifying donors of the Palola Sahi [sic]
dynasty” (Klimburg-Salter 2015: 400) and exerted some influence on Tibetan art.
Cf. also the bronze of a Prajfiaparamita deity with a manuscript in her hand; von
Hiniiber (2007).

33 See von Hiniiber 2004: 190 (with image no. 36) and p. 9; cf. also Neelis 2011: 175
n. 346.

However, depending on the period, the close relationship between the Palola Sahis
and the Tang empire could provide an alternative explanation (see e.g., Jettmar
1993: 84). The trade route between the Gilgit Valley and the Southern Silk Road
(eventually reaching Dunhuang) remained important even at a later stage (tenth—
eleventh centuries): see Sen 2003: 171-172.

54



The Larger Prajiiaparamita and Its Earliest Surviving Commentary 27

for the most part transmitted in rather late Nepalese manuscripts (here-

after PvsP[K]).® The most evident distinctive feature of this scripture is

that its text is subdivided into main sections and subsections, following

the structure of an important exegetical work on the Prajiiaparamita, the

Abhisamayalamkara.® For this reason, this recension has often been de-

scribed as the “revised” ParicavimsSatisahasrika (on the problems posed

by this definition, see below, Chapter 4.1). This text is also referred to, in

Tibetan sources, as the Eight-Chaptered Paficavimsatisahasrika,”’ be-

cause of its subdivision into the eight main partitions, or “[stages of] reali-

sation” (abhisamaya), characteristic of the Abhisamayalamkara.’® But

even apart from this conspicuous but ultimately extrinsic feature, PvsP(K)
clearly represents, from a textual point of view (in wording and structure),
a different recension from that represented by LPG.

If we set the Abhisamayalamkara section-headings aside, a number of
LP fragments from Sri Lanka® can also be associated with this textual
lineage. Apart from some small fragments inscribed on copper plaques
from Indikatusiya,” the most important LP text from this area is repre-
sented by seven gold leaves from Anuradhapura, dating to the ninth
century and containing parts of a LP scripture very close to PvsP(K). This
source—hereafter referred to as PvsP(SL)—was edited by von Hiniiber
(1983).%!

35 There is also a Tibetan translation which represents this recension and is included
in the Tanjur (Shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pa
[D 3790/P 5188]; see Karashima et al. 2016: ix n. 14), which I have not consulted
in the preparation of this monograph.

% According to Conze (1978: 37), this “recast version” of the Paficavimsatisahasrika
prajiiaparamita might date to the fifth century, but Hikata (1958: 1) is probably
correct in suggesting a later dating (perhaps the eighth century).

57 Nakamura 2014: 30.

3% As observed by N. Dutt in his preface to the editio princeps of the initial part of
this text (PvsP[D], p. vi), the manuscripts have preserved some traces of an older
chapter subdivision, partially corresponding with that found in other LP texts (cf.
Conze 1978: 42).

3 Zacchetti 2005: 29.

0 Paranavitana 1933, especially 201-202 on the relationship between the Indikatu-
séiya fragments, the PvsP then being edited by N. Dutt (PvsP[D]), with which they
generally agree, and S. On these tiny fragments (briefly mentioned in Salomon
1998: 151) see also Yamaguchi 1984: 10-11.

%1 On PvsP(SL), see also Yamaguchi’s detailed study (1984). On the relationship
between this text and the main Sanskrit PvsP (i.e., what is now edited as PvsP[K]),
see Zacchetti 2005: 43—44 with n. 178. Yamaguchi (1984: 8-10; 13-20) lists
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The earliest available evidence on this recension (again, here I am

referring to its fext, leaving aside the issue of the Abhisamayalamkara’s
section headings inserted into the text) is probably provided by Arya-
Vimuktisena’s Abhisamayalamkaravrtti, which is usually dated to the
(early) sixth century.®? In this commentary, the lemmata (assuming, as
seems likely, that they indeed reflect the text used by Vimuktisena) tend
to agree with the PvsP rather than with LPG.* T have not been able to
compare systematically these quotations with LPG and PvsP throughout
the commentary, but its initial portion is already sufficiently telling.5 It
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several, mostly relatively minor, differences between PvsP(SL) and PvsP(K).
However, generally speaking PvsP(SL) tends to be significantly closer to PvsP(K)
than to LPG and related texts, as is particularly clear in the initial section of the
text (see also Vetter 1993: 47 n. 5). The perhaps most significant instance of
disagreement between PvsP(SL) and PvsP(K) occurs in the third leaf (kham a 16;
ed. von Hiniiber 1983: 200; see also Yamaguchi’s analysis, 1984: 8-9):
abhinirharati), PvsP(SL) reads (after Yamaguchi 1984: 8) sa a(s)ravaksayabhijiia-
saksatkriy(ajit)ana(m) abhinirharati. In this passage, as noted by Yamaguchi (1984:
9), all LP witnesses agree with PvsP(SL) in reading asravaksaya- and not anut-
rati). In this case we can obtain some additional information on the textual history
of this passage from the testimony of the Abhisamayalamkaravrtti: from one of the
lemmata supporting his discussion of the six abhijiias, we can see that the PvsP
text used by Arya-Vimuktisena already had PvsP(K)’s reading, which he quotes,
interestingly, with reference to the very notion reflected here by the other witnesses:
nirharati (Lee 2017: 51,8-9; Pensa 1967: 48). This passage is noteworthy, as it
could be taken to suggest, among other things, that Arya-Vimuktisena might have
used and compared two different LP recensions when composing his commentary.
This hypothesis tallies with Taranatha’s account of Arya-Vimuktisena’s activities
as a commentator of the PvsP (see below, n. 66).

On the date of Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary, see Seyfort Ruegg 1968: 305—
306; Nakamura 2014: 22-24. Tournier (2020, 887—888 with n. 92) discusses an
inscription, dated to 536/37 CE, mentioning a Buddhadasa who might be the
homonymous grandfather of Arya-Vimuktisena referred to in the colophon of his
commentary (for which see below n. 67).

See Lee 2017: 14: “He [viz. Arya-Vimuktisena] ... quoted or paraphrased passages
from the revised or the Eight Chaptered (Ni khri le brgyad ma) Paiicavimsati-
sahasrika”; see also Nakamura 2014: 37-39. Lee’s edition, commendably, also
makes reference to LPG (and this is a substantial advantage over both Pensa 1967
and Nakamura 2014). On Arya-Vimuktisena’s use of the PvsP, see also Makranksy
1997: 128-131.

For example, the passages quoted by Arya-Vimuktisena to illustrate the concise
and detailed teachings concerning benefitting others (pararthasya samasanirdeso ...
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is also noteworthy that Vimuktisena explicitly refers to the base text as
Paiicavimsatisahasrika.®

In view of the possibly early date of this PvsP text suggested by Arya-
Vimuktisena’s commentary, it might be preferable to regard it as a paral-
lel development of the LP text—perhaps, we may speculate, reflecting a
specific, local, geographically delimited tradition—rather than a chrono-
logically sequential development of an earlier LP text, as it is more or
less explicitly suggested by the label “revised” attached to the current
PvsP (more on this issue in Chapter 4.1 below). As a matter of fact, all
the early evidence we have on this text comes from areas well to the South
of areas to which the witnesses of the LPG recension are related.® This,

tasya vyasanirdeso; Lee 2017: 59 [7] 8—14; Pensa 1967: 16 [3a3—4]; cf. also Spar-
ham 2006 [vol. 1]: 9) occur consecutively in the PvsP (K) I-1 pp. 28,22-29,1, with
paragraph headings (here underlined) which agree with Arya-Vimuktisena’s com-
mentary:

punar aparam Sariputra dasasu diksu pratyekam ganganadibalukopamesu
lokadhatusu ye sattvas tan sarvan anupadhisesanirvanadhatau parinirvapa-
yitukamena bodhisattvena mahasattvena prajiiaparamitayam Siksitavyam.
iti samasatah pararthalambanas cittotpadah.

evam matsarinah sattvan dane pratisthapayitukamena duhsilan sile vyapa-
dabahulan ksantau kusidan virye viksiptacittan dhyane dusprajiian prajia-
sampadi pratisthapayitukamena bodhisattvena mahdasattvena prajiiapara-
mitayam Siksitavyam. iti vyasatah pararthalambanas cittotpadah.

These two paragraphs have no exact parallel in LPG (cf. f. 8v3 ff., in Zacchetti

2005: 376) and related witnesses, which in a comparable position have a very

different text. The same also holds true of the following passages in Arya-Vimukti-

sena’s commentary, introducing the twenty-two aspects of the bodhicitta (Lee 2017:

59-67 [7-15]; Pensa 1967: 16-22), which is generally close to the PvsP; for

another example, see n. 61 above. On the influence probably exerted by Arya-

Vimuktisena’s commentary on the current PvsP with its paragraph subdivisions,

see also Makransky 1997: 132.

Lee 2017: 58 [6] 8-9; Pensa 1967: 15 (2b6): ayam khalv asyah Paricavimsati-

sahasrikayah prarthanety aha, etc.

% An intriguingly tantalising reference to the southern origin of the Eight-Chaptered
PvsP is also found in the account of Arya-Vimuktisena contained in Taranatha’s
History (see Nakamura 2014: 20-21; Chimpa and Chattopadhyaya 1970: 189),
according to which, inspired in a dream by Arya-Maitreya, he went to the “Vihara
of Varanast; there he met the Upasaka *Santavarman ... and found the Paiicavim-
Satisahasrika prajiiaparamita in eight chapters ... which had been brought there
from the South” (Seyfort Ruegg 1968: 307). The text says, specifically, “from
Potala in the South” (lho phyogs po ta la nas: see Nakamura 2014: 22 n. 3; Chimpa
and Chattopadhyaya 1970: 189; see also pp. 191 with n. 66,194-195). The mention
of the Eight-Chaptered PvsP would seem to imply that the text obtained by Arya-
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of course, might be due to casual circumstances and mean nothing. It is,
nevertheless, a fact worth noticing in the general dearth of data we are
facing. In this respect, it is also important to mention that, as Vincent
Tournier has shown in his penetrating discussion of the available sources,
the nikaya to which Arya-Vimuktisena belonged,® that of the Kauru-
kullas, was a regional branch of the Sammitiyas located in present-day
southern Gujarat.®® The later transmission of this LP recension to Nepal
as the PvsP could then be explained as an effect of the increasing domi-
nance of the Abhisamayalamkara as the Prajiiaparamita commentarial
tradition par excellence, which perhaps happened to be linked to this
particular recension, precisely due to Arya-Vimuktisena’s authoritative
work.%

Vimuktisena had already been adapted to the Abhisamayalamkara eight-stage sys-
tem, but it is hard to know to what extent this can be taken as an accurate factual
record. There is, however, another passage in Taranatha’s account which might
contain a kernel of historical truth. This occurs immediately before the dream
leading to Vimuktisena’s acquisition of the Eight-Chaptered PvsP: “Feeling tired
of too many scriptural works, he wanted to remove his weariness in the meditation
on the Prajiia-paramita. As a result of this meditation, he had a special form of bliss.
He had no doubt about the significance [of the Prajiia-paramita]. Still he felt
disturbed by certain discrepancies between the wordings of a sitra and those of
certain parts of the Abhisamaya-alamkara. At that time, arya Maitreya instructed
him in dream, etc.” (Chimpa and Chattopadhyaya 1970: 189; cf. Nakamura 2014:
20). The reference to Vimuktisena’s perplexity caused by disagreement between
the text of a siitra (mdo)—obviously, in this context, a Prajiiaparamita text—and
the Abhisamayalamkara is noteworthy, as it might reflect his difficulties in dealing
with different LP recensions. A possible scenario behind this narrative is that the
Abhisamayalamkara (as a commentarial method centred on the structure of the text)
might have been originally based on an early LP text (cf. Lethcoe 1976: 506 and
511), already close, to some extent (structurally and otherwise), to the current text
of PvsP(K). One can then easily imagine Arya-Vimuktisena’s difficulties, if he had
initially tried to reconcile the Abhisamayalamkara’s structure with an LP text close
to the northern recensions (either LPG or the texts represented by the early Chinese
translations), and his relief when he could later access a representative of the
southern recension already close to the commentary (whether or not it was already
subdivided in eight chapters, as suggested by Taranatha). As a matter of fact, as
noted above (n. 61), there is at least one passage in Arya-Vimuktisena’s Abhisama-
yalamkaravrtti suggesting that he had had access to two different LP recensions.

