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Foreword

As the world moves into the information age, modernization of Buddhism seems more and
more important. With the focus on the wonders of computers and the Internet, people may
lose sight of innate goodness and humanity. The new era holds some very sticky moral and
ethical issues, which people will puzzle over the rest of the 90’s. You'll also find that problems
which deal with divorce, AIDS, abuse of alcohol and drugs, step-parenting, and job loss are
dragging on everywhere. The 90’s have been the most volatile of decades.

To keep up with society’s demand for stabilization, purifying the human mind is a
basic way to reduce crime. People may learn discipline through religious practice. Far from
being out of touch with the world, Buddhism, above all other religions, is in close contact with
the mundane realities of our lives.

Buddhism sprang from India and flourished in China. From roughly the fourth cen-
tury onwards Buddhism began to spread over all sections of China. It highlights the intimate
connection with Chinese culture. It has had an impact on our country for several decades.
Buddhism has withstood the test of time after twenty centuries. Not only is it overwhelming
in China, but also in other countries such as Japan, Korea, Europe, the United States, and so
on.

Since its establishment more than thirty years ago Fo Guang Shan, founded in 1967,
has been devoted to the propagation of Buddhist teachings through monastic and secular
education, cultural activities, Buddhist practice, and charity on every continent. The book
Buddhism Across Boundaries was the outcome of the presentation of the conference held in
January 1993 at Hsi Lai Temple. All invited speakers were known for their specialities. The
main focus was on the relation between Chinese Buddhism and the western regions, placing
special emphasis on the culture and language of Buddhism indicated in the early texts and
translations. Among the topics discussed in detail were the various attempts to explore an-
other new field in Buddhist research.

A series of conferences, creating an atmosphere where Buddhism thrives, was our goal.
We hoped to break down barriers and get an opportunity to set a new wave of discussion over
related aspects in Buddhism. We also hailed the conference as a major breakthrough for re-
search. Buddhist thought could reach a new peak, and all efforts we have made would enhance

academic developments.
Xing Yun

Fo Guang Shan
April 19, 1999

v
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Preface

This volume is the product of a conference held in January 1993 at Hsi Lai Temple in Ha-
cienda Heights, California, under the sponsorship of the Fo Guang Shan Foundation for
Buddhist Culture Education and Hsi Lai University. The original goal of the conference,
as designed by the editors (primarily by Nattier, with assistance from McRae), was to bring
together scholars from around the world who were most knowledgeable in the languages rel-
evant to the study of early Chinese Buddhism, i.e., the languages of India and Central Asia,
as well as Chinese.

As an intellectual and scholarly event the conference far exceeded our greatest
expectations. First, we believe that we did manage to assemble some of the very best scholars
in the world in their respective fields. To be sure, there were many others who we could not
invite, or who could not attend, but we are very honored to have been able to assemble such a
gathering of brilliant and eminent scholars. Second, although many of the participants knew of
each other through publications prior to the conference, and more than a few were already close
collaborators and friends, all who attended pointed out that the conference strategy of bringing
together representatives of these various fields was unprecedented. Given the specialization
that is endemic to the scholarly community—and, indeed, the linguistic fields represented
include some of the most technically difficult and arcane in all of Buddhist studies—no one
had ever had the resources or taken the initiative to assemble such a cast of researchers. Third,
although it may seem mundane to point this out, everyone got along tremendously well at the
conference, both during the formal sessions and the unstructured conversations afterwards.
There were disagreements and debates, to be sure, but the participants always managed to
undertake these in a spirit of friendly intellectual discussion and collaboration, and there was
a genuinely shared atmosphere of gratitude and mutual appreciation.

In addition to the contributors to this volume, the following invited participants (some
of whose papers had already been, or have since been, published elsewhere) also took part in
the conference: Robert E. Buswell, Jr. of UCLA; Cnou Po-kan [#{F# of the Department
of History at National Taiwan University in Taipei; Richard N. Frye, Professor Emeritus of
the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations at Harvard University; Lin
Meicun ##17 of the China Institute of Cultural Relics in Beijing; Gregory Schopen, then
of the Center for Asian Studies at The University of Texas; Werner Sundermann, of the
Turfanforschung at the Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften in Berlin;
and Xu Wenkan 7533 of the Editorial Committee of the Hanyu Da Cidian FEFEREHL in
Shanghai; and Yuyama Akira #1118, then of the International Institute for Buddhist Studies,

Tokyo. The following individuals attended and made useful contributions to our discussions:
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Peter Lee, of the Department of East Asian Languages, University of California, Los Angeles;
Janice Leoshko, then of the Department of Indian and Southeast Asian Art, Los Angeles
County Museum of Art; and Richard K. Payne of the Institute of Buddhist Studies, Berkeley.

In addition to working to achieve the greatest possible intellectual quality for both
the conference and volume, the editors’ task lay primarily in ensuring consistency of style
and expression throughout the volume. Following the conference most of the contributors
submitted emended versions of their papers, which we then turned over to Daniel Boucher,
who was also an active participant in conference discussions. The task assigned to Boucher,
then a Ph.D. candidate at the University of Pennsylvania and now Associate Professor at
Cornell University, was to query both the substantive and methodological concerns of the
papers, in response to which the editors suggested additional modifications from the authors.
The authors then submitted their final versions, which then went through the usual (and
labor-intensive) sequence of computer input, proofreading, and correction. All files were
submitted on disk and converted to WordPerfect 3.5 for the Macintosh, using Urs App’s
Appeal as the basic font for English and diacritically marked Sanskrit, plus IPAKielSeven and
IPAExtras from Linguist’s Software for the many special characters required. The Symbol,
Apple LiSung Light, and HonMincho fonts were used for Greek, Chinese, and Japanese,
respectively; additional accents and characters which did not appear in the Chinese Big5
code (and thus in Apple LiSung Light) were created using Fontographer. Certain special
symbols (as in Lore Sander’s article) were submitted by the authors in the form of drawings
and scanned in as graphical images. All this computer-related work was done by McRae,
with proofreading and correction assistance from Nattier. We are grateful to Lisa Berkson of
Bloomington, Indiana, for supervising the very difficult job of typesetting the original 1999
edition, which appeared under rather anonymous title, Collection of Essays 1993. The editors
names were omitted, apparently due to the constraints of the Fo Guang Publishers series in
question, and the subtitle that appeared on the volume’s cover—Buddhism Across Boundaries,
Chinese Buddhbism and the Western Regions—was only rarely sighted in bibliographic records.

Happily, the Fo Guang Shan Foundation for Buddhist and Culture Education has
agreed to the republication of this collection of articles in a more accessible form, as part
of the Sino-Platonic Papers. For this reissued version several of the contributors submitted
updated versions of their papers; the camera-ready copy was prepared using Adobe InDesign
by McRae (who would like to thank IvANAGA Nobumi 57k {53% for a technical observation that
made possible the use of the Appeal font within Macintosh OS X). We would like to thank
editor Victor Mair (also a conference participant and paper contributor) for accepting this
book into the Sino-Platonic Papers series.

On behalf of all of the participants, the editors would like to thank Master Xing Yun

vi
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KN, founder and spiritual guide of Fo Guang Shan, for providing the religious leader-
ship that made this conference possible. Special thanks are due to Ven. Ci Hui Z&E2(,
Director of the Fo Guang Shan Foundation for Buddhist and Culture Education that was
the primary sponsor of the conference, and which has made possible the publication of this
volume. Many of the conference participants have also asked us to make special mention of
the monastic community of Hsi Lai Temple, a group of very warm and dedicated nuns from
Taiwan and elsewhere around Asia and the world, who provided the day-to-day logistical sup-

port for the conference.