7 This is known thanks to the colophon appended to the Abhisamayalamkaravritti:

see Lee 2017: 20-24; Tournier, forthcoming, 25.

Tournier, forthcoming, 24-30.

% Arya-Vimuktisena is considered the compiler of the Eight-Chaptered PvsP by
some Tibetan sources (see Nakamura 2014: 39). [Note: At this point in his draft,
Zacchetti had this note: “If further research confirms this provisional reconstruc-
tion, one could perhaps label this group of texts—PvsP(K) and PvsP(SL)—as

6!
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3. The first two divisions (Satasahasrika and Paiicavimsatisahasrika)
of Xuanzang’s summa of the Prajﬁdpdramitd literature, the monumental
Da banreboluomiduo jing (KSR 2R 4%) translated between 660
and 663 CE”’ (hereafter Xz[S], Xz[PvsP]), share some distinctive read-
ings and thus seem to form another LP recension.”' As will be shown in
this study, in a number of cases Xuanzang’s LP translations share signi-
ficant textual developments with the LPG recension, but often represent
a more expanded text (see e.g., Passages 5.b.2 in Chapter 3.2 and 10.c.2,
11.c.2 in Appendix 1.1; cf. also Karashima and Tamai 2019: viii).

4. Finally, the three early Chinese LP translations’>—the Guang zan
jing (Ot#EE T 222), translated in 286 CE by Dharmaraksa =%z
(hereafter Dhr); the Fang guang jing (U ¢4% T 221), translated in 291
CE by *Moksala (Wuchaluo 4 ¥ 2§, hereafter Mo); and the Mohebanre-
boluomi jing (FEZREE R EEE LK, *Mahaprajiiaparamita, T 223), trans-
lated, as we have seen, in 403—404 CE by Kumarajiva (hereafter Kj)—
appear, in general, relatively close to one another in content and structure
(with many exceptions and many differences in matters of detail). How-
ever, given that in this case we are dealing with translations, and early
ones at that (and thus, with texts characterised by considerable fluidity
from a stylistic and terminological point of view), it is often difficult to
determine the patterns of agreement and disagreement in their precise
wording. For this reason, it remains unclear to what extent Dhr, Mo, and
Kj can be considered to form a recension in the strict sense. Nonetheless,
as far as the general development of the LP is concerned, these three
translations can be provisionally grouped together.”” While we do not

forming a Southern Recension of the LP, opposed to the Northern Recension con-
stituted by LPG and related texts.”—Eds.]

70 On this gigantic scripture, see Zacchetti 2005: 33 and 2015: 178-179.

71 See Hikata 1968: xxxxviii; Zacchetti, 2005: 43 with n. 176 and 47—49. The other
LP text contained in Xuanzang’s translation, the third section, which represents the
version in 18,000 lines (Astadasasahasrika, hereafter Xz[Ad]), stands somewhat
apart from Xz(S) and Xz(PvsP), and may reflect a later and doctrinally more
elaborated text (see Hikata 1958: xxxxix—1). On the relationship between Xuan-
zang’s translations and LPG manuscripts, see Karashima’s remarks in Karashima
and Tamai 2019: viii.

72 For some historical information and further references on these translations, see
Zacchetti 2005: 30-32 (on Mo and Kj), and 51-60 (on Dhr).

7 1t is also worth noticing that during the translation of Kj, Kumarajiva’s team

consulted the earlier translations, and it is even possible that the translators of Mo
were able to access Dhr (Zacchetti 2005: 34-35).
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have precise information on the original used by Kumarajiva for his
translation, according to early bibliographical sources, the original manu-
scripts on which both Dhr and Mo were based came from Khotan.” I will
discuss below the implications of this fact. It is noteworthy that these two
Indic manuscripts, though very close in time and space, were clearly al-
ready significantly differentiated (see below, Chapter 4.2 with n. 154).

It is important to stress that the classification offered above is just a
provisional attempt to organise some of the main witnesses of the LP. It
does not cover, for example, the many Central Asian fragments of this
textual family that survive, which for the most part have not yet been
systematically studied.”

7+ See Zacchetti 2005: 31 (on Mo); 52 and 58 (on Dhr’s original).
7> For partial lists of Central Asian LP manuscript fragments see Zacchetti 2005: 17—
18 with n. 53-54; see also Zacchetti 2015: 187 for further references. Detailed

analyses of some of these manuscripts have been published, for example by
Bongard-Levin and Hori (1996) and Watanabe (1994).



3 Exegesis and Textual Variation in the Larger
Prajiiaparamita

3.1 Patterns of Textual Variation in the Larger
Prajiiaparamita Literature

The rich and rare combination of sources described in the preceding
chapter provides us with almost ideal conditions for studying the textual
history of the LP:

a. First of all, we have three early (mostly) independent Chinese trans-
lations (group 4 above), which (generally speaking) allow us to get a
reasonably clear idea of the early stages in the textual history of the LP
family.

b. Then we have a rich and diversified mass of later witnesses: several
Sanskrit texts, and Tibetan and Chinese translations, variously interre-
lated so as to form different recensions (1-3 above), which provide us
with ample evidence concerning the textual developments of the LP
family.

c. Last but not least, our real trump card: a very detailed, albeit idio-
syncratic, Indian commentary (Indian, that is to say, with all the
qualifications mentioned above) right in between these two chronolog-
ically defined groups—the earlier and later texts.

Right in between: the early date of the DZDL, and especially its tem-
poral position with respect to the history of the LP, are extremely
important, for—with the exception of Arya-Vimuktisena’s Abhisamaya-
lamkaravrtti (sixth century), which, as we have seen, is based on the
Paiicavimsatisahasrika—most of the Prajiiaparamitd commentaries we
possess date (to the best of my knowledge) to later periods, when their
base texts were already showing a marked tendency to stabilisation (see
below, Chapter 4.2). In other words, these commentaries are in general
quite clearly distinguished from the sitras upon which they comment,
and lie largely downstream. The case is completely different with the
DZDL, and this, in turn, is of crucial importance for our discussion: the
DZDL reflects the image of a base text which is still, as it were, fully
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alive, in a comparatively fluid state, and entirely open to change and
development.

Now, if we carefully compare all the sources listed above (with a truly
microscopic approach), we can observe that in a small but significant
number of cases, when some or all of the later LP witnesses (and
particularly in the Sanskrit versions: LPG, S, and PvsP[K]) present an
expanded reading with respect to the earlier ones (Dhr, Mo, and Kj), this
expansion is partly or completely prefigured in the relevant DZDL gloss
on the early, unexpanded reading.

Here is a crudely schematic representation of this process:

(earlier) (later)
unexpanded commentary expanded
reading reading

Thus, in these cases the DZDL allows us to trace, step by step, the process
of textual development undergone by the LP.

I have analysed in this detailed way only a small part (approximately
10%) of what is truly an immense body of text, applying rather stringent
criteria: I have only taken into account cases in which the expanded
reading and the relevant DZDL gloss appear to share a specific
interpretation, or even the same wording. As a result, I have identified
fifteen instances of the pattern of textual development outlined above, of
varying degrees of significance. It is highly probable that other occur-
rences have escaped my attention: apart from the number and sheer size
of the texts involved, there are other distorting factors which may have a
negative impact on an analysis of this kind. The most important such
factor is the fact that our key source, the DZDL, only exists in a single
Chinese translation, which is not always easy to interpret. This often
makes it problematic to identify the precise Sanskrit wording underlying
Kumarajiva’s text.”s

76 The numerous Sanskrit words peppering Lamotte’s imposing translation of the
DZDL might give the reader a different impression. While in many cases, perhaps
even most (especially when stock canonical formulas are at play), Lamotte’s recon-
structions—generally not explicitly marked as hypothetical—are likely to be more
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Other potentially distorting factors derive from the way in which the
DZDL was translated and edited. In particular, as already remarked above,
the second part of the DZDL is an abridged translation, which often tends
to focus on the main points of interest in long passages from the LP, and
is less concerned than the first part with explaining specific sentences or
words. This is likely to have erased many traces of a phenomenon which
often manifests itself at the level of minute details in wording.

It is also important to bear in mind that the DZDL as we read it today,
including as it does the entire base text (i.e., Kj) subdivided into sections
of varying length followed by the relevant commentary, might not reflect
the original layout of this text, although this is far from clear.”” Hence it
is possible that in some cases the commentary might be based on a text
different in some details from that that quoted in the lemma. This ob-
viously would alter our perception of the relationship between base text
and glosses. If the glosses are based on a text which was already more

or less accurate, it is important to recognise that in many other instances they are
at best educated guesses. Likewise, his Sanskrit reconstructions of the lemmata
quoted in the DZDL before each gloss are also mere hypotheses (though, in these
cases, they are at least based on the Sanskrit texts available to him: PvsP[D] and
S). Especially at the beginning of his lifelong work on the DZDL, the great Belgian
scholar does not seem to have been fully aware of Kumarajiva’s flexible approach
to translation (on which see, for example, Harrison 2010b: 238-245; Zacchetti
2015b). Instead, he treated the Chinese text as a sort of Mahavyutpatti-based
mechanical translation, even going as far as to reconstruct putative Sanskrit origi-
nals for Chinese idioms employed by Kumarajiva’s translation team (see e.g., Zac-
chetti 2005: 250 n. 54). This approach is particularly problematic because, as
shown especially by Chou Po-kan’s research (2000 and 2004), the DZDL is, if
anything, even less of a mechanical translation than other texts produced by Kuma-
rajiva’s workshop.

77 According to some scholars (Shih 1980: 316-317, and more explicitly, Chou 2000:
65; 2004: 300), the DZDL and its LP root-text were originally separated: i.e., the
commentary did not originally include the entire root text as it does in its current
configuration, which, to some extent, resembles traditional Chinese interlinear (zAiu
7¥) commentaries (cf. Kanno 2003: 302-303). However, it is not entirely clear to
me on which evidence they base this assumption. While this scenario is certainly
possible, and perhaps even likely, I am not sure that it is unequivocally supported
by our main sources on Kumarajiva’s translation of both LP and DZDL (see n. 23
above). As far as I can see, the only argument in support of this hypothesis seems
to be the fact that base text and commentary were translated separately (as indi-
rectly suggested by Chou 2000b, 157). This is a significant argument, but it is not
irrefutable (and indeed Yinshun maintained the opposite view: see Yinshun 1990:
17-18). On the potential significance of the DZDL’s original format, see also
Chapter 5.4 (with n. 231).
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expanded than Kj, the DZDL would not be actively anticipating but sim-
ply reflecting the expansions found in the later witnesses, which would
then have to be regarded as variants already circulating when the text was
commented on. There are at least a couple of instances in which this
seems indeed to have been the case: one passage in which an expansion
echoed by the DZDL is also attested by one of the early witnesses will be
discussed in Appendix 1.2 below (see also Appendix 1.1, Passages 5.a.3
and 10.b with n. 289).

However, as we shall see, in several other cases the earlier, unex-
panded reading is explicitly referred to in the relevant commentarial
portion of the DZDL, and not just in the lemma (see Passages nos. 5, 6,
7,8, 11, and 15), thus seemingly ruling out this scenario.

3.2 The Influence of Early Exegesis on Larger
Prajiiaparamita Texts

In this section, I will present five passages exemplifying various types of
textual development in the LP which appear to be anticipated by the rele-
vant DZDL glosses. All the other occurrences of this phenomenon that I
have been able to detect are given in Appendix 1.1 below, and all
passages discussed in the main text or listed in the Appendix are given a
continuous numeration for ease of reference.

Two important general caveats should be noted here. First, throughout
this monograph, I have adopted the following schematic classification,
which is applied to all the passages discussed below (both in this chapter
and in Appendix 1.1): (earlier) unexpanded reading/(later) expanded
reading. It is important to state clearly that this practical classification is
entirely based on the particular expansion under discussion in each case,
and hence ought to be taken with a pinch of salt: witnesses put in the same
class may still display significant differences among themselves in a
number of respects.