August 21, 2011
John R. McRae

Jan Nattier
Hua Hin, Thailand
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BubpbpHISM ACROSS BOUNDARIES: THE FOREIGN INPUT

E. Ziircher (1928-2008)

Leiden University

Abbreviations

CSZJ]  Chu sanzang ji ji 1 =705 Sengyou’s {f5#f “Collection of Notes Concerning the
Translation of the Tripitaka,” T 2145

GSZ  Gaoseng zhuan =145, Sengyou’s “Lives of Eminent Monks,” T 2059

KYSJL  Kaiyuan shijiao lu BieREZEk “Records of Buddhism Up to the Kaiyuan [Era),” T

2154
XGSZ  Xu gaoseng zhuan &= 4 1%, Daoxuan’s 785 “Continued Lives of Eminent Monks,”
T 2060

I. Introductory remarks

The theme “Buddhism Across Boundaries” can be interpreted in different ways. In the case of
China, it could be understood as referring to “what happened to Buddhism after its introduc-
tion into China.” If taken in that sense it would encompass the whole immensely complicated
process of adaptation, incorporation and digestion to which the foreign creed was subjected,
in particular during the formative phase, from the middle of the first to the late sixth century
CE. On the other hand, it can also be taken in a more literal sense, concentrating upon the
“border-crossing” process itself, which is the approach chosen for this paper. Its focus is not
upon indigenous transformation but upon those who provided the raw materials: the foreign
masters who in early medieval times were active at several Buddhist centres in China. It is
based upon an analysis of the available data concerning about one hundred individuals of
foreign origin who during that period were engaged in the spread of Buddhism. The group is
fairly well-defined by two shared characteristics: the individuals are foreigners (either coming
in from abroad or resident in China) and in more than 90% of the cases they have clerical
status. Within those parameters there is a great diversity as to geographical origin, specializa-
tion, social status, and degree of adaptation to the Chinese environment. To few of them—the
most illustrious ones, about whom much information is available—specialized studies have
been devoted, but to my knowledge the phenomenon of the “foreign master” as an essential
element in early Chinese Buddhism has never been made the object of prosopographical re-

search. The present paper cannot be more than a first step towards a more adequate treatment
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of the subject. Some conclusions can be drawn from the available data, but taken as a whole
the information is one-sided and fragmentary, and some of the most basic questions remain

unanswered. This will become clear by having a critical look at our source materials.
II. The sources: limitations and distortions

Perhaps the most serious limitation inherent in our source materials lies in the fact that they
almost exclusively deal with one group: the foreign masters who were engaged in the trans-
lation of Buddhist texts, an activity which—understandably—was regarded as their major
contribution. Since the sequence of the sections in the collected monks’ biographies (Gaoseng
zhuan S15E and Xu gaoseng zhuan FE =14 {5) clearly reflect a hierarchical order, it is signifi-
cant that the very first section is devoted to the “translators,” and it is in these chapters that
almost all available biographical information concerning foreign missionaries is concentrated.
A forteriori this is true for the bibliographical sources (Chu sanzang ji ji H =j&0 5% and later
catalogues) which naturally are only concerned with foreigners who were involved in the
production of texts. This of course results in a seriously distorted and one-sided picture. In
contemporary texts, both Buddhist and secular, we find many tantalizingly vague references
to nameless, nondescript huseng i, “foreign monks” who appear upon the scene in different
roles: as priests patronized by an imperial prince, as clerics living in a metropolitan monas-
tery, as experts authenticating soi-disant “relics of Asoka” excavated in China, and as magicians
and healers. A few “not translation-related” foreign monks had achieved such fame that they
have their (largely hagiographical) biographies in our sources, but such cases are extremely
rare—only five of them figure in the Gaoseng zhuan.

However, the situation is even worse: the bulk of the information is primarily con-
cerned with a select group of “high-class translators,” those who were patronized by the secu-
lar elite and who were active at a few—often metropolitan and court-sponsored—monaster-
ies. This selection is in keeping with the general orientation of Buddhist biographical sources
that show a strong propagandistic tendency: they were written to demonstrate the “respect-
ability” of the sangha, and therefore tended to focus upon the foreign masters’ relations with
the court and the aristocratic elite. As we shall see, there is every reason to assume that even
within the field of translation work many more foreigners must have been active—obscure
monks or updsakas producing primitive texts with limited circulation.

In other words, the picture conforms to that of early Chinese Buddhism as a whole: we
are fairly well-informed about some corners of the tiny tip of an iceberg; about the submerged
body we can only speculate on the basis of stray bits of information, circumstantial evidence,

and the archaeological record.
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ITI. The diffusion of Buddhism: some general features

In this section, which only serves to place the subject in its larger context, four aspects may be
very briefly mentioned: the missionary ideal; the basic patterns of diffusion; the consequences
of royal/imperial patronage; and the spread of Buddhism at various social levels, as a stratified
process.

There can be no doubt that from the earliest times Buddhism has been a mission-
ary religion par excellence. The missionary ideal has its scriptural foundation in the Vinaya
account reporting the words spoken by the Buddha himself when he sent out his first sixty
disciples, shortly after the first sermon at Benares, to “go forth, for the benefit of many..., let
not two of you follow the same road, and preach the dharma which is beneficial from begin-
ning to end,” and it is reflected by later pious stories about the exploits of arhats converting
many regions in India and beyond.? Nor can it be doubted that since early times—in any case
since the formation of “canonical Buddhism”—this missionary activity was accompanied by
the propagation of texts, both orally and, later, in writing.

For our purpose it is important to note that this diffusion of Buddhist texts was not
coupled with the preference—let alone prescription—of any “sacred language.” On the con-
trary, possibly as a reaction to the exclusive use of Sanskrit in the Brahminical tradition, in
a much-debated Vinaya passage the Buddha is said to have explicitly permitted to preach the
Law “in one’s own tongue” (szkdya niruttiyd, variously rendered in Chinese by guoyin Bl
“the [speech-]sounds of the country” and guo su yanyin Bl 55, “the common speech-sounds
of a country”).? In its original context this obviously referred to closely interrelated regional
languages or dialects, and eventually also to Sanskrit. However, it is an important fact that the
translation of texts as a corollary to the propagation of Buddhism was fully accepted and prac-
tised long before Buddhism spread beyond the Indian subcontinent. Of course the permission
to use “one’s own tongue” did not preclude the use of a lingua franca. There is not yet any

evidence of Buddhist texts translated into any of the many languages of the northern parts of

' Hermann Oldenberg, ed. Vinaya Pitakam: One of the Principle Buddhist Holy Scriptures in the Pili Language,
vol. I: The Mabivagga (London: Williams and Norgate, 1881), 21; 'T. W. Rhys Davids and Hermann Oldenberg,
trans., Vinaya Texts I (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1881), 112; I. B. Horner, trans. The Book of Discipline, vol. IV
Muabavagga (London: Pali Text Society, 1951), 28; T 1421 (Mabisisaka-vinaya) ch. 16, 108a; T 1428 (Dharmagup-
taka-vinaya) ch. 32, 792a; André Bareau, Recherches sur la biographie du Buddba dans les Stitrapitaka et Vinayapitaka
anciens (Paris: Ecole francaise d’Extréme-Orient, 1963), vol. I, 243.

2 Cf. the exploits of Ananda’s disciple Madhyantika in the northwest, of Mahendra in Sri Lanka, of
Mahikatyayana in Mathura, of Gavampati in Burma, of the “500 arhats” in Kashmir, etc.

3 Cf. Etienne Lamotte, Histoire du Bouddhisme indien des origines a l'ere Saka, Publications de 'Institut Ori-
entaliste de Louvain 14 (Louvain-la-Neuve: Institut Orientaliste, 1958), 610-614.
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the Kushan empire (Parthian, Bactrian, Sogdian) during the Kushan period, and it seems that
in that phase of the Buddhist expansion into western Central Asia the northwestern Prakrit
(“Gandhari”) was used as a standard language. It was a medium still closely related to (hybrid)
Sanskrit, which around the same time started being used as a vehicle of expression. Thus, the
production of the earliest Buddhist texts in Chinese, around the middle of the second century
CE, marks a “linguistic break-through” in the spread of the dharma: for the first time scrip-
tures had to be translated into a language totally unrelated to any Indian tongue, instead of
being “transposed” from one Prakrit to another, or from Prakrit to Sanskrit, a process that
allowed for an almost word-by-word transposition without any appreciable loss as regards
content and way of expression. As we shall see, this change from transposition to “restatement
through translation” was to have far-reaching consequences for the propagation of Buddhism
in China.

But however important the role of the production of texts may have been in the dif-
fusion of Buddhism, it does not constitute the heart of the matter. The spread of Buddhism
is indissolubly connected with the spread of the sarigha as a well-defined monastic institution.
Without that clerical nucleus Buddhism would be reduced to lay devotionalism and lose its
institutional base.

In the gradual spread of the sarigha several processes and mechanisms were at work.
Apart from the missionary motivation mentioned above, and the remarkable mobility of Bud-
dhist monks as “wandering ascetics,” the most basic and continuous process was a mechanism
of “contact expansion” that formed part of the monastic life itself. Since the local monastic
community was—economically speaking—parasitic, the maximum number of monks in a
given parish (sizzd, “begging circuit”) was defined by the surplus production of the local lay
believers who supported the sazigha by their gifts. If the local monastic community grows—as
every successful institution tends to do—surplus monks will wander away, in search of new
suitable localities; they will move along the main routes to places where new danapati are to be
found: a prosperous agrarian region, or a big city. In this way a continuous process of outward
movement and gradual expansion is set into motion—a process that must have started very
early, and that forms the most basic, grass-roots level force behind the spread of Buddhism as
a monastic system.

At times, however, that continuous, unguided process of contact expansion is acceler-
ated and modified by a second major factor: “high-level patronage,” sponsorship by the elite
and in particular by the royal or imperial court. Large-scale patronage of this type has very
important consequences, both qualitative and quantitative. In the case of royal protection and
sponsorship, Buddhist monachism gets the opportunity to spread all over the ruler’s territory

(all of India; Sri Lanka and the northwestern periphery in Maurya times; from Afghanistan to
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the Oxus basin under Kaniska), making use of the facilities provided by political unification (a
network of highways; a lingua franca, a religious policy pursued by the court). But apart from
that quantitative aspect, elite and court sponsorship also had a qualitative effect: it created a
stratification inside Buddhist monastic life.

Wherever this happens, we note the emergence of a top level of large and richly en-
dowed monasteries, supported by donations in land, serfs and goods: sedentary communities
peopled by large numbers of monks (and, to a lesser degree, nuns). In contrast to the huge
mass of small monastic communities subsisting on the modest contributions of local donors,
these large monasteries become centres of Buddhist learning and culture and monastic estates
with important economic functions; they produce a clerical elite, the leaders of which enter-
tain close relations with the court and the top of the royal administration. This social and
cultural stratification within the sangha also has its effects upon geographical distribution.
Apart from centres of pilgrimage (which form a very special category), a pre-modern coun-
tryside lives just above subsistence level, and can only support small parasitic communities.
Wealth and large surpluses are concentrated in the cities, and there the elite monasteries are
found. Elite Buddhism with all its activities (most emphatically including high-level literacy
and the production of texts) is an urban phenomenon, concentrated in or near the royal capital
and other big cities, closely related to trade, artisanate, administration and other sources of
wealth. The association of large monasteries with city-life is abundantly attested both by the
scriptural tradition and by the archaeological record.

This situation had become fully developed by the time Buddhism started to penetrate
into China, with western central Asia as its most recent region of expansion. By the beginning
of the second century CE, Buddhist monasteries could be found all over the Kushan empire:
in Afghanistan and Kashmir, in the most prosperous parts of present-day Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan, in the Ferghana valley and the upper and middle reaches of the Amu-darya.
This was the situation in the western parts of Central Asia by the time the first missionaries
crossed the dry heart of the continent on their way to China: monks from northwestern India
and Kashmir (Tianzhu K*%, Jibin £, Parthia (Anxi Z2)2), Sogdiana (Kangju J# /&), and, less pre-
cisely localized, the country of the Indoscythians (Yuezhi H32).*

It is interesting to note that present-day Xinjiang ¥75& itself appears to have remained
a mere transit zone, without monastic settlement, for a very long time. Along the northern
and southern branches of the Silk Road the earliest archaeological evidence of the existence
of Buddhism dates from ca. 250 CE, about a century later than the establishment of the first

* Since in the earliest sources persons having the ethnic designation Zhi % are clearly distinguished from

“Indians” (Zhu %) and from “Sogdians” (Kang ), they may have mainly come from the far northwest of the
Indian subcontinent, including Gandhara.
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Buddhist community in Luoyang, and nearly two centuries later than the first reference to
Buddhist monks in a Chinese source. This late date of the rise of monastic Buddhism at cen-
tres like Kucha and Khotan—true strongholds of the sangha in later times—is confirmed by
Chinese Buddhist biographical sources, as will be set forth in more detail below.

In view of what has been said above about the close relation between, on the one hand,
sedentary monastic life, and, on the other hand, the availability of surplus wealth concentrat-
ed in cities, the conclusion seems warranted that in the first two centuries of our era the oasis
states along the Silk Road still were at a low level of economic development. This is confirmed
by the archaeological findings that suggest a mixed, hardly urbanized economy and a mate-
rial culture of semi-nomadic type. A comparison of the demographic data concerning those
states in the Han shu (%2 History of the Han [Dynasty], reflecting the situation of the late
tirst century BC) and the Hou Han shu (%3 History of the Later Han [Dynasty], reflect-
ing the situation of the mid-second century CE) points to an almost explosive increase of the
population in the oasis states, Khotan rising from 3,300 to 32,000 households, and Kashgar
from 1,510 to 21,000. Such an unprecedented demographic growth can only be explained as
the result of a dramatic increase in agricultural production and other sources of income (nota-
bly commerce), which in turn created the conditions that made monastic Buddhism possible.’
Around the middle of the third century CE that process had run its course, as is testified by
the earliest Buddhist architectural remains at Loulan and Miran. Before that time we have the
curious situation that the earliest Buddhist missionaries going to China did not come from
the oasis states of “Serindia” but all the way from western Central Asia, crossing the immense
vacuum of Xinjiang, and settling in China at the other end of it. In other words: in this case
the familiar pattern of contact expansion was broken and was replaced by its opposite: long-
distance transmission. That fact may account for certain distinctive features in the first phase
of Buddhism in China, for premodern long-distance transmission was characterized by inci-
dental and intermittent contact, long and difficult routes of communication, lack of feed-back,
and the unsystematic borrowing of elements detached from their original context. All this is
typical of what we know of Chinese Buddhism in its embryonic and archaic phases: stray for-
eign monks, haphazard borrowing, no integral transmission of coherent doctrinal complexes,
no regular ordination. It was only in the late third century CE that the situation changed,
and that a “second start” was made, and that appears to have been the result of the Buddhist

conquest of Serindia that had taken place not long before.