A second point to notice concerns my translation policy. In principle,
I treat the Chinese sources translated as Chinese texts, trying to mirror,
in my English renditions, the specific ways that those texts interpret the
vocabulary and syntax of the underlying Indic originals.
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Passage 1

The simplest form of this pattern of textual variation consists in the
addition (hardly surprising, if not almost expected), in some or all of the
later texts, of a common term, often in the instrumental, to express the
cause of a certain event or state of things. A clear example is provided by
a short passage from the narrative portion at the beginning of the LP:

l.a. (Unexpanded readings):

(L.a.1) Dhr: 35K A RFTEL ~ EFEE 2 B BEEZE > =T AT A
(b By = 5% 5 SRR (T 222 [VIIT] p. 148a18-20; GZJ § 1.73).

The whole [mass] of the flowers scattered and offered by gods and
human beings [to the Buddha] rose into the sky, and [thus] the
Trichiliomegachiliocosm’® was transformed into the spontaneously
created” tower of a palace (¥, karagara).

(1.a.2) Mo: ZHFEEREEE « RAEFER B LE » BR2Et
S EREARE (T 221 [VI] p. 1c25-27).

Then all the heavenly perfumes and flowers [as well as] the beings’
perfumes and flowers, which had been scattered as an offering on the
Thus-come One, mingled in empty space, turning into a great terrace
(= kitagara).

(L.a.3) Kj: ATt > I =T R T Bt =+, DZDL = 7] E » {ERE
Ze bR AZE (T 223 [VII] p. 218a10-11; T 1509 [XXV] p. 123b11-12;
see under 1.b for a translation of this passage).

Although in this passage Dhr, Mo, and Kj differ in a number of details,
they agree in describing the transformation of the flowers (and, in Mo,

78 T have chosen this unquestionably clumsy translation in order to convey the flavour
of the Chinese Buddhist idiom sangian da gian shijie =T KT-1H5; “a world-
system consisting of a billion [worlds]” (cf. n. 83 below) might perhaps be a better
translation. Note that in the Sanskrit parallels and other Chinese translations, it is
the flowers etc. which are transformed into a kitagara.

7 On the use of ziran E 4R (which here I have rendered as “spontaneously created”)
in Dharmaraksa’s translations, see Huang 2001, and cf. also Karashima 1998: 613—
614. This is, in all likelihood, a word added by the translators to better describe the
miraculous nature of the tower. On Dharmaraksa’s translation of this passage, see
also Zacchetti 2005: 268 n. 217-218.
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also perfumes) strewn on the Buddha as a spontaneous transformation—
or, perhaps more accurately, in not making explicit the agency behind it.

The DZDL contains a gloss specifically devoted to this short passage,
in the typical catechetical question-answer form. The answer to the se-
cond question introduces the idea of the Buddha’s supernatural power as
the cause of this miracle. I quote here the portion directly relevant to our
discussion together with the lemma from Kr (the key passage is under-
lined):

1.b. (Commentary on the unexpanded reading)

(4€]  FigcEsse - REL=TARTHR L fFEEZE P EERE -
(Gwl ... ME LR AR 2 P Em A 2

EH D LAEIAORRAE > S RER  SHAK L IR
HIEAR (T 1509 [XXV] p- 123b11-17).
Siitra: The jewelled flowers which had been scattered [on the Buddha]

were transformed into a great tower [floating] in empty space high up
in this Trichiliomegachiliocosm.

Commentary: ... Question: Why does the tower remain suspended in
empty space, without falling down?

Answer: The Buddha wishes to show [it] to the beings by means of his
supernatural power (B 7, *adhisthanena?),’ to let them know that

8 Tn his translation of this passage, Lamotte (1944: 524) took shenli i#i}] as a trans-
lation of rddhibala, but this is certainly not the only possible interpretation. In
Kumarajiva’s translations, shenli is used to render a variety of Sanskrit terms (see
also Karashima 2001: 232 on the use of this word in the translation of the Sad-
dharmapundarika). Very often it corresponds to anubhava (for example, see Kj
T 223 [VIII] p. 310a3, corresponding to PvsP[K] II-III p. 177,16), and in other
instances to rddhyabhisamskara (see Weimojie suo shuo jing #EEESEFTEREE T 475
[XIV] p. 553b19, corresponding to Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 60a3—4 [ed. 2006: 99]).
Although, overall, the use of shenli as a translation of adhisthana does not seem
particularly common in Kumarajiva’s corpus, it is nevertheless sufficiently well
attested. For example, his translation of the Vimalakirtinirdesa contains several
very clear instances of this usage: e.g., in BIiF K232 )] (T 475 [XIV] p.
548c5-6; so also Xuanzang’s version, T 476 [XIV] p. 574c5), which corresponds
to atha sa devata tad adhisthanam avasrjat (Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 44b7 [ed.
2006: 73]). Other occurrences of this rendition in this text are T 475 [XIV] p.
552a21 (= Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 54b7 [ed. 2006: 91]); p. 556b14 (= Vimalakirti-
nirdesa folio 73a2 [ed. 2006: 119]); p. 557a10 (= Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 75b5 [ed.
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the Buddha is [such] a field of merit (t§H, *punyaksetra) [that having
made offerings to him] one obtains a retribution that will not be lost;

the merit of that [action] will not be extinguished until one becomes a
Buddha.

If we now turn to the group of later (specifically, post-DZDL) LP texts,
we can observe how, at a certain stage, the same idea (and probably even
the same word) made its way into the basic text. For example, this is what
we read in the corresponding passage in the PvsP(K):

l.c. (Expanded readings)

(1.c.1) tani ca sarvani uparyantarikse bhagavato 'dhisthanena trisaha-
sramahasahasralokadhatupramanam ekam kitagaram®' samsthitam
abhiit ... (PvsP[K] I-1 p. 6,23-24; cf. also PvsP[SL] ka b5, ed. von Hiniiber
1983: 196).

All those [flowers and other items which had covered the Buddha]
came to form one single vaulted house®? of the size of a billion worlds®?
up in the sky, due to the Lord’s power.

As we can see, the main difference with respect to the text commented on
by the DZDL is the addition of bhagavato ’dhisthanena.

The corresponding passage in LPG* and related texts, while differing

from PvsP(K) in several details, also contains the same addition:

8

82
83

84

2006: 122]); p. 557010 (= Vimalakirtinirdesa folio 77a6 [ed. 2006: 124]). Inciden-
tally, in most of these cases, adhisthana is also rendered as shenli in the corres-
ponding passages of Xuanzang’s version (T 476). On the notion of adhisthana, see
Watanabe Shokd’s monographic study (1982: 460-555; especially pp. 551-555 on
adhisthana in the Vimalakirtinirdesa, although this study, originally published in
1977, precedes the rediscovery of the Sanskrit text); Eltschinger 2001: 62—68;
Schmithausen 2009: 172—173 n. 497; Tournier 2014: 8—11 and passim.

On the beneficial nature of the manifestations of adhisthana, see Eltschinger
2001: 68.

PvsP(SL) ka b5: kitagarah; cf. also LPG f. 512 and S p. 22,8 as quoted below.
On kitagara see Yamabe 1999: 49-54.

In the translation of trisahasramahdsahasralokadhdatu 1 follow Radich 2015: 112
with n. 272; cf. also DZDL T 1509 (XXV) p. 113c16-24 (tr. Lamotte I p. 448).

In the edition of all passages from LPG, I use the same conventions and symbols
adopted in my edition of folios 1-27 (see Zacchetti 2005: 27); note, in particular:
() = restored aksara(s); [ ] = damaged aksara(s); < > = omitted aksara(s); { } =
superfluous aksara(s); > = avagraha (not written in the MS); -* = virama.
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(1.c.2) sarvani ca tani puspadini yavac chatradhvajapataka bhagavaty
avakirpani e samanantaram eva bhaga|va]l(to) [ 'dhi]sthanena trisaha-
sramahasahasralokadhdatupramano bhagavata upari vaihdyase miir-
dhasandhau *mahapuspadikitagarah® samsthito "bhiit* (LPG f. 5r1-2
[Zacchetti 2005: 371]; cf. S p. 22,5-8; PvsP[TibPk] nyi 7b3-5).

And all those flowers, etc., parasols, banners, and flags scattered on
the Lord, immediately, due to the Lord’s power, formed a great vaulted
house of *flowers, etc., of the size of a billion worlds in the space
above the Lord, on [his] head opening (cranial suture?).8¢

85

86

Cf. S p. 22,8; the manuscript reads mahaditpuspakiitagarah.

The obscure compound mirdhasandhi is not found in the parallels to this passage
in either S or PvsP(TibPk). This expression is attested in a handful of passages
from other Mahayana siitras, mostly in contexts very similar to the present one.
One example is this passage from the Gilgit text of the Samghata-sitra: tad bhaga-
vato mitrdhasandhau kiitagarah samsthitah, which is rendered as, “Then a pavilion
appeared in a cleft of the Bhagavat’s head” (Canevascini 1993: 66, § 160.2.4).
Other occurrences I could identify are found in the Ratnaketuparivarta (p. 21,14
and 22,3), in the Gandavyiitha (Gandavyitha-sitra[SI] p. 277,13; p. 335,9; p. 432,9),
and in the Vimalakirtinirdesa (sa ca muktaharo [so MS; ed. em. tam ca muktaharam]
dusprasahasya mirdhasamdhau muktaharakiitagaram pradurbhiitam; Vimalakirti-
nirdesa folio 26b2-3; ed. Taisho University, Tokyo 2006, p. 44).

As I mentioned elsewhere (Zacchetti 2005: 371 n. 26), long ago Prof. von
Hiniiber suggested to me that mirdhasandhi might be a parallel of the similar
expression mirdhacchidra, “head opening”, attested in the fragmentary meditation
text from Qizil usually referred to, after Schlingloff’s edition (2006 [1964]), as the
Yogalehrbuch. According to Schlingloff (2003 and 2018: 63—66), this miirdha-
cchidra has an iconographical counterpart in the hole found in the usnisa of some
Buddha statues from Gandhara (but also China: cf. Rhi 2005: 173-183, who pro-
poses a different interpretation of this feature). As far as I can see, the Yogalehr-
buch and related materials contain only a couple of occurrences of the expression
miirdhacchidra. The clearest one is in a passage from a Pelliot Collection fragment
edited by Nobuyoshi Yamabe (Pelliot Sanskrit n* rouges 9.1-6); see 9.1 recto 5
(reprinted in Schlingloff 2006: 330): miirdh(a)c(ch)i(dr)ena ca sarpistailabhyam
pirayamti, rendered by Yamabe as “they fill [the body?] through a hole on the head
with ghee and sesame oil” (ibid. p. 331). Cf. also Yogalehrbuch 165R1 (in
Schlingloff 2006: 178) for a close parallel: radalsr](ayam) miirdhna c[chlidrena
pirayati. This could also be taken as a compound, miirdhnac[chlidrena (see
Schlingloff 2003: 124 n. 67 and 2018: 122 n. 54), after BHSG p. 100 § 17.23.

Although in my translation of the LPG passage I have tentatively interpretated
miirdhasandhi in the light of its possible parallelism with mirdhacchidra, this
remains, essentially, a hypothesis—and one which is not free of problems at that.
The main problem is that, in most of the occurrences of mitrdhasandhi I have been
able to identify, this expression clearly refers to a point above which something
happens, not an opening which can be filled, as is the case with miirdhacchidra in
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Finally, the insertion of *adhisthana (using the same translation found
also in the DZDL gloss) is also attested by the corresponding passages in
Xz(S) and Xz(PvsP):

(1.c.3) Xz(S), Xz(PvsP), and Xz(Ad): ... Dbt )] » sEICE% e -
FERILE » 85 =T KT ... (T220 [V]p. 2c24-25, [VII] p. 2c1-
3 and p. 428¢3-5).

Due to the Buddha’s supernatural power, all the flower garlands, etc.,
whirled and leaped up [in the sky], coming together to form a tower of
flowers, [whose] size was equal to a trichiliomegachiliocosm.