5 For the demographic development of the oasis states in Han times and its consequences for urbaniza-
tion and monastic Buddhism cf. my article “Han Buddhism and the Western Region,” in W. L. Idema and E.
Ziircher, eds., Thought and Law in Han and Ch’in China: Studies Presented to Anthony Hulsewé on the Occasion of bis
Eightieth Birthday (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1990), 158-182.
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IV. Early medieval China as a mission field

Perhaps the most outstanding characteristic of the spread of Buddhism to East Asia is the
fact that China, being situated at the terminus of both the transcontinental caravan roads
and the maritime route from south and southeast Asia, did not receive the foreign creed from
one particular region but from many centres simultaneously. In the early medieval period it
received impulses (in terms of missionaries, texts, rituals and artistic traditions) from virtually
the whole Buddhist world, altogether some fifteen different regions, ranging from Kashmir
to Sri Lanka, and from Samarkand to the Mekong basin. As a result, Chinese Buddhism
became a melting pot of different types of Buddhism, a mass of scriptural, disciplinary and
scholastic traditions of various provenance that not seldom contradicted each other. That di-
versity goes back to the very beginning of the “church of Luoyang” in the second century CE,
when Hinayana scriptures were introduced by the Parthian missionary An Shigao %5 and
Mahayana texts by his younger contemporary, the Indoscythian Lokaksema; shortly after-
wards Amitabha devotionalism came to complicate the picture. The Vinaya in early Chinese
Buddhism was a matter of bewildering variety: between ca. 250 and 480 CE eleven masters
were active in producing disciplinary texts of no less than six different schools.® In the second-
to-last decade of the fourth century, Gautama Sanghadeva and others made the Chinese
acquainted with the scholastic system of the Sarvastivadins; twenty years later, Kumarajiva
arrived and introduced its Mahayana counterpart, the scholastic treatises of the Stunyavadins,
that contradicted it on every point. The earliest Chinese versions of the “Buddha-biography”
(ca. 200 CF; a text said to have come from Kapilavastu) describes Sakyamuni’s life in concrete
and down-to-earth terms,” whereas another text, translated around the same time, presents
the whole story in purely Lokottaravadin terms, as a phantasmagoria.®

Thus the geographical situation naturally led to a bewildering diversity, which in turn
forced the Chinese to develop a spirit of eclecticism and syncretism, to accept doctrinal diver-
sity and (seeming) inconsistency as part of the Buddhist message itself, and to transcend those
differences by regarding them as “levels of truth” or “successive stages of revelation”—the

basic principle of the indigenous Chinese scholasticism that started to take shape by the end

¢ Apart from the five complete Vinaya that have been preserved in Chinese (T 1421, 1425, 1428, 1435 and
1442-1453) at least the title has been preserved of a partial translation of a Theravada Discipline (Tuopili Lii {12
FlJ#E, a title translated as “Discipline of Virtuous Elders,” Sude ki {4#57£) made by Mahayana at Canton around
485 CE (CSZ]]J ch. 2, 13b).

7T 184, Xiuxing bengi jing [E{TARLAL (trans. Zhu Dali K] and Kang Mengxiang Ff5F) and T 196,
Zhong bengi jing FAELAL (trans. Tanguo 24 and Kang Mengxiang), ca. 200 CE.

T 807, Neizang bai bao jing N HE14%, translated by Lokaksema (active ca. 170-190 CE).
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of our period.

However, all that clearly belongs to the tiny tip of the iceberg, the elite of scholar-
monks. We should not forget what has been said above about the stratified nature of Bud-
dhism and about the deeper layers about which we have very little information. It cannot be
doubted that the propagation of Buddhism also went on at those lower strata, carried on by
those nondescript huseng, “foreign monks” outside the limelight of the elite-sponsored trans-
lation teams in the large monasteries.

About the lowest stratum of diffusion—the level at which Buddhist elements were
incorporated into Chinese popular religion—very little information can be found in written
sources, apart from some stray references to a hybrid Buddho-Daoist cult in Later Han court
circles. However, in the course of the last thirty years archaeology has yielded a number of
material relics showing how Buddhist themes had become part of the repertoire of Chinese
religious lore in the second and third centuries CE. The artifacts testify of a diffuse and un-
systematic adoption of Buddhist elements (the seated Buddha, with and without attendants;
the six-tusked elephant; the szrira-relic as an auspicious object) in indigenous beliefs and cults,
notably those related to the afterlife, the quest for immortality, and the cult of the Daoist
deities Xi wangmu PEFH} and her male counterpart Dong wanggong #F/\.” We know
nothing about the way in which such Buddhist ideas and visual representations were spread,; it
may well be that foreign monks were somehow involved in it, but nothing definite can be said
about that aspect. We must, however, keep in mind that this kind of diffuse borrowing, often
in interaction with religious Daoism, has been going on throughout our period. If foreign
monks were involved in spreading such ideas in the deeper layers, they probably did so as an
outlandish kind of magicians and faith-healers—the roles in which we encounter them in the
“miracle stories” (zhi guai 551%) of the same period.

At a higher level the textual expression of the doctrine comes into sight. As has been
mentioned above, more foreign monks or upasakas must have been engaged in producing
Chinese scriptures than the masters mentioned by name in our sources. It is surely not with-
out reason that in his eyewitness account of Buddhist life at early sixth-century Luoyang
Yang Xuanzhi #5142 describes how “foreign monks congregated there like spokes coming
to a hub; they had come to this happy land with staves in their hands and carrying scriptures
on their backs,” especially at the huge Yongming 7kFHH monastery west of the city wall that

? Cf. Yu Weichao firf&if], “Dong Han fojiao tuxiang kao” SR ZE (2% [A Consideration of Buddhist Im-
ages from the Eastern Han], Wenwu 4 288, no. 5 (May 1980): 68-67, and Wu Hung, “Buddhist Elements in
Early Chinese Art (second and third centuries B.C.), Artibus Asiae 47, nos. 3-4 (1986): 263-316.
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housed “well over three thousand monks from many countries.”"

However obscure these foreign monks may have been, an unknown number of them
have left their traces in the Chinese scriptural records, in the form of a considerable number
of texts that in early catalogues are referred to as shiyi K% “Anonymous translations” or yijing
FAL “Different [versions of] scriptures.” The number of those texts once was quite impres-
sive. When the famous Dao’an 7% (314-385 CE) compiled his Zongli zhongjing mulu FE¥53
#H$k (the earliest preserved bibliography of Buddhist scriptures, completed in 374 CE) he
listed no fewer than 317 texts of that kind, arranged under four headings; “Ancient different
[versions of] scriptures” (91 texts); “Anonymous translations” (142); “Different [versions of]
scriptures from the Liang territory” (59; Liang tu Ji{ 1 referring to the autonomous state of
the Former Liang in present-day Gansu, 320-376 CE), and “Different [versions of] scriptures
from the [Region within] the Passes” (24; Guanzhong B, referring to the ancient metropoli-
tan area in the Wei River {87 basin)."! The total number of anonymous texts mentioned by
Dao’an (317) is about twice the number of scriptures ascribed by him to specific translators;
with a few exceptions they were short texts of only one juan, and in many cases the titles are
so obscure that they cannot be identified with any known text. From Dao’an’s classification
we can conclude that at least two categories, the versions from Liangzhou in the far northwest
and from the metropolitan area, apparently had a limited circulation within a certain region.

More than 90% of those anonymous translations have been lost; the 7xisho canon
only contains about thirty scriptures that can confidently be identified as works mentioned
by Dao’an."? However, those thirty texts constitute a most interesting body of materials, since
they allow us a glimpse of Chinese Buddhism at what may be called “sub-elite translation”
level at a very early stage of development.

Even a casual reading reveals a number of characteristic features. The texts are gen-

erally short or very short, some of them not exceeding 500 characters. The style is mostly

10T 2092, Luoyang gielan ji 15 {EEC, trans. W. J. F. Jenner, Memories of Loyang: Yang Hsiian-chib and the
Lost Capital (493-534) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), 249; trans. Yi-t'ung Wang, A Record of Buddhist
Monasteries in Loyang (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 204.

" These four sections of Dao’an’s catalogue have been incorporated by Sengyou in his CSZJJ (515-518 CE),
ch. 3, 15b-19c; for a detailed discussion of the bibliographical dates, see Toktwa Daijo % K&, Go-Kan yori
So-Sei ni itaru yakkyo soroku FEE X ) RIFIZH 2 FACHE S FAEHSR% [Comprehensive catalogue of translated
scriptures from the Latter Han to the Song and Qi] (orig. pub. 1938; revised ed. Tokyo: Kokusho kankokai
EFIfT4, 1973), 87-169.

12 Category “Ancient different versions™ 'T" 529, 805; “Anonymous translations™ T 29, 78, 96, 147, 161, 265,
344,392, 521,522, 629, 687, 740, 795, 819, 1212, 2029; “Liang texts™ T 27, 262, 273, 461, 507, 572, 579, 597, 768,
1478; “Guanzhong texts” T 596, 750. Cf. my article “Obscure Texts on Favourite Topics: Dao’an’s Anonymous
Scriptures,” in Helwig Schmidt-Glintzer, ed., Das andere China: Festschrift fiir Wolfgang Bauer zum 65. Geburt-
stag (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1995), 161-181.
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popular and narrative; the language varies from simple but pure wenysn to a rambling idiom
teeming with vernacular elements. The public for which these obscure texts were produced
apparently was not interested in scholastic speculations or elaborate schemes of classified phe-
nomena as are found in, for instance, Prajiiaparamitd literature. The vast majority consists of
free (and sometimes drastically shortened) versions of sttras taken from the Agamas, or nar-
ratives of the 7itaka and Avadina type, which suggests a public of lay readers satisfied with
simple, edifying stories. The only major Mahayana stutra represented is the Lotus Sitra, but
here it is reduced to a shortened version of only one section (section 11, the dramatic appear-
ance of Prabhutaratna in his jewelled stiipa) which has been made into a complete scripture
by adding the conventional opening and closing formulas;” another text simply consists of a
great number of unrelated statements and moral precepts uttered by the Buddha, a kind of
layman’s compendium strongly reminiscent of the so-called Sétra in Forty-two Sections (Sishi’er
zhang jing V9 _F5#E).14

When looking at the subjects treated in those texts we can recognize a number of
themes that must have stirred the imagination of Chinese lay believers, such as the moral de-
generation of the world and future disasters; relics and miracles; filial piety (as shown by con-
verting one’s father); demonology and prophetic dreams. One of the most remarkable features
is the absolute preponderance of Hinayana texts; only four out of the seventeen preserved
texts of Dao’an’s category “Anonymous translations” are distinctively Mahayana.

All this seems to confirm the assumption made here, viz., that the “Anonymous trans-
lations,” about one hundred of which have been preserved in the Canon," form the scriptural
expression of a special “layer” in early Chinese Buddhism, a type of Buddhism that is less
sophisticated, less scholastic and more laity-oriented than the level represented by the works
produced by foreign masters who are known by name. Further research is needed to substan-
tiate that working hypothesis. But in any case there can be no doubt that they are “authentic,”
i.e., based upon non-Chinese originals, and that they consequently must have been the prod-
uct of the elusive, nondescript huseng who spread the Buddhist message at sub-elite level.

Finally, something should be said about the two most fundamental features of the pro-
duction of Buddhist scriptures in China: the use of written Chinese as a medium of expres-

sion, and of paper as a writing material.

BT 265, Satan fentuoli jing V&2 FEFAEL.

% T 768, San hui jing =245 (one of Dao’an’s “texts from Liang”).

5 Actually the number of anonymous translations in the Taisho canon should be much larger, since the
"Taisho compilers have based their attributions upon the late standard catalogues, which for the earlier periods

are notoriously unreliable. Many dozens of texts attributed to early translators actually are listed as anonymous
versions in the earliest and most reliable sources.

10
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Within the scope of this paper no justice can be done to the vast and complicated
subject of the gradual formation and characteristics of the peculiar type of written language
that could be called “Buddhist scriptural Chinese.”" Its origin goes back to the heroic era of
the second and early third century CE, a period in which the first translators and translation
teams struggled with the problem how to render the Sanskrit and Prakrit originals in a totally
unrelated language. It was a time of widely different experiments, ranging from crude attempts
at “literal” translation to free paraphrase, and from almost pure wenyan to a hybrid idiom half-
way between literary Chinese and pure vernacular. In the course of the third century, a more
homogeneous scriptural language was taking shape, especially in the many texts produced by
Dharmaraksa (Zhu Fahu %7, a sinicized Yuezhi from Dunhuang) and his school. Finally, it
was Kumarajiva who, aided by a large and very proficient team of scholar-monks, in the first
decade of the fifth century created a highly standardized homogeneous scriptural language
that was to remain in general use ever afterwards (in spite of the attempts, made during the
early Tang, to replace it by a far more literal and technical kind of “translationese”). These few
remarks must suffice as far as the linguistic and stylistic aspects are concerned. Since we are
dealing with the spread of Buddhism by means of the written word, another aspect deserves
to be mentioned: the way in which the use of written Chinese facilitated the propagation of
Buddhism to the most remote corners of the Chinese territory.

By the time when the first Buddhist missionaries settled in Luoyang (An Shigao, ca.
150 CE), central China (Vighna, 224 CE) and the lower Yangzi region (Zhi Qian =Zi# shortly
after 220; Kang Senghui FEf¥ % in Nanjing, ca. 250), China had already gone through more
than four centuries of political unification and (at the elite level) cultural integration, in which
the use of a standardized written language had always played a central role. Its use was uni-
versal at all levels where literacy was known, from central government offices and court poets
to the military administration on the northwestern frontier. In geographical terms it reached
from Han outposts in Korea to Confucian studies pursued in present-day northern Vietnam.
The unifying and integrating force of the written lingua franca was reinforced by the use of
a script that transcended dialectical differences, and that made any written statement readily
understandable in any part of the empire. It was so deeply rooted and indispensable that politi-
cal disintegration and the rule of non-Chinese dynasties of conquest in northern China had

no consequences for its position.

" For more information about the various types of “scriptural Chinese” that developed side by side in the
earliest phase I may refer to my two articles dealing with the linguistic and stylistic features of late Han transla-
tions: “Late Han Vernacular Elements in the Earliest Buddhist Translations,” in fournal of the Chinese Language
Teachers Association 12, (1977), 177-203, and “A New Look at the Earliest Chinese Buddhist Texts,” in Kaichi
Shinohara and Gregory Schopen, eds., From Benares to Beijing: Essays on Buddbism and Chinese Religion in Honour
of Prof. fan Yiin-hua (Oakville: Mosaic Press, 1991), 277-304.
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All this meant that Buddhist texts, once translated into some kind of written Chinese,
at once had a potential area of circulation that was unprecedented in the history of Buddhism.
In spite of some stylistic diversity Buddhist texts were understandable all over China, whether
they had been translated in Luoyang, Nanjing or Canton; a large text could be partially trans-
lated at Chang’an and completed in Nanjing without any discontinuity; as early as the first
half of the third century the Chinese Buddhist scholar Mouzi 72, writing at present-day
Hanoi, freely draws upon a Buddha biography translated shortly before at Luoyang.”” It is
clear that the use of a variety of wenyan and of the Chinese script furthered the spread and in-
tegration of Buddhism in China, especially among the literate minority. However, it also had
some serious drawbacks. Any foreign missionary could reach a fair level in spoken Chinese
after two or three years’ stay in China, but they could not be expected to become proficient in
the scriptural written language, to master the script, and to become familiar with the innu-
merable standard terms and technical expressions that had been coined by earlier translation
teams and had become part of the Chinese Buddhist vocabulary. As a result, the bulk of the
translation work was done by the Chinese participants—the bilingual interpreter who “trans-
mitted the language,” chuan’yu &5 (i.e., made an oral translation), someone who “received
(the oral translation) by the brush,” bishou 2552 (i.e., wrote down a draft Chinese text), and
others who “polished” and edited the text. As we shall see, this considerably reduced the part
played by the foreign monks in the translation process, and placed the full burden of interpre-
tation upon the shoulders of their collaborators; in many cases the foreigner would not even
be able to check the correctness of the translation.