Other instances of this type of simple, straightforward textual develop-
ment are found in Appendix 1.1 (Passages nos. 9 and 14). To be sure,
commentarial additions of this kind may at first sight appear of little
significance, and, from an aetiological point of view, could certainly be
polygenetic.’” But let us not lose sight of a crucial implication: no matter
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the passages quoted above (that this is also the opening of out which figures
emanate, as suggested by Schlingloff 2018: 64 and 66, apparently on the basis of
the same passages, seems not entirely convincing to me). The only partial exception
is one passage from the Gandavyiha (Gandavyitha-sitra[SI] p. 432,7-11) describ-
ing nets of rays ([alnekaratnavarnani rasmijalani) which descended on the miir-
dhasamdhi of Sudhana, then penetrating into all his pores, starting from the head
(tani ... sudhanasya Sresthidarakasya miirdhasamdhau nipatanti sma | tani mirdha-
nam upadaya sarvaromakiipesv anupravis’va anuprasaranti sma). In the Chinese
translations of this passage (see the versions by Buddhabhadra, Da fangguang Fo-
huayan jing K75 EHEEEEE, T 278 [IX] p. 762b4; by Slksananda T 279 [X] p.
414b6; and by Prajiia, T 293 [X] p. 798b6), the nets of rays (ﬁ‘{;fﬁif%l) are presented
as entering the crown of Sudhana’s head (AZH1TH, where ding TH is the word
corresponding to miirdhasamdhi in all these versions).

Indeed, some rather close parallels from other scriptures mention the Buddha’s
supernatural powers as the cause of similar miracles. A particularly interesting
example, which presents some significant similarities to the LPG passage quoted
under 1.c.2, occurs in the Ratmaketuparivarta (p. 21,1013 with n. 12 for the sug-
gested integration fe sarve, etc.): atha khalu (te sarve maraputra mara)kanya<h>
saganaparsadya bhagavantam muktakusumair abhyavakiran <|> tani ca muktakusu-
mani bhagavata _riddhyanubhavenanekani kotimiyutasahasrani gamganadi-
va(lukadhikani) *puspacchatrani samtisthamte sma.

Another parallel occurs in Chapter 1 of the Vimalakirtinirdesa (folio 3a7-b2;
ed. 2006: 4): samantaranihsystani ca tani ratnacchatrany atha tavad eva buddhanu-
bhavenaikam mahdaratnacchatram samsthitam | tena ca mahdaratnacchatrendyam
trisahasramahasahasro lokadhatuh sarvah samchaditah samdrsyate sma. In this
case, the reference to the Buddha’s power is already found in the earliest translation
of this scripture: {#iZ B4 —82 » BIL=TAKTEE (T 474 [XIV] p. 519¢2—
3).
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how trivial they might be, nevertheless all these expansions (even the
simplest ones, such as the one I have just discussed) do presuppose a
certain specific interpretation of the original passage—they reflect, in
other words, a certain reasoning, if an elementary one. Therefore, they
are different, for instance, from the more mechanical addition of maha-
sattva after bodhisattva found in the later Sanskrit text of the Vajra-
cchedika prajiiaparamita when compared to earlier witnesses.® There is
nothing equally mechanical in the addition of bhagavato ’dhisthanena in
the passage discussed above, simple or expected as it might be.

But the most important point to notice here is that the same inter-
pretation implied by this textual amplification (or a very similar one) is
also reflected by the relevant DZDL gloss (be this a coincidence resulting
from polygenesis or not). In fact, in this case, the relationship between
these two texts—the gloss and the subsequent expansion in the LP texts—
is even closer: the latter seems to presuppose precisely the same question
and answer found in the former.

Passage 2

Another example of this particular form of textual development, contex-
tually similar to the previous one but entailing a greater degree of
specificity, also occurs in the initial portion of the LP. Following the
miracles narrated in the prologue of the scripture, the Bodhisattva
Samantara$mi sets out from the easternmost Ratnavati world with a large
retinue to visit the Buddha Sakyamuni. While Dhr and especially Mo con-
tain very short accounts of this episode, Kr already contains a few addi-
tions, witnessing a text which is, essentially, fairly close to PvsP(K):

2.a. (Unexpanded readings)

(2.a.1) Dhr: #H £ Rl H 5 (U FE - f;—‘@ﬁHl%d%‘E%ﬁ%%}fﬁéﬁ
BN~ JER -~ HF - RIDBEEFRITERR PR K ERG
B E R IBE - TIESSRARLK > FEER T AlfE— ﬁ
(T 222 [VII] p. 148b23-28; GZJ § 1.83).

The Bodhisattva Universal Radiance (Puming i£HH, Samantara$mi)
took those gold-coloured lotuses and, together with a multitude of

8 See Harrison and Watanabe 2006: 99—-100; cf. also Nattier 2003: 53-54.
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innumerable millions, hundreds of thousands of myriads of Bodhi-
sattvas, men and women, old and young, home-dwelling and home-
leaving, offered [the lotuses] to all the Buddhas, Gods-among-Gods,*
in the East, waited on [them] and showed submission [to them], pre-
senting [them] with all sorts of flowers, perfumes, mixed perfumes,
and pounded perfumes; thereafter, he reached the Thus-Come One
Sa'lkyamuni, bowed his head to his feet, and then stood on one side.

(2.a.2) Mo: JZiF S I EiE R8T T - B8t n - 25T
ZUNT o PERTTR - Pl =i U] 156 - BUFHELRRE
AEE RS BN fE > FEE(EFE (T 221 [VII] p. 2a21-24).

At this time the Bodhisattva Universal Radiance, together with a
multitude of innumerable hundreds of thousands of Bodhisattvas,
innumerable bhiksus, good men and good women, came from the East.
[Along the way] they offered perfumes and flowers to the Buddhas
they encountered, and worshipped them. When he [Universal Radi-
ance] arrived in the Saha world and saw the Buddha Sakyamuni, he
paid homage [to him] by bowing.

(2.a.3) Kj: il > AR E B A TES B0 T 222 [K] [T]
(BHY (=) T 223 + SeBHEEfE o B SR ~ fE S NEEE P L
Eat=ng [R] () (=) 155] > B8 - 3880 BE - /PR
SHE > RiREIE - & - BEER - B - KRERE=—Fadmas T222 [£] (9]
(2] &F - K. = (8] Ut - =5 (9] 12 @
(=3 (2] () IEMHAT - 2E > HEIEE6E —m|iL, ete. (T 223
[VII] p. 218b10-15).

‘

o

Then the Bodhisattva Universal Radiance, having received the golden
coloured lotuses with thousands of petals from the Buddha Heap of
Jewels (Z&f&, Ratnakara), set out together with innumerable Bodhi-
sattvas, both home-leaving and home-dwelling, as well as young men
and women; making offerings to, showing respect to, honouring, and
praising all the Buddhas in the East, holding flowers, perfumes, strings
of jewels, fragrant ointments, pounded perfumes, fragrant unguents,
robes, banners, and parasols, he moved toward the place where the
Buddha Sakyamuni was. Having arrived there, he prostrated in
reverence to the Buddha’s feet and stood on one side, etc.

8 On tian zhong tian KK, an expression often found in texts by Lokaksema, Dhar-
maraksa, and other early translators as a rendition of bhagavat, see Karashima 2010:
482-483; Zacchetti 2005: 273 n. 256 (with further references).
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(2.a.4) PvsP(K): atha khalu samantarasmir bodhisattvo ratnakarasya
tathagatasya sakasat tani nandaratnamayani padmani grhitva suvarna-
nirbhasani sahasrapatrani anekair bodhisattvakotiniyutasatasaha-
srair grhasthaih pravrajitais ca darakair darikabhis ca sardham pari-
vrtah puraskrtah pirvasyam disi tesu ganganadibalukopamesu loka-
dhatusu buddhan bhagavatah satkurvan gurukurvan manayan pijayan
puspadhiipagandhamalyavilepanaciirnacivaracchattradhvajapataka-
vaijayantibhir yeneyam sahdalokadhatus tena sampraptah, yena ca Sa-
kyamunis tathdagatas tenopasamkrantah, upasamkramya bhagavatah
padau Sirasabhivandya ekante ’tisthat ... (PvsP[K] I-1 p. 8,19-28; cf.
PvsP[SL] ki b2—4 [von Hiniiber 1983: 198-199]).

Then the Bodhisattva SamantaraSmi, having received from the Tatha-
gata Ratnakara those lotuses made of various jewels looking like gold
and with a thousand petals, surrounded and attended by several hun-
dreds of thousands of niyuta of koti of Bodhisattvas, both householders
and renunciants, and by young men and women, honouring, worship-
ping, respecting, and revering the Buddhas, the Lords, who were in
worlds in the East as numerous as the grains of sand of the Ganges
river, with flowers, incenses, perfumes, garlands, unguents, scented
powders, robes, parasols, banners, flags, and streamers, he reached the
Saha world; and [then] he approached the place where the Tathagata
Sakyamuni was. Having done so and having bowed respectfully to the
Buddha'’s feet, he stood to one side.

The DZDL, as is characteristic of its initial portion, provides a very exten-
sive commentary, with no less than three separate sections devoted to this
passage.” The first section focuses on the Bodhisattva’s retinue, and is
the one which is of interest to us. I only quote here its initial portion,
which is relevant to our discussion:

2.b. (Commentary)
(&€] @ SIS EEE R T ESEE T - B
TERERE - eSS ~ B BHEs] -

[(Zw] [IH : 2EHSERIHERERER 2% - X
R+ (38) [R)Y E) () (=) 1ES -~ L S ER? %5

EE
ol

73
L

%0 T 1509 (XXV) pp. 130a20-131al5; tr. Lamotte I pp. 576-582.
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S AERE - EEE - AT ? REREHD ? BEHEED
R 2 ReReu el sy 2

EH: REUEAT] - R - EXREE - SN RIUBRGHT
FiE o WERFE - RN MRS - FEHCT] - INEH
BHEE S - LAY ? B B Eﬁﬁ)ﬂﬁfﬁéﬁﬁiﬁﬁi ° Y
BETR RN > UM EEEE - B —U)ER  EimEE T I0
R ES—UIBBMIRGE © FLIRAIE 73;@7%% DL B 1 FTH
EEJRISAE... (T 1509 [XXV] p. 130a20-b4).

Sutra: Then the Bodhisattva Universal Radiance (Samantara$mi),
having received the golden coloured lotuses with thousands of petals
from the Buddha Heap of Jewels, set out together with innumerable
Bodhisattvas, both home-leaving and home-dwelling, as well as young
men and women.

Commentary: Question: [While] this Bodhisattva Universal Radiance
should [certainly] be able to come [to the Saha world] due to his great
power and supernatural faculties, how can these householder and
renunciant Bodhisattvas, as well as the young men and women, attain
[the capacity to do so] on their own? The Ratnavati world (Z&tH5),
being the easternmost [Buddha-field] and a very long way [from here],
do they move by availing themselves of their own power? Or is it the
power of the Buddha Heap of Jewels (Ratnakara)? Or the power of the
Bodhisattva Universal Radiance? Or that of the Buddha Sﬁkyamuni?

Answer: It is the power of all these four persons. Some of these
householder and renunciant Bodhisattvas are non-retrogressing Bo-
dhisattvas who have attained the five super-knowledges (abhijiia), [by
whom] the four bases of supernatural power (rddhipada) have been
successfully cultivated, [and who] in previous existences [have
matured] causes [for meeting] with the Buddha Se‘lkyamuni;91 [for

°l This passage is unclear and my translation remains tentative. Lamotte’s translation
(I, 1944: 576) is rather free: “Par les quatre fondements de pouvoir miraculeux
(rddhipada), ils ont bien cultivé les causes et conditions (hetupratyava) a remplir
durant les existences antérieures (pitrvajanma) pour pouvoir se render aujourd’hui
auprés du buddha Sakyamuni”. His interpretation, which seems based on the
punctuation provided by the Taishé edition (T 1509 [XXV] p. 130a28: VI41E &
Bt A T fRI%%), is, however, syntactically implausible. That si ruyizu
VU4nE 2 should be taken as the subject of the (passive) predicate haoxiu F(Z is
also suggested by another passage in the DZDL CG&H A VUfHEFE » v{E5E—4%),
etc. [T 1509 (XXV) p. 68a26-27]; “If there are persons [by whom] the four bases
of supernatural power have been successfully cultivated, [those persons] could
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these reasons these Bodhisattvas come] availing themselves of their
own power. [But] it is also a question of the Bodhisattva Universal
Radiance’s power. Why? Those from this [retinue] whose strength is
feeble are [only] able to come thanks to the Bodhisattva Universal
Radiance’s power. It is just as when a Wheel-turning saintly king (ca-
kravartin) flies up to heavens, [his] fourfold army,*? as well as [his]
palaces and animals, all fly [with him]: because the merit of the Wheel-
turning saintly king is great, he is able to let all of [his retinue] fly
along with him.** In the present case it is the same: those whose
strength is feeble can all come due to the Bodhisattva Universal
Radiance’s power.

I will not analyse in detail LPG’s reading of this passage. But when we
compare it with its counterpart in the PvsP(K) and the early Chinese
translations, we can observe, apart from a number of minor differences,
an interesting addition (underlined below) which reflects with remarkable
precision (in content if not in wording) the DZDL gloss:

2.c. (Expanded reading)

LPG: atha samantarasmi<r> bodhisatvo mahdasatvas tasya bhagavato
ratnakarasya tathagatasyarhata<h> samyaksambuddhasyantikat tani

92

93

make their lifespan last for one kalpa, etc.”). However, I think that Lamotte’s
interpretation of yinyuan [R%% in this context is, on the whole, correct, and I have
followed it. It is also supported by a reference to this very passage found in a
subsequent portion of the DZDL: “Question: If there are the Buddhas in the ten
directions who are all expounding the Prajiaparamita, why do all the Bodhisattvas
of the ten directions come here [to listen to Sakyamuni expounding the same
teaching]? Answer: As it has been already explained in the section (zhang &) on
the Bodhisattva Universal Radiance’s coming [to the Saha world], they come
because of a causal connection with the Buddha Sakyamuni” (F]H : A5+ 724
> IR AR - TOTRE S IASUR ? B H a1 T EHEERE, P
i 0 BRI FEFBRGECK [T 1509 (XXV) p. 134c4-7)).

Si zhong bing VUfELL (*caturangabala), i.e., an army consisting of elephants,
chariots, cavalry, and infantry.

This simile is adopted also elsewhere in the DZDL.: apart from another contextually
similar passage (T 1509 [XXV] p. 123¢20-29; tr. Lamotte I, 1944: 527), it is also
used to illustrate the relationship between prajiiaparamita and the other perfections
(T 1509 [XXV] p. 638a19-23). For other parallels, see Da loutan jing K5 e%
(*Lokasthana-sitra; on this and related texts, see Lin 1949: 127 ff.) T 23 (D) p.
281a15-19; Apidamo da piposha lun 7] B2 % & K BB /D i (*Abhidharma-
mahavibhasa) T 1545 (XXVII) p. 916b29—c13.
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suvarnanirbhdasani sahasrapatrani padmani grhitvanekair bodhisatva-
kotimiyutasatasahasraih sardham grhasthaih prabrajitais ca daraka-
darikaripais ca tato buddhaksetrad antarhitah yavanta<h> pirvasyan
disi buddha bhagavantas tisthanti dhryante yapayamti e tan sarvan
satkurvan gurukurvan manayan pijayan™ puspair malyair gandhair vi-
lepanair yavac chatradhvajapatakabhir mahatya bodhisatvardhya
mahatd bodhisatvanubhavena yena sa bhagavamc chakyamunis tatha-
gato 'rhan samyaksambuddhas tenopasamkkranta-r-upasamkkramya
bhagavatah Sakyamunes tathagatasyarhatah samyaksambuddhasya
padau Sirasa vanditvaikante ’'sthad (LPG f. 6r4-8; S pp. 30,14-31,3;
PvsP[TibPk] nyi 9b6-10a3).

Then the Bodhisattva Samantarasmi, having taken from the Lord, the
Tathagata, the Arhat Ratnakara those lotuses looking like gold and
with a thousand petals, together with hundreds of thousands of niyuta
of koti of Bodhisattvas, both householders and renunciants,* with the
appearance of young men and women, having vanished from that
Buddha-field, honouring, worshipping, respecting, and revering all the
Buddhas, the Lords who existed, spent time, lived in the East with
flowers, garlands, perfumes, unguents, etc. until: parasols, banners,
and flags, due to the great supernatural power of the Bodhisattva, due
to the great empowering force (anubhdava) of the Bodhisattva, ap-
proached the place where the Tathagata, the Arhat, the Perfectly Awa-
kened Sakyamuni was. Having done so, and having bowed respect-
fully to Sakyamuni’s feet, he stood on one side.

As we can see, the passage underlined in this text seems to be addressing
exactly the question posed in the DZDL gloss, by making explicit that the
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Bodhisattva Samantarasmi and his retinue approach the Buddha Sakya-

muni thanks to the Bodhisattva’s great supernatural power (rddhi) and
empowering force (anubhava),’> which closely matches one of the possi-
bilities mentioned by the DZDL in its explanation of this passage quoted
above.

as in many others (see Zacchetti 2005: 24)

rdzu *phrul chen po dang | byang chub sems dpa’i mthu chen pos).

% MS: prabrajitais ca; interchange between v- and b- is common in this manuscript,

% This addition (mahatya bodhisatvardhya mahata bodhisatvanubhavena) is also
found in S pp. 30,20-31,1, and PvsP(TibPk) nyi 10al-2 (byang chub sems dpa’i
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The parallels to this passage found in the three LP scriptures included
in Xuanzang’s translation,’® while differing in several details from Dhr,
Mo, Kj, and PvsP(K), equally lack the expansion found in LPG. This fact
suggests that we are probably facing a textual development limited to this
particular recension. So, in this case, the relationship between gloss and
expansion is certainly more meaningful than in Passage 1: this expansion
addresses a more specific question, and—and this is particularly note-
worthy, as we shall see below—it is only attested in a particular branch
of the LP textual tradition (the LPG recension). Although this expansion
still consists in the addition of very common terms, polygenesis seems
much less likely to be at play in this case: we are beginning here to discern
the contours of a historical relationship between a particular exegetical
tradition and a specific group of LP texts.

Passage 3

This scenario becomes even more likely when we turn to other examples
of expansions anticipated by the relevant DZDL glosses, which involve
less predictable additions to the text, or modifications of it, and relatively
speaking, a higher degree of conceptual complexity, hence implying an
even more specific relationship between the commentary and the later
expanded text.

A rather clear example is provided by a short passage occurring in
Chapter 4 of Mo and K (but missing from Dhr), in a part of the LP which
is devoted to describing in detail various typologies of the Bodhisattva
career. Exactly as in the preceding example, in this case too the expanded
reading appears in only a limited part of the LP’s tradition—again, the
LPG recension.

Since in this case all of the other witnesses are very clear in sharing,
essentially, the same reading found in PvsP(K), I will quote here just the
latter (3.a) alongside the corresponding lemma in the DZDL (= Kr) and
part of the relevant gloss (3.b):

3.a. (Unexpanded readings)

santi Sariputra bodhisattva mahdasattva ye prathamacittotpadam
upadaya danaparamitayam Silaparamitayam sthitva naivam kadacid

9% See Xz(S), T 220 (V) p. 3b17-24; Xz(PvsP), T 220 (VII) p. 3a7-12; Xz(Ad), T 220
(VII) p. 429a10-16.
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apayadurgativinipatesiipapadyante yavad avinivartaniyabhiimim anu-
prapnuvanti (PvsP[K] I-1 p. 86,21-23; cf. also Mo T 221 [VII] p. 8b14-16;
Kj T 223 [VIII] p. 226b28—c2: Xz[S] T 220 [V] p. 41a7-9; Xz[PvsP] T 220
[VII] p. 20b1-3; Xz[Ad] T 220 [VII] p. 441a20-22).

There are, Sariputra, Bodhisattvas, great beings who, having estab-
lished themselves in the perfection of giving and in the perfection of
discipline since [their] initial formulation of the intention [of attaining
supreme awakening], in this way are never reborn into evil states, evil
destinies, calamitous conditions [throughout the time] until they reach
the stage of non-retrogression.

3.b. (Commentary)

(&) EFFH | AEEENEE Y2 R EE - FENEE
Ty E PR EO » SORMERE o

(Gw] ... MH: SRR EREEE - A DUER A ?

EH D FREGEAEEERA > AHIRREARE o B FER
AT > A NPEE > AREER] > SR IR ST
(T 1509 [XXV] p. 344c10-23).

Sutra: Sériputra, there are Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas who, having
established themselves in the perfection of giving and in the perfection
of discipline since [their] initial formulation of the intention [of at-
taining supreme awakening], never fall into the evil destinies [through-
out the time] until they attain the avaivartya stage.

Commentary: ... Question: If [the Bodhisattvas] do not fall into the
evil destinies as a fruit of their observance of discipline, why does [the
LP] also mention [the perfection of] giving?

Answer: While observing discipline is the root of not falling into the
evil destinies, one can also obtain the same result through the virtue of
giving.®® Furthermore, if a Bodhisattva [only] observed discipline,
even were he to avoid rebirth in the evil destinies, when born among

97 [Note: Zacchetti noted that it is peculiar that there is no element corresponding to
this passage in Dhr.—Eds.]

%8 This statement might echo a canonical passage; cf. for example Majjhima-nikaya
IIT p. 205, 11-15, where giving of food, etc. to ascetics and brahmins is presented
as being conducive, after death, to either a positive rebirth (sugatim saggam lokam
upapajjati) or, in case of a human rebirth, to being wealthy (mahabhoga); see also
n. 99 below for further references.
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men, he would be poor, and could benefit neither himself nor others.
It is for this reason that he practises [also the perfection of] giving [thus
avoiding poverty in a future life].

Accounting for its base text’s wording (especially when it may appear
redundant, as it often does) is one of the main concerns of the DZDL. In
that spirit, this gloss raises a question which is not entirely unreasonable:
why does the LP mention here two forms of virtuous practice (two para-
mitas), but only one type of karmic result? If we now turn to the corres-
ponding passage in LPG, we can see that it contains an expansion (na
kadacid daridryam nigacchamti, “[having established themselves in the
perfection of giving] ... they never become poor”) which seems to address
precisely this issue, and it does so precisely along the lines suggested by
the second explanation provided in the DZDL gloss:

3.c. (Expanded reading)

asti Saradvatiputra bodhisatva mahasatva<h> prathamacittotpadam
upadaya danaparamitayam Silaparamitayam sthitva na kaddacid dari-
dryam nigacchamti  na durgativinipatam prapatamti e yavan navai-
vartyabhiimim anuprapnuvamti (LPG f. 30v8-10; cf. S p. 280,3-6; PvsP
[TibPk] nyi 69b7-70al).

There are, Saradvatiputra, Bodhisattvas, great beings who, having es-
tablished themselves in the perfection of giving and in the perfection
of discipline since [their] initial formulation of the intention [of attain-
ing supreme awakening], never become poor nor fall into the calamity
constituted by the evil destinies [throughout the time] until they reach
the stage of non-retrogression.

The position of this addition (preceding na durgativinipatam prapatamti,
and thus symmetrically matching the—totally natural—position of dana-
paramitayam before stlaparamitayam sthitva) makes it almost visually
clear that this is intended as the specific outcome of the practice of the
perfection of giving. Of course, from a doctrinal point of view, there is
nothing surprising in the interpretation underlying this addition: the rela-
tionship established by the commentary between lack of giving and an
impoverished rebirth is based on a common understanding of karma, and
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in fact the DZDL is here, very probably, implicitly referring to a sitra of
the Karmavibhanga type.”

And yet, again, this is not the point. From the perspective of the textual
history of this particular scripture, what really matters is another fact:
there seems to be little doubt that the expansion found in the LPG recen-
sion implies exactly the same line of thought we find spelled out in the
DZDL gloss. Why should the transmitters of this text have added that
sentence—na kadacid daridryam nigacchamti (““[the Bodhisattvas] never
become poor”’)—if they did not feel the need to introduce a grain of
symmetry into the passage? And this is the same need we can also per-
ceive in the question found in the DZDL’s passage: if the cultivation of
the Silaparamita (silaparamitayam sthitva) can be clearly linked to the
avoidance of an unfavourable rebirth (na durgativinipatam prapatamti),
then surely the practice of danaparamita should also lead to some specific
consequences!

Passage 4

While my next example only involves the insertion of one single term, it
has greater significance from a doctrinal point of view and, for this reason,
in this case, the relationship between commentary and expanded reading
is likely to entail an even higher degree of specificity. The passage in
question is part of a long exposition of the faculties known as the “five
eyes”, and deals specifically with the “pure Buddha eye” of a Bodhisattva
(bodhisattvasya ... parisuddham buddhacaksuh), which is described as the
attainment, by the Bodhisattva, of a series of attributes or qualities typical
of a Buddha. It is this list of attributes which is the important point for the
purpose of our discussion. In typical LP fashion, each witness presents
some variants and expansions not found in all the other versions, with
rather complex patterns of agreement.