Finally, it may not be superfluous to note the probability that right from the start
Buddhist texts were written on paper, which just around that time was taking the place of
the more bulky and expensive writing-strips made of wood or bamboo. We cannot be quite
sure about this, since it is not corroborated by any positive written or archaeological evidence.
On the other hand, the early catalogues and colophons do not contain any indication that
such texts were ever written on slips, and the size of some of the first translated works (e.g.
Lokaksema’s Daoxing jing 781T#%, produced in 179 CE in ten juan, totalling some 24,000
characters)'® makes it probable that already during the Later Han use was made of that cheap
and mass-produced writing material—a factor that, in its own modest way, may have contrib-

uted to the production, reproduction and circulation of Buddhist texts.

17 In his Li huo lun ¥Z5 (in T 2102, Hongming ji 5ABA%E ch. 1, 1b-7a) the author extensively quotes from
T 185, Taizi ruiying bengi jing KT FilfEZANEEAL that dates from about 225 CE.

18 1" 224; for the date see the contemporary colophon preserved in CSZ]J] ch. 7, 47c.
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V. The missionaries: provenance and antecedents

In our sources the provenance of about eighty missionaries coming from outside China is
mentioned. Apart from the very vague “a man from the Western Region” (xiyu ren FHILN),

the data concerning geographical origins can be classified as follows:

I. The Indian subcontinent (44 individuals)
a. Unspecified “India” (18)
b. “Central India,” i.e., Madhyadesa, in and around the Ganges basin (9)
c. Kashmir (9)
d. The northwestern regions: Udyana and Gandhara (6)
e. “Southern India” (2)

I1. Western Central Asia (20 individuals)
a. Indoscythians (Yuezhi) (10)
b. Parthia (Anxi) (5)
c. Sogdiana (Kangju) (5)

III. “Serindia” (7 individuals)
a. Kucha (6)
b. Khotan (1)

IV. Southeast Asia (5 individuals)

a. Funan #F (3)
b. “Geying” #KJE (1); “Youpo” #E2% (1)

This purely quantitative break-down is of course of limited value, since it covers a pe-
riod of more than four centuries, but it may give a general idea of the diversity of geographi-
cal regions from which Buddhism reached China, of the dominant role of India, and of the
surprisingly small part played by the oasis kingdoms in present-day Xinjiang.

However, if we consider the time factor, it becomes clear that the part played by cer-
tain regions differed widely in successive periods. Very roughly we can distinguish four main
phases of propagation, each of which appears to reflect phases of political and cultural devel-
opment in the centres of diffusion.

Apart from a modest influx from India (only five individuals mentioned), the earliest

1 The state of Geying has not been identified, but it certainly was situated somewhere in continental South-
east Asia (cf. Wang Yi-t'ung, op. cit., 205, n. 268); Youpo could be a variant form of Shepo F%% “Java” (either
the island now called Java or a kingdom on the coast of Sumatra).
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phase, from the second to the late third century, is characterized by the activity of Indoscyth-
ian, Parthian and Sogdian missionaries, to such an extent that the period from ca. 150 to ca.
270 CE may be called the era of western Central Asian dominance. It clearly coincides with
the existence of the Kushan empire.

The next period, from ca. 270 to ca. 380 CE, shows surprisingly little activity as far as
foreign missionaries are concerned, apart from the fact that the Serindian centres of Kucha
and Khotan come into the picture. It reflects the beginning of a flourishing monastic Bud-
dhism in the oasis states from the early third century.

Around 380 CE there is a sudden influx of prominent missionaries from northern In-
dia and especially from Kashmir; it marks the beginning of a period of large-scale input that
lasts till the middle of the fifth century. After ca. 450 CE the influx from India continues at a
lower rate. The period of maximum activity (ca. 380 to ca. 450 CE) clearly reflects the heyday
of Gupta rule in India.

Finally, along with the continuing but less frequent arrivals from India, we note a mod-
est input from various centres in continental Southeast Asia (notably Funan, with its capital on
the lower Mekong) from the middle of the fifth century—a by-product of the indianization of
the coastal regions of Southeast Asia that was taking place in the same period.

The propagation of Buddhism was, however, by no means exclusively due to the activities
of foreign missionaries coming from afar. A very important role was played by partly or wholly
sinicized individuals who came from the border regions of China: Liangzhou (present-day
Gansu) with Dunhuang a far western outpost, and, in the south, the region of Jiaozhou %&
JN comprising what is now the northern part of Vietnam. Some of the most important early
translators and propagators of Buddhism came from those peripheral regions, such as Kang
Senghui from Jiaozhou and Dharmaraksa from Dunhuang in the third century, and in the
fourth century the indefatigable Zhu Fonian ;& from Liangzhou. There also are cases
in which Buddhism was spread by individuals of foreign origin whose families had settled—
sometimes even for several generations —in the central parts of China. The pious layman Zhi
Qian, a very prolific translator of the third century, came from an Indoscythian family living
in Luoyang; his grandfather may already have been largely sinicized, since he was a colonel in
the Chinese army.”® Another updsaka who took part in the translation of Mahayana texts was
Zhu Shulan Z§{{], the son of an Indian refugee who around the middle of the third century
had settled in present-day Henan together with his wife and two brothers-in-law who both

were monks. Zhu Shulan, who was born in China, studied Buddhism with his two uncles.?!

20 CSZ]JJ ch. 13, 97b; GSZ ch. 1, 325a.

2 CSZJ] ch. 13, 98b.
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All such people were bilingual; they were able to translate texts independently, or
played an indispensable role in the process of translation as bilingual intermediaries. In ad-
dition, they also were well-equipped to interpret and explain the doctrine to a Chinese audi-
ence: Kang Senghui was one of the few non-Chinese masters who wrote original exegetical
works in Chinese, as did Zhi Qian. That this could lead to sectarianism is attested by the very
curious case of a “Sino-Indian” zealot whose original name was something like “Kinka” (Jin-
jia &f11); he was born around 400 CE at Nankang (Jiangxi) as the son of an Indian merchant;
afterwards he became a Buddhist monk under the name of Fadu 7%/ and a devoted disciple
of Dharmayasas at Chang’an. Dharmayasas was a prominent Abbidbharma master from Kash-
mir, of the Sarvastivadin school, and this may explain why Fadu afterwards developed into
a fanatic Hinayana activist, who prohibited the reading of Mahayana scriptures and the cult
of any other Buddha than Sikyamuni, established his own ritual rules, and acquired a large
following, especially among Chinese nuns. It spread to the lower Yangzi region, where it was
still very much alive in the early sixth century, to the dismay of the ecclesiastical leaders in the
southern capital.?? The existence of such a militant Hinayana sectarianism in early medieval
China is interesting, as is the intriguing fact that it attracted a largely female following, but
it also may serve to demonstrate the important role played by such bilingual intermediaries,
both as assistants of the foreign masters and in their own right—in commercial terms we
might call them the compradores of Buddhism in China.

When we turn to what should be a very important subject—the social background of
the missionaries and their activities before they had come to China—the results generally are
disappointing. With only two exceptions (Kumarajiva and Gunavarman), little of historical
value is said about the masters’ antecedents. The accounts must have been based upon bits of
information supplied by the missionary himself, passing through several stages of transmis-
sion, in the course of which many plainly legendary elements crept in. Some of those stories
may have been told by the master himself, as edifying or self-advertising accounts about mira-
cles performed or witnessed, contacts with superhuman beings and acts of clairvoyance. Some
miracle stories unmistakably bear the stamp of traditional Buddhist lore, and they no doubt
contributed to the image of the foreign monk as a great magician in popular imagination.

The same holds good for the suspiciously large number of cases of high social status
and pedigree: no fewer than six foreign monks are said to have been princes or members of

a royal house (three of whom follow the familiar pattern of giving up their accession to the

22 GSZ ch. 1, 329¢ (appended to the biography of Dharmayasas); CSZJJ ch. 5, 40c: “Note about the hetero-
dox ceremonial rules fabricated by the Hinayanist apostate Zhu Fadu, by Sengyou & #f;; early sixth century CE,
which clearly is the source of the GSZ account. It is followed by an essay entitled “An Elucidation of (Points
of) Doubt (Yu 7 Wi%¢),” in which Kumarajiva’s disciple Sengrui f4%1 (or Huirui %)) defends the Mahayana
teachings against the attacks of some Chinese opponents.
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throne in order to join the sasigha), and three masters claim descent from the Sakya clan of the
Buddha himself.