% For a convenient overview of this literature, see Analayo 2011: 767-768, with
notes. Our key passage in the DZDL gloss (45 A tF &g, “when born among men,
he would be poor”) corresponds almost verbatim to sace manussattam dagacchati ...
appabhogo hoti, in the Pali Cilakammavibhanga-sutta (Majjhima-nikaya 111 [no.
135] p. 205,6-10; cf. Analayo 2011: 772-773). See also the corresponding siitra
(no. 170) in the Chinese Madhyamagama (Zhong ahan jing "[u[-&4E T 26 [1] p.
705¢19-20: 74 A\ » =G HAY7). As pointed out by Analayo (2014: 84-85 with
n. 108), “The popular appeal of this simple correlation of karma and its fruit can
be seen in the vast number of parallel versions extant for this discourse”.
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A first group of witnesses—Mo (which has the shortest reading), Dhr,

Kj, PvsP(K)—while containing more or less expanded versions of this
passage, presents the same list of Buddha attributes with which the
Bodhisattva becomes endowed:

4.a. (Unexpanded readings)

(4a.1) Mo: &FIFREIHEE © " RBEEGMRIES?

s " OESH= SESE - HED - TERTR - T
O /R REERTE - BEEIRAT st E VRS - EEAR
RN FEYIRNEso (R U] [H];T=:#] fSERE - &FH
R ETERP =0 SRR - (T 221 [VI] p. 9621-27).
Sariputra asked the Buddha: “What is the Bodhisattva’s obtaining the
purity of the Buddha eye?”

The Buddha replied: “Having attained the vajrasamdadhi, [the Bodhi-
sattva] acquires the sarvajiiata, the Buddha’s ten powers, the four
forms of fearlessness, cultivation of the four equanimities,'® the
eighteen unshared [buddhadharmas], the great loving-kindness, and
the great compassion. What this Bodhisattva’s eye sees are all the
circumstances(?)'°! of all dharmas: there is no event he does not see,
no sound he does not hear, no thing he does not remember, %> no
dharma he is not aware of. This, Sﬁriputra, is the Bodhisattva’s
attaining [the state of] abhisambuddha, acquiring the eye of supreme
perfect awakening(?).”1%
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VU0, is a common early term used with reference to the four brahmaviharas;
the other versions list here the expected four pratisamvids.

[Note: Zacchetti had here a fragmentary note showing that he intended to supply
further references on the VU /four brahmaviharas. We cannot know what he
had in mind, but as a start one might see e.g., T 222 (VIII) p. 153a16, and Zacchetti
2005: 337 for this particularly in Dhr; Maithrimurthi 1999 is a survey on the four
brahmaviharas in general.—Eds.]

—4YJR 5 is unclear: cf. PvsP(K)/LPG: sarvair akaraih/sarvakarair?

2%, to be read zhi; cf. LPG: nasti kimcid ... asmrtam.

Or, perhaps, “the eye of a supremely, perfectly awakened one”. It is interesting
that while, on the whole, Mo presents the shortest version of this passage, its final
sentence (& By BE S FAHME = > 5% E42HR), though not free of problems,
seems to reflect, in part, the expanded reading found in Dhr, Kj, and S (300,22-
301,2): idam Saradvatiputra bodhisattvasya mahdsattvasyanuttaram samyaksam-

bodhim abhisambuddhasya parisuddham buddhacaksuh (cf. also PvsP[TibPk]!).
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(4.2.2) Dhr: &AM © " EABE-LALHRS? |

& AEE - TR AL AT R FEE - Sl Zm=FRIEZ
Hig —UsE@E: ~ 2+77 ~ DUERTR ~ WAkt ~ /R Sk
Zik o~ RE -~ R 2TRERER  HE—UIME - R—UE -
AT EATAE]  EAIRE  EATAE - 2 S8 BER
TS EIEE 208 > IR > JyRE R SR - ) (T 222
[VII] p. 159b7-15).

Sariputra asked the Buddha: “What is the purity of the Buddha eye of
the Awakener,'™ the Great Being?’

The Buddha replied to Sariputra: ‘The Awakener, the Great Being,
[...]'% having attained the vajropamasamadhi,'® [having become]
provided with the all-penetrating insight,!®’ the ten powers of the
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The precise meaning of kaishi fi+ (and the closely related form [+, mainly
occurring as variant), a translation of bodhisattva common in some early trans-
lations (see Nattier 2008: 96; 136), is not entirely clear, and provisionally I have
adopted Arthur Link’s rendition (1957: 7; cf. also Ziircher 2014: 429 n. 15:
“Revealer”). The earliest translation to use kaishi is the Fa jing jing £§54% T 322
(a version of the Ugrapariprccha translated by An Xuan and Yan Futiao in the
late second century CE). While it does not provide a definition of this term, this
text contains an occurrence of kai 5 (as part of the disyllabic word kaidao FiZ)
which might corroborate, albeit very indirectly, Link’s interpretation: {{Z[6E
FfiE FIFEERZE > (T 322, p. 19b16-17); “as to that ‘hunger-dispeller’ (FEE,
i.e., bhiksu; see Nattier 2008: 91), [the householder Bodhisattva] enlightens and
exhorts him by means of the Supreme True Way (anuttara- samyaksambodhi-)”.
My rendition of this passage, which is very tentative, takes into account the corres-
ponding passage in the Tibetan version (as rendered by Nattier 2003: 277 § 20F),
although it is possible that the Fa jing jing reflects here a very different text.

I am unable to understand the string FffF KB4 357, which I leave untrans-
lated; it might be partly corrupt. However, if we take ff 7E7E as representing
bodhicitta, this passage might correspond in part to bodhicittanantaram (*“immedi-
ately after the thought of awakening”), which is found both in PvsP(K) and LPG.
On the vajropamasamadhi, see n. 115 below. The odd syntax of the string £:[fll >
I =B 137, with the object ~=Hf construed, without preposition, before the verb
1F%Z (the string being a calque of samdadhim sam-avy pad), has several parallels in
Dharmaraksa’s corpus (see Karashima 1998: 586-587; Zacchetti 2005: 257 n.
105).

HRR—VJzE@E corresponds to sarvakarajiiatam anuprapnoti in PvsP(K)/LPG.
Note, however, that the verb juzu ELJ¢ in Dhr takes as objects the whole list of
Buddha qualities (cf. samanvagatah/samanvagato bhavati in the Skt. versions),
and not just sarvakarajiiata. The extremely rare expression yigie zhutonghui —1J]
i (here = sarvakarajiiata) is a variation of zhutonghui 53EEZ:, which is well
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Thus-come One, the four forms of fearlessness, the four forms of
discriminative knowledge, the eighteen unshared dharmas of the
Buddhas, the great loving-kindness and the great compassion, as for
the [Buddha] eye [obtained by] an Awakener, a Great Being,'® he
comprehends all buddhadharmas'® without exception: with respect to
the buddhadharmas, there is nothing he does not see, nothing he does
not hear, without any limitation, there is nothing he does not penetrate.
Sﬁriputra, it is when this Awakener, this Great Being, becomes su-
premely awakened, having attained the Supreme, Correct, and True
Way,'! that he is able to obtain in full the purity of the Buddha eye.

(4.2.3) Kj: &FFREME © T2 > SISHEEETRERILSE 2

EEfldh T ASEEE R E O XEANEH =R > 15—
TR o BIFEEL 77 ~ THMRATER ~ PUMERIRY ~ /U304 - R%& -
KA - BEhEEE A — VS » —UNAT AR R ~ AR
FERA ~ AR - SHIE > B A S EEESIRLE ==
EREIF IR (T 223 [VII] p. 228a16-24).

Sariputra asked the Buddha: “World-honoured One, what is the
Bodhisattva Mahasattva’s purity of the Buddha eye?”

The Buddha replied to Sariputra: “There are Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas
who, after the intention of seeking awakening,'!! having entered in the
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etc. (see Karashima 1998: 602—603; Zacchetti 2005: 288 n. 365).

[Note: Zacchetti noted some hesitation about how to interpret the phrase 2 T-fd
+-K+HR. (1) He considered the possibility that ZF could mean “reach, attain”;
or “with regard to”; or “so far as”, i.e., an ellipsis indicator like Pali pe (= peyalam);
(2) he noted that although the “eye” here appears, on the surface, to be a so-called
“*bodhisattva-mahasattva-eye”, context and parallels show that it should in fact
be a Buddha-eye under discussion. We have tried to reflect in the translation we
settled upon what appeared to be his preferred reading among these options, but
note the others here.—Eds.]

Note that in none of the other versions is the omniscience acquired by the Bodhi-
sattva specifically focused on the buddhadharmas.

gt DIE R 2 > ik IES corresponds to (bodhisattvasya) ... anuttaram
samyaksambodhim abhisambuddhasya in S (pp. 300,22-301,1); cf. also n. 103
above.

SRR LK EE might correspond to bodhicittanantaram (“immediately after the
thought of awakening”), on which see n. 114 below. It is true that, at first sight,
the most natural way of punctuating this sentence from the viewpoint of Chinese

Rt

syntax would be as SK{f#iE.() > K AAE M =kE. However, it seems to make
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vajropamasamddhi, attain the knowledge of all aspects (—tJJfE%Y,
sarvakarajiiatd). Then they accomplish the ten powers, the four forms
of fearlessness, the four forms of unobstructed insight,!'? the eighteen
unshared dharmas, the great loving-kindness, and the great com-
passion. For these Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas, due to the knowledge of
all aspects, with respect to all dharmas, there is no dharma they do not
see, hear, know, remember. Sariputra, this is the purity of the Buddha
eye when the Bodhisattva Mahasattva has attained the anuttara- sam-
yaksambodhi-.

(4.2.4) Xz(Ad): B> EFFEAMHS © THE > SfSEEES
IR 2 FhEEFT 0 T SE R E o SO MR > A
WE > 5 —YIMEE > BT ~ TUEERTE - DUMEREE - + /R 3t
E RE S R KE -~ K 5/300R - 5530 e FH S LEER
TR R > AT AR AT SERTAE - SFIT 0 B RAEIEE
SEEFARIR o (T 220 [VII] p. 443b5-11).

Then Sariputra asked the Buddha: “World-honoured One, how does
the Bodhisattva Mahasattva obtain the pure Buddha eye?”

The Buddha replied: “Sariputra, the Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas having
entered, at no interval from the bodhicitta, the Vajra-like concentration,
attain the knowledge of all aspects, [thus] accomplishing the ten forces
of the Buddhas, the four forms of fearlessness, the four unobstructed
understandings, the eighteen unshared dharmas of the Buddhas, the
great loving-kindness, the great compassion, the great sympathetic joy,
the great equanimity, !'3 [thus] obtaining the pure Buddha eye.
Through the obtainment of this eye, there is nothing that all Bodhi-
sattvas Mahasattvas do not see, nothing they do not hear, nothing they
do not realise, nothing they do not remember. Sariputra, this is the
Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas’ obtaining the pure Buddha eye”.

more sense to take the whole string giu fodao k{7 (a very common stock ex-
pression in both Kj and DZDL) as a modifier of xin .(» (also in view of the Sanskrit
parallel), rather than giu 3K as an independent predicate and fodao xin {fE3E /[ as
its object. On uses of cidi ZX&5 in Medieval Chinese which are partly similar to
the present occurrence, see Dong and Cai 1994: 77 (even though all the examples
they quote are rather late). One problem with my analysis, which remains a work-
ing hypothesis, is that before cidi ZXZ one would normally expect a verbal sen-
tence (such as 3K, etc.).

112 4ERA%Y is a variant of ffEREE%Y, which is a common translation of pratisamvid (see
Lamotte III p. 1614).