We do have some concrete information about religious education and study. Several
masters are said to have been well-versed in the arts and sciences belonging to the Vedic tradi-
tion, and as far as Buddhism is concerned we may assume that apart from their specific field
of specialization they were broadly familiar with the s#tras and religious lore of pious stories
and legends. In fact, it is reported that Gunavrddhi (active in Nanjing from 479 to 502 CE)
was able to recite the Avadana-sataka (T 209, a collection of one hundred pious tales) from
memory, since his teacher Sanghasena had compiled it as a kind of elementary course to be
memorized by his junior students.”

At a more advanced level the most common fields of specialization mentioned in our
sources are the Agamas (collections of scriptures belonging to the Hinayana tradition); Abhid-
harma scholastics (mostly of the Sarvastivadin school of Kashmir), and the Disciplinary Rules
(Vinaya) of various schools. On the Indian subcontinent Kashmir figures most frequently as
a stronghold of Hinayana religious study with famous masters teaching the Abhidbarma and
Vinaya; in Central Asia Kucha, Khotan and Kashgar are mentioned as places of specialized
study. A good example of the way in which a high-level and many-sided Buddhist education
was acquired is found in the biography of Kumarajiva (ca. 300-409 var. 413 CE), by far the
most illustrious and influential foreign master in early Chinese Buddhism: as a son of an In-
dian nobleman settled in Kucha and of the ruler’s sister he followed his mother as a young boy
to Kashmir, where he studied the Abbidharma of the Sarvastivadins and “the sciences”; at the
age of twenty he continued his scholastic studies at Kashgar; after his conversion to the Great
Vehicle he studied the Mahayana scriptures in his native Kucha, along with the Sarvastivida-
vinaya under the guidance of a master from Kashmir.* For each subject there were specialized
teachers; in centres of Mahayana Buddhism some large texts like the Mabaparinirvana-sitra
were fields of specialization. The effects of this highly developed system of religious study
are clearly visible in the Chinese record, for once they had arrived in China, foreign masters
naturally tended to concentrate upon texts belonging to the field of their specialization.

Much of the curriculum appears to have consisted of learning by heart: some masters
came to China, their memories crammed with stupendous amounts of texts, ready to perform
feats of “reciting” (song #f#) that baffled even a Chinese audience. After Buddhayasas from
Kashmir (one of Kumarajiva’s old teachers) had arrived in Chang’an in 408 CE, he spent
three years “reciting” the Dbarmaguptaka-vinaya (1" 1428) and the Dirghagama (T 1), a total

3 GSZ ch. 3, 345b.

% CSZJ] ch. 14, 100b-c; GSZ ch. 2, 330b-331a.
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of eighty-two juan; the Chinese translation of the “orally transmitted” version amounts to
about 140,000 characters.” Recitation from memory had of course the serious drawback that
it required the physical presence of such a living repository: when in 404 CE the Vinaya mas-
ter Punyatara died half-way through his recitation of the voluminous Sarvastivida-vinaya, the
work of translation had to be interrupted, and it was only thanks to the arrival of Dharmaruci,

who also knew the text by heart, that the work could be resumed.?
VI. Coming to China and settling down

In general the sources do not tell us much about the reasons why foreign missionaries went
to China. In the earliest period they may just have drifted in, travelling with caravans along
the Silk Road, perhaps motivated only by tales about far-away Maha-Cina. Once arrived, they
settled down in or near a large city, usually the capital, where in most cases there was already
a Buddhist community. As long as Buddhism operated below the level of the highest elite (i.e.,
before the fourth century CE), there is no evidence of foreign monks being “invited” (apart
from the case of the so-called embassy of the Han emperor Ming of ca. 65 CE, which since
long has been proved to be legendary).

It is only by the end of the fourth century that mention is made of a more specific mo-
tivation to go to China, and it may not be fortuitous that it is placed in the context of the pres-
ence of Chinese pilgrims in India, the practice of pilgrimage to the holy sites in India having
started not long before. Thus we hear how the famous master Buddhabhadra at Nagarahara
met the Chinese pilgrim Zhiyan /& who was looking for highly qualified Buddhist masters
for the China mission. Buddhabhadra was recommended by his dhyina teacher Buddhasena
and other authorities, after which he started his journey to China, where he arrived around
409 CE.” A similar case of religious head-hunting and recommendation happened much later
to an even more illustrious master: in 546 CE. Paramartha was sent to China by the ruler of
Magadha, together with many Buddhist texts, at the request of the Chinese envoys that the

emperor Wu of Liang had sent to India in quest of Buddhist masters and Mahayana scrip-

3 CSZJ] ch. 14, 102¢; GSZ ch. 3, 334b. Both accounts contain the interesting story about the Later Qin
ruler Yao Xing k8 submitting Buddhayasas to a formidable test in order to verify the latter’s mnemonic
power: he let him memorize a census register and medical recipes totalling some 50,000 words. Yao Xing was
satisfied when Buddhayasas after two days was able to reproduce the texts from memory without a single mis-
take. Unfortunately, the story cannot be accepted as historical: Yao Xing’s texts were written in Chinese, and
since Buddhayasas had only recently arrived in Chang’an it is very improbable that his knowledge of Chinese
was more than rudimentary.

% GSZ ch. 2, 333b (biography of Punyatara); /bid. (biography of Dharmaruci); 333c¢ (biography of Vimalaksa
FBEZEN).

7 CSZJ] ch. 14, 103¢; GSZ ch. 2, 334c.
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tures.”®

On the Chinese side, such positive efforts to “get hold of” a prominent master must be
viewed in the context of the development of court sponsorship of Buddhism, and in particular
the sponsorship (sometimes coupled with censorship) of translation work—a merit-producing
activity par excellence. In the last decades of the fourth century we see the beginning of a shift
from private, small-scale sponsorship to state-supported translation projects, housed in a few
top-class monasteries—a shift that was completed in Sui and Tang times, when virtually all
translators worked directly under court sponsorship. In that context, it was only natural that
important foreign masters occasionally were invited to come to China, or, if they had already
entered the country, to come to the capital.

It should be added that imperial sponsorship of prominent foreign missionaries was not
only inspired by the wish to earn karmic merit by promoting the production of sacred texts,
but also by less pious considerations. Such masters often were believed to possess supernatural
powers and secret knowledge, and there is ample evidence that rulers were eager to make use
of their skills. Dao’an’s master Fotudeng {#[#7&, a Kuchean who arrived in China in 310 CE,
spent his remaining years as a thaumaturge and soothsayer at the court of the Xiongnu rulers
of the Later Zhao.”” Kumarajiva had to serve Lii Guang, the satrap of Liangzhou, for several
years in a similar capacity. After Kumarajiva had been carried away to Lii’s court at Guzang as
a booty of war, he spent eight years there, predicting the outcome of battles and interpreting
signs of nature.’” The Indian Dharmaksema was patronized by the ruler of the Northern Li-
ang not only as a great translator but also as an exorcist and a master of magic spells (dbarani).
Emperor Taiwu of the expanding state of the Toba-Wei exerted pressure upon the Liang ruler
to send Dharmaksema to him because of the “miraculous power of his spells”—to which the
Weishu (8825 History of the Wei) version adds that he did so because of Dharmaksema’s knowl-
edge of sexual techniques (nannii jinojie zhi shu 7772 1ir). But the Liang ruler was firmly
resolved to keep such a powerful magician to himself, and as he suspected Dharmaksema of
planning an escape to the enemy, he had him murdered.’”!

The combination of pious sponsorship and keeping the foreign master as a magical

28 XGSZ ch. 1, 429c.

2 GSZ ch. 9, 381a-387c; cf. Arthur F. Wright, “Fo-t'u-teng, a Biography,” Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies
11 (1948): 321-371.