3 Da xi, da she KEZ ~ K¥&: cf. LPG: mahamuditaya mahopeksaya.
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(4.a.5) PvsP(K): Sdriputra aha: katamad Bhagavan bodhisattvasya
mahasattvasya parisuddham buddhacaksuh? Bhagavan aha: yac
Chariputra bodhisattvo mahdasattvo bodhicittanantaram vajropamam
samadhim samapadya ekacittaksanasamayuktaya prajiiaya sarvakara-
Jiiatam anuprapnoti, dasabhis tathagatabalaih samanvagatah, catur-
bhir vaisaradyais catasrbhih pratisamvidbhir astadasabhir avenikair
buddhadharmair mahamaitrya mahakarunaya ca samanvagatah, yena
ca caksusa bodhisattvena mahdasattvena nasti kificid adystam vasrutam
sattvasya mahasattvasya parisuddham buddhacaksuh (PvsP[K] I-1 pp.
97,23-98,2).

Sariputra asked: “What is, Lord, the pure Buddha eye of the Bodhi-
sattva, the Great Being?”

The Lord replied: “Sariputra, if the Bodhisattva, the Great Being,
immediately after the thought of awakening,!''* having entered the
Vajra-like concentration (vajropama- samadhi-),'" attains the know-
ledge of all aspects [of dharmas] through insight associated with one

11

'

115

Given the context (attainment of the sarvakarajiiata), and in light of the DZDL
gloss (with its mention of the tenth bhiimi), here bodhicitta does not seem to refer
to the initial formulation of the intention of attaining awakening. If so, one
wonders if this expression, bodhicittanantaram (not found in Mo), which puzzled
Conze (see 1975: 79 n. 40), might not parallel specific doctrinal developments in
the conception of bodhicitta/cittotpada. One can think, for example, of classifi-
cations which included forms of citfotpada linked to the final stages of the Bodhi-
sattva’s career, such as the fourfold scheme found in the Mahayanasitralamkara
(IV.2, Lévi 1907-1911, vol. 1 p. 14,5-6 and 9), whose last item, called “without
hindrances” (Gvaranavarjita/anavaranika) (and suggestively so, from the point of
view of our discussion, as we shall see), is assigned to the buddhabhiimi (see
Wangchuk 2007: 271-272, and more generally the whole of Chapter 8, pp. 235—
275, on various traditional classifications of bodhicitta). However, I have not been
able to find a more specific link with the present LP passage.

The attainment of the vajropamasamadhi (for useful references see Martini 2011:
178 n. 131) entails the complete severance of all defilements and hence constitutes
a key juncture in the path to liberation as presented in the Sarvastivadin Abhi-
dharma: see Abhidharmakosabhasya IV.112b (p. 267) and V1.44d (pp. 364-365);
tr. de La Vallée Poussin 1923—-1931, vol. 3 p. 231 (with n. 1) and vol. 4 pp. 227-
229; see also Dhammajoti 2015: 380, 382 and passim. The development of the
notion of vajropamasamdadhi in the Sarvastivadin Abhidharma is discussed by E.
Frauwallner (1995: 177-178), while on its use in Mahayana literature, see Wata-
nabe 2005 (and especially pp. 199-202 on occurrences in LP texts) and Zhao 2018:
207 and 210-215. On this notion see also Radich 2011 (2012): 276-279, note also
that the present PvsP passage is also briefly discussed by D. Seyfort Ruegg (1989:
167).
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single moment of thought,!!® he [then becomes] provided with the ten
powers of the Tathagata, the four forms of fearlessness, the four
special knowledges, the eighteen special qualities of the Buddhas, the
great loving-kindness, and the great compassion. And there is nothing
that is not seen, or not heard, or not understood, or not known''” in all
aspects by the Bodhisattva, the Great Being, by means of this eye. Such,
Sariputra, is the pure Buddha eye of the Bodhisattva, the Great Being”.

The DZDL comments quite extensively on this passage, but it is only the
initial portion of the gloss that is relevant to our discussion. Here the com-
mentary gives a concise summary of the process leading to the attainment
of the qualities which are said to constitute the buddhacaksus:

4.b. (Commentary)

(&) SFFEafhs @ "HE | ZTESEESEIRF 2 | etc.
(as quoted above under Kj, in 4.a.3).

(Gm] ®H - FEdthh > ARNREE HE-UEE -
T AL =Bk > BRI E - BN S aE bt ARa - R4 fhiR -
Fral — VIR ~ 77 ~ DUSRATER - DUSEREE - JIERZE - KRAEES
Thi® > B4 TR S (T 1509 [XXV] p. 350b19-23).

Siitra: Sariputra asked the Buddha: “World-honoured One, what is the
Bodhisattva Mahasattva’s purity of the Buddha eye?” etc.

The Commentary explains: a Bodhisattva, established on the tenth
bhumi, perfects the six paramitas until [he attains] the knowledge of
all aspects (*sarvakarajiiatd). When the Bodhisattva enters the
vajropamasamadhi and destroys all the [residual] impressions of
defilements,!!® he immediately obtains the Buddhas’ liberation which
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This expression, ekacittaksanasamayuktaya prajiiaya, is found, in this passage,
only in PvsP(K), though it occurs elsewhere in LPG (see f. 297r3; see Conze 1974:
102). It is noteworthy that it seems to have played an important role in Lokottara-
vadin descriptions of the Buddha’s instantaneous awakening, as shown by some
parallels from the Mahavastu (see Tournier 2017: 35-36).

For a parallel of this formula occurring in Pali commentarial literature (Mano-
rathapiirani) to describe the Buddha’s omniscience, see Analayo 2014: 119 with
n. 67.

The DZDL interprets the expression fannaoxi JE1& 7 as “residual odour of
defilements” (fEf4E ZEEER; T 1509 [XXV] p. 260c¢2; tr. Lamotte IV p.
1760). Kj contains several occurrences of this term, usually corresponding to the
compound (sarva)-vasananusamdhiklesa- “(all) the defilements connected to
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is free from hindrances (Z&{ihfEBEERR, *anavarana- buddhavimo-
ksa),'*® then producing the Buddha eye. All the various qualities [char-
acteristic of a Buddha] such as the knowledge of all aspects, the ten
forces, the four forms of fearlessness, the four forms of unobstructed
insight, etc., up to the great loving-kindness and the great compassion,
are defined as the Buddha eye.

In contrast with the descriptions found in the various LP versions of this
passage quoted above (under 4.a.1-4), here this process is depicted as
being centred on an attainment called *anavarana- buddhavimoksa, “un-
hindered Buddha liberation”. And it is precisely this term that we find
added (alongside other items: mahamudita and mahopeksa in LPG) in
texts of the LPG recension, at the end of the list of qualities with which
the Bodhisattva is endowed (the location of this addition at the end of the
list may also be meaningful):

119

residues [of past deeds]”. See, for example, #% ... BPEEE (T 223 [VII] p.
219a24) corresponding to sarvavasananusandhiklesan prahatukamena in LPG
(see GZJ § 1.109 in Zacchetti 2005: 173 and 288 n. 366); Er—UIEEE (T 223
[VII] p. 362b15) = sarvavasananusandhiklesaprahanam (LPG f. 233r, not
included in the recent facsimile edition: see Karashima et al. 2016: vii—viii; ed.
Conze 1962: 71); see also T 223 (VIII) pp. 375¢27-376a3 and cf. LPG f. 253r, ed.
Conze 1962: 149; —YEEE &35 (T 223 [VII] p. 378b21) corresponding to
sarvavasananusamdhiklesah prahasyante in PvsP (K) V p. 137,24. T have not been
able to study the use of fannaoxi JE%7 in Kumarajiva’s corpus with any degree
of systematicity, but even so, its correspondence with sarvavasananusamdhiklesa-
seems confirmed by other texts, although it also occurs corresponding to other
related terms. For example, in Kumarajiva’s translation of the Vimalakirtinirdesa
there are two occurrences of this term: EEES (Weimojie suo shuo jing T 475
[XIV] p. 542c3), corresponding to sarvavasananusamdhiklesavigata in the San-
skrit text (folio 21b3 [ed. 2006: 36]); and YIFREESE (T 475 [XIV] p. 547b9),
corresponding to tathagatasya klesavasana (folio 39b5-6 [ed. 2006: 65]).

For a parallel supporting the obvious and semantically unproblematic equivalence
wu’ai jietuo FEGHEAT = anavaranavimoksa from Kumarajiva’s corpus, see his
translation of the Vimalakirtinirdesa (T 475 [XIV] p. 537a13): i ZZ (R HEwHE
fifi, corresponding to anavaranavimoksapratisthitaih in the Sanskrit text (Chapter
1 § 3, folio 1b5, ed. 2006: p. 1). Note that Lamotte (IV n. 1 p. 1829) wrongly
conjectured asarigavimoksa (or apratihatavimoksa) as the original of fERFREH.
Compare also n. 388, n. 409, on other attempts by Lamotte to reconstruct the
underlying Sanskrit for wu’ai jietuo. For the attainment of anavaranavimoksa im-
mediately after vajropamasamadhi, see also Passage 14 in Appendix 1.
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4.c. (Expanded readings)

(4.c.1) LPG: aha e katamat punar bhagavan bodhisatvasya maha-
satvasya parisuddham buddhacaksuh bhagavan aha e yac charadvati-
putra bodhisatvo mahdasatvo bodhicittanantaram bajropamam sama-
dhim samapadya sarvakarajiiatam anuprapnoti e sa dasabhis tatha-
gatabalaih samanvagato bhavati e caturbhi<r> v[ail§aradyais catasr-
bhih pratisamvidbhi{ h}r astadasabhir avenikair buddhadharmair ma-
hamaitrya mahakarunaya mahamuditaya mahopeksaya anavaranena
ca_buddhavimoksena samanvagato bhavati'® e ta<d a>sya'* caksur
vena caksusa bodhisatvena mahasatvena sarvakarair nasti kimcid ad-
rstam asrutam asmrtam avijiiatam || idam Saradvatiputra bodhisatva-
sya mahasatvasya parisuddham buddhacaksuh (LPG f. 34v4—6; cf. S pp.
300,13-301,2; PvsP[TibPk] nyi 77a8-b4).

[Sz‘iradvaﬁputra] asked: “What, Lord, is the pure Buddha eye of the
Bodhisattva, the Great Being?”

The Lord replied: “Sariputra, if the Bodhisattva, the Great Being,
immediately after the thought of awakening, having entered the Vajra-
like concentration,'?? attains the knowledge of all aspects [of dharmas],
he [then] becomes provided with the ten powers of the Tathagata, he
becomes provided with the four forms of fearlessness, the four special
knowledges, the eighteen special qualities of the Buddhas, the great
loving-kindness, the great compassion, the great sympathetic joy, the
great equanimity, and the unhindered Buddha liberation (anavarana-
buddhavimoksa-). That is his eye, by means of which there is nothing
that is not seen, not heard, not remembered, or not known in all aspects
by the Bodhisattva, the Great Being. This, Saradvatiputra, is the pure
Buddha eye of the Bodhisattva, the Great Being”.

12
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PvsP(TibPk) nyi 77b here reads sangs rgyas kyi chos rnam par thar pa bsgribs pa
med pa dang ldan pa yin; cf. PvsP(TibD) ka 75b3, which has instead the expected
sangs rgyas kyi [dots in a space of two letters] rnam par thar pa bsgribs pa med
pa dang ldan pa yin. The mistaken insertion of chos in the Peking edition might
perhaps be due to the influence of sangs rgyas kyi chos ma ’dres pa (= avenikair

buddhadharmair in LPG) in the previous line. [In a personal communication

of

25 May, 2018, Jonathan Silk said that he thinks that the dots appearing in the
Derge are likely to be a correction; cf. Lithang Paiicavimsatisahasrika f. 73a5:

sangs rgyas kyi rnam par thar pa bsgribs pa med pa dang ldan pa yin].

21t § p- 300,21 and PvsP(TibPk) nyi 77b: de ni de’i myig ste.
122 MS: bajropamam samadhim; cf. above n. 94.
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This particular expansion—the addition of the term anavarana- buddha-
vimoksa, or, rather, a related form (*anavaranavimoksa?)—is also shared
by XZ(S) and Xz(PvsP), with some interesting variants (especially in the
former, which has the most expanded version of this passage):

(4.c.2) Xz(S): @ > SFITEAGS © TS S EEEES
TPHRR 2

WERSFEMNTE + TE&AT  HEEEE - SROER > As
W E > S VAR - BT IEl/mﬁﬁr VUSEBRERE - REE

RAE j(ﬂ L REE /U A EEE B - AR R
THE o BN ROt R AR AR ~ BHR - D%EB%@ETK;%@{?#D%%?%

{#EE’E}E—WEE BRI AT AR SR AT
5L SERT R VARV - AT > BREEEES

IR o SR u%*“* FESE S S F IR - R UEE T
fBBHR o | (T 220 [V]p. 44, c16-27).

At that time, Sariputra asked the Buddha: “World-honoured One, how
does the Bodhisattva Mahasattva obtain the pure Buddha eye?”

The Buddha replied to the Life-possessing (EL.5, ayusmat) Sﬁriputra:
“Sariputra, the Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas having entered, at no inter-
val from the bodhicitta, the Vajra-like concentration, attain the
knowledge of all aspects, [thus] accomplishing the ten forces, the four
forms of fearlessness, the four unhindered understandings, the great
loving-kindness, the great compassion, the great sympathetic joy, the
great equanimity, the eighteen unshared dharmas of the Buddhas, and
other such immeasurable, unlimited, inconceivable, excellent qualities.
At that time, they accomplish the unhindered, unobstructed libera-
tion'?* [and(?)] the Buddha eye.!>* From the acquisition of such a pure
Buddha eye, the Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas surpass the range of the

123 1 take wu zhang wu ai fE[ESERE, found in both Xz(S) and Xz(PvsP), as just a
varied rendition of anavarana (= fi&[&HRE). One possible explanation of this vari-
ation is that, in this way, Xuanzang tried to differentiate the rendition of anavara-
navimoksa from the very similar #EREf#, his usual translation of pratisamvid,
which occurs shortly before this very passage.

Or: “the Buddha eye of [or: consisting in?] unhindered, unobstructed liberation”?
My interpretation of the string ff & i 55% fif2 B2 (5 R remains tentative. In the
parallel passage in Xz(PvsP), i [& i 55¢ fi#2fii is simply listed after the other
qualities accomplished by the Bodhisattvas, thus seemingly coming close to
LPG’s reading. However, even there the presence of {fili} at the end of the list
makes the context different from that of the Sanskrit parallels.

124
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insight of all Disciples and Solitary Awakened Ones (sravakas and
pratyekabuddhas), there is nothing they do not see, nothing they do not
hear, nothing they do not realise, nothing they do not remember, seeing
all aspects with respect to all dharmas. Sariputra, this is the
Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas’ attaining the pure Buddha eye. Sariputra,
it is only when they are about to attain supreme prefect bodhi that the
Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas obtain such a pure Buddha eye”.

(4.c.3) Xe(PvsP): B &FITHEM © |12 S ST
PR 2

s - e EEERRE o SROER . ASEIEE > 5V
R > BREbGE 7 ~ DUMERTE - DUMEREAE - K2 - KIE- KE - K
o~ /AL ~ SRR - FRER o ST H LL ARER
E—U R - MEEERR > EATAR - TR - EArAE -
AT > N—UNER—UM - &FF » BASERE R $H
R o | (T 220 [VII] p. 22b25—c4).

Then Sariputra asked the Buddha: “World-honoured One, what is the
Bodhisattva Mahasattva’s pure Buddha eye?”

The Buddha replied: “Sﬁriputra, the Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas having
entered, at no interval from the bodhicitta, the Vajra-like concentration,
attain the knowledge of all aspects, [thus] accomplishing the ten forces,
(etc., as above) ... the eighteen unshared dharmas of the Buddhas, the
unhindered, unobstructed liberation [and(?)] the Buddha eye (cf. n.
124 above). Through this eye, the Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas surpass
the range of the insight of all Disciples and Solitary Awakened Ones
[etc., as abovel].... Sﬁriputra, this is called the pure Buddha eye of the
Bodhisattvas Mahasattvas”.

The reading offered by Xz(S) (4.c.2) is of particular interest, for, unlike
Xz(PvsP), it clearly sets the attainment of the *anavaranavimoksa apart
from that of the other categories listed here: by having it introduced by
the formula FFHFAKEL (“At that time, they accomplish”), this attainment
is portrayed as a separate step leading to the attainment of the Buddha
eye, thus coming closer to the DZDL’s interpretation of the passage.

A more detailed analysis of the term anavarana- buddhavimoksa and
related forms will be provided in Appendix 2 below, where I discuss the
use of this term in the DZDL, as well as some of its occurrences in other
sources, especially Mahayana siitra literature. Here I will confine myself
to two main remarks concerning this specific passage.
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First, the series of Buddha attributes (ten forces, four assurances, etc.)
is very frequent in LP texts, where it tends to form a textually stable list.
However, as far as I have been able to determine, the anavarana- buddha-
vimoksaf*anavaranavimoksa is not at all common in Prajiiaparamita
literature. In other words, while the sequence of the ten rathagatabala,
four vaisaradya, etc., up to the eighteen avenikabuddhadharma is a well-
established stock list (often with the addition of mahamaitri and maha-
karuna, and further expansions, such as mahamudita mahopeksa in the
LPG recension and in Xz[PvsP] and Xz[S])—a matrka, in effect (cf.
Lamotte III p. 1505)—the anavarana- buddhavimoksa/*anavaranavi-
moksa is not part of that list.' In fact, this expression does not seem to
occur in the whole of the PaiicavimsSatisahasrika edited by Kimura. And
in the entirety of the immense Da banreboluomiduo jing KFEFS 7 455
%4 T 220 translated by Xuanzang, apart from the passage discussed
here, there seems to be only one other clear occurrence of this expression,
as the name of a samadhi."*® In T 223, moreover, it only occurs within the
same list of samadhis ((S-HEREFENR =k, T 223 [VII] p. 417¢29). This is
all the more remarkable, given the well-known propensity of LP texts for
repetition, especially of stock lists of terms.

Secondly, as will be detailed in Appendix 2, in contrast with the
scenario described above, the notion of anavaranavimoksa plays an
important role in the DZDL, even more so from a qualitative point of
view than from a merely quantitative (although the quantitative perspec-
tive too is far from insignificant, as the term occurs almost fifty times in
the commentary). In particular, there are passages of the commentary

125 Note, however, that the term occurs in two DZDL passages as part of lists of terms
quite close to that found in our Passage 4: see T 1509 [XXV] p. 174c¢3-11 and p.
180a5-10. Yet these are passages from the commentary (and a commentary in
which, as I have pointed out above and will show in detail in Appendix 2, this
notion plays a uniquely important role), so I do not think that they have any
bearing on my argument. Incidentally, in his translation of both passages, Lamotte
(IT p. 949 and 982)—wrongly, I think—interpreted fEREEfZENT as referring to the
four pratisamvids (VUEREFEY) and the eight vimoksas (/\fi#51), and not as forming,
as it does, one single expression.

126 This occurs in Xz(S), in the section corresponding to the Sadaprarudita chapter in
the Astasahasrika: FEGRHERT =EEHE (T 220 [VI] p. 1061c14-15; cf. Astasahasrika
p- 941,10: anavaranavimoksaprapto nama samadhih). Another possible parallel is
found in the sixth section of the Da banreboluomiduo jing KSR 224K,
which according to Hikata (1958: xv) has no Sanskrit or Tibetan parallel: EL /¢ 4
BEsh AP (T 220 [VI] p. 950b9)
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which attribute important functions to this faculty. For example, accord-
ing to one passage (T 1509 [XXV] p. 265c1—4; tr. Lamotte IV pp. 1829—
1830), this is the form of jiiana which enables one to know the citta and
caitasika of all the beings (see below, Appendix 2, Passage 2, p. 187).

In short, there are enough facts suggesting that the insertion of this
term in the various witnesses quoted above (Passages 4.c.1-3) may reflect
a specific doctrinal interpretation, arguably the same found in the cor-
responding DZDL passage. In other words, though it is equally limited
from a quantitative point of view (just one word), this item is typolog-
ically completely different from the kind of textual development exem-
plified by Passages nos. 1-2 above, consisting in the addition of common
terms. It is true that in PLG, S, and Xz(PvsP) the term anavarana- bud-
dhavimoksa is simply added at the end of the list of terms (a list which,
in S, is, as usual, also expanded in other ways), alongside the other terms,
without being explicitly made to play the same important role it has in
the DZDL gloss, where it is clearly described as an attainment leading to
the acquisition of the other qualities. Still, it seems highly unlikely that
this is due to a mere coincidence, given the rarity of the term in Prajiia-
paramita literature. As already remarked above, this hypothesis is
substantially corroborated by the occurrence of the term in Xz(S), where
*anavaranavimoksa is not part of the stock list, but is introduced with a
separate statement and hence given a more prominent role, more closely
connected with the attainment of the buddhacaksus.

Passage 5

All the examples analysed thus far display a similarly linear pattern of
textual development, consisting in the addition of one word (nos. 1, 2, 4)
or a short passage (3) which can be traced to the relevant DZDL glosses.
However, this is not the only form of exegetical influence on the devel-
opment of the LP documented by the DZDL..

One case involving a more radical form of editing occurs in the first
chapter of the three earliest Chinese translations. This is a short passage
which reads as follows:
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5.a. (Unexpanded readings)

(5..1) Dhr: f2C » &3 » 25 EHEMETE AR TR+ - SR8
48 ... (T 222 [VII] p. 149¢25-26; cf. GZJ § 1.134, Zacchetti 2005: 180 and
295-296).

“Furthermore, Sﬁriputra, if a Bodhisattva Mahasattva wishes to estab-
lish Buddha-lands, [in order to] prevent them from being interrupted

[he should train in the prajaaparamita)”.'*’

(5.a.2) Mo: EpEEEAGE — D)+ 8 0hAl(+ £ [R]) [7T] (9]
(=) FAREE  EEMCEFEEE (T 221 [VI] p. 3a25-26).

“If a Bodhisattva Mahasattva wishes to maintain all buddhaksetras in
all the ten directions, causing them not to be interrupted, he should
train in the prajiiaparamita”.

(5.a.3) Kj: 183 » S FIFE » S FEST I (BT not in T 22314 5E (#HEL
+ @B L = it DZDLIAETE > & ERCE R EZE (T 223 [VI] p.
219¢6-8).

“Furthermore, Sﬁriputra, if a Bodhisattva Mahasattva wishes to cause
all Buddha-lands not to be interrupted, he should train in the prajiia-
paramita’.

Apart from some minor discrepancies, which, in all likelihood, are large-
ly to be ascribed to the translation process, all these early witnesses agree
in the main point: the Bodhisattva who wishes to prevent buddhaksetras
from being “interrupted” or “cut off” should train in the Perfection of
Insight. Taking into account the Sanskrit parallels discussed below, I
would reconstruct the original underlying Dhr, Mo, and Kj as *buddha-
ksetranupaccheddya sthatukamena bodhisatvena mahasatvena prajiiapa-
ramitayam Siksitavyam,'?® or something similar.

127 For remarks on this passage, see Zacchetti 2005: 295 § 1.134. The expected refrain
NG O 2R 2 (“[if the Bodhisattva wishes, etc.] he should train in the
Prajiiaparamita” = [bodhisatvena, etc.] prajiaparamitayam Siksitavyam), repeat-
ed usque ad nauseam in this section of the text, in this case only occurs after
several lines (T 222 [VIII] p. 150a2-3).

128 Lamotte (IV 1988) reconstructed the Sanskrit underlying Kj’s reading, as attested
by the DZDL lemma (i.e., ZX{FE T FAETE; T 1509 [XXV] p. 284b20-21),
a bit mechanically as buddhalokadhatvanupacchedaya sthatukamena. In his trans-
lation of the gloss, however, he used the form buddhaksetranupaccheda (IV 1991).
I think that *buddhaksetranupacchedaya is preferable as a reconstruction, as it is
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While the PvsP(K) does not contain any direct parallel to this sentence
a corresponding position (which is noteworthy),'” LPG and related

texts present the following passage:

5.b. (Expanded readings)

(8.b.1) LPG: punar aparam Saradvatiputra bulddh](o)[tpaldanupac-
chedaya'® sthatukamena bodhisatvakulam araksitukamena buddha-

12

°
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directly supported by Mo, whose translation, {f5#!]/{#5#] 1, clearly seems to reflect
this original reading. In fact, even fo guotu {#E+- (the reading found in T 223) is
commonly employed as a translation of buddhaksetra, as shown (just to mention
an example at hand from Kj) by the two passages which immediately precede the
one we are discussing here (see T 223 [VIII] p. 219¢2-6, and cf. LPG f. 10v6—11;
see also GZJ § 1