50 CSZJJ ch. 14, 101a-b; GSZ ch. 2, 331¢-332a.
31 CSZ]J]J ch. 14, 103b; GSZ ch. 2, 336b-¢; Weishu ch. 99 (biography of Juqu Mengsun {HZE i #%), Zhonghua

shuju ed., 2208-2209. The Weishu text adds that during his stay at Liangzhou the ruler had Dharmaksema teach
his “method” to his daughters and daughters-in-law in order to ensure numerous male offspring.
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protection for the dynasty and the state became a general feature of court Buddhism, first in
the north (at Chang’an under the Former Qin, in the last decades of the fourth century), and
somewhat later also in the south. The most interesting case of official invitation (or imperial
summons) extended by the court at Nanjing to a foreign master concerned Gunavarman, who
at that time (in the second decade of the fifth century) was active as a kind of court chaplain
and adviser to a local ruler on Java, and whose fame had spread beyond the borders to China.
At the request of two Chinese monks, the Song emperor Wen ordered the governor of Jiao-
zhou to send a ship to Java; three monks made the voyage to Java carrying imperial letters to
Gunavarman and to the Javanese king. After a stay at Canton the master made the journey to
the capital at state expense; at his arrival in Nanjing (431 CE) he was lavishly entertained by
Emperor Wen. Apart from his ability to produce sacred texts, Gunavarman’s fame as a man
endowed with supernatural powers (he himself claimed to have reached the second stage of
holiness, that of sakydigimin) no doubt also contributed to his status.*?

It is quite probable that at lower levels of sponsorship (foreign monks being patronized
by high officials and members of the aristocracy) the same mixture of devotion, good works
and belief in magic efficacy could be found. The sources contain many references to such

private sponsoring, but generally very little is said about the benefactors’ reasons for doing so.
VII. Learning Chinese and “producing” texts

As has been mentioned above, learning Chinese, and especially the written scriptural idiom
with its huge and ever-growing lexicon of technical expressions, was a difficult and time-con-
suming task. Foreign monks freshly arrived from abroad could be expected soon to acquire
a basic working knowledge of Chinese for practical purposes, but it would take them several
years to be able to explain the texts that they were reciting (and that were translated by other
members of the team), let alone to make a written translation themselves. The problems relat-
ed to learning Chinese occasionally transpire in contemporary colophons and prefaces. Thus,
when Dharmapriya in the late fourth century attempted to make a translation of an extremely

technical scholastic text he had soon to stop because of his poor knowledge of Chinese, and

2. Before Gunabhadra died in Nanjing 431 CE) he had written a “testament” in Sanskrit verse, which he
entrusted to a disciple with the request to send it to India for the edification of Indian monks. It is not known
whether this was ever done, but in any case the Song emperor Wen ordered the text to be translated in Chinese,
and this version, consisting of 144 Chinese githis, has been preserved in GSZ ch. 3, 341c—342b. In this remark-
able document, in which he describes his gradual self-perfection in Hinayana terms, Gunavarman explicitly
states when and where he attained the two first “fruits of saintliness”: the state of srota-dpanna “in the country
of Malava,” and that of sakrdigamin “in Sri Lanka, in a village called Jieboli #jjz#1].”
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the same happened—with the same text!—to Kumarabodhi.* There were bilingual interme-
diaries available, but they apparently simply could not make clear what the text with its terse
karika formulas meant. In another case a solution was found in “long-range planning” when
in 407 CE the ruler of the Later Qin found out that Dharmayasas and Dharmagupta only
were able “blindly to recite” (ansong FE7) a thirty-juan Abbidharma text, he ordered them to
write out the whole (Indian) text. Only seven years later, “when the si#frz masters gradually
had become familiar with the language of Qin,” he ordered them to translate the text.** Oc-
casionally even Kumarajiva had serious problems with Chinese, in spite of his many years in
China before he started translating and his well-attested knowledge of the language.”

After going through all the available evidence our conclusions must be somewhat dis-
appointing as regards the actual participation of most foreign missionaries in the translation
process. In most cases they just “produced” (chu 1) the Indian text by oral recitation. After
a prolonged stay in China some of them were able to take part in the actual translation of
texts into Chinese, and in two cases we read that one foreign monk assisted another by orally
translating (chuan’yu {535E) the text recited by his colleague.*®

The real problem, however, was not the work of translation, for which the team pro-
vided a solution, but that of interpretation and explanation (jiang i), either within the re-
stricted circle of the team, or for a large monastic audience, or in a public sermon. In one
case we hear of a famous Indian missionary delivering sermons by using an interpreter, but
in only a very limited number of cases the texts expressly state that a foreign master actually
“explained” a text in Chinese for any kind of audience. The problem is strikingly illustrated
by a story about Gunabhadra that in spite of its obviously legendary nature aptly symbolized
the situation. Gunabhadra has been engaged in translation work during the ten years he has
already spent in China, but he still does not dare to preach (jizng) because of his faulty knowl-

edge of Chinese. One night a divine being appears in his dream, holding a sword; after some

3 For Dharmapriya’s attempt to produce the Abbidbharma-bhrdaya-sastra (ca. 382 CE) see KYSJL, ch. 4., 511a;
for Kumarabodhi’s attempt, made around the same time, see the anonymous colophon preserved in CSZJ]J ch.
10, 72b. The text finally was translated by Sanghadeva in 392 CE (T 1550 Apitan xin lun FE 22 05).

# CSZJJ ch. 10, 61a (preface to the Sariputribbidbarma).

% Cf. Sengzhao’s f§2% “Introduction to the Bailun” (F3ii/7, preserved in CSZ]J]J ch. 11, 77b-c), in which he
says that Kumarajiva, who liked this text very much, has made a translation of it, by/for himself (giny: #5),
but he was unable to explain it clearly because “he had not yet become fluent in the local language” (5 5 AHli;
fangyan referring to Chinese).

36 Cf. CSZJJ ch. 10, 73c (Dao’an’s preface to the Vibbasa-sistra ¥W55): in 383 CE Buddharaksa orally
translated the Indian text recited by Sanghabhadra and written down (in Sanskrit) by Zhu Fonian (cf. also GSZ
ch. 1, 328b); the second case is Kumarajiva translating the text of the Sarvdstivida-vinaya recited by Punyatara
and Dharmaruci, cf. above, note 28.
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reassuring words the god cuts off his head and replaces it with a replica, and the next morning
the master finds that he is now speaking Chinese fluently.’””

We also must note that only very rarely could foreign monks write Chinese. In only
one case it is explicitly said that a (rather obscure) monk from India had himself written down
the Chinese version and also was able to explain it in Chinese (shou neng lishu, kou jie Qi yan
FHEE 75 5).%® The fact that the text highlights his ability to write Chinese is signifi-
cant, as it suggests that, normally speaking, foreign monks were not able to do so.

The rather passive role of the foreign “missionaries” (if we still may go on calling them
so) as repositories of non-Chinese texts and “blind reciters” had of course grave consequences
for the further transmission of the ideas contained in the texts: their interpretation appears
largely to have been a Chinese affair, and this in turn explains much of what is characteristic
in early Chinese Buddhism.

There were, however, exceptions. After a lengthy stay in China some foreign monks
(or, in a few cases, upasakas) did indeed hold sermons or explain texts. The most notable ex-
ample is, of course, Kumarajiva, who is known to have amply discussed the meaning of scrip-
tures and treatises with his many Chinese disciples, among whom we find some of the most
creative minds of early Chinese Buddhist philosophy. What is even more notable is the quite
exceptional fact that Kumarajiva also wrote (or let others write down) a considerable number
of works in Chinese: a Vimalakirti commentary; a treatise on “I'he True Characteristic [of
Emptiness]” (Shixiang lun B AH5w) which he composed for his imperial patron, and a volumi-
nous correspondence dealing with scholastic topics.*” Apart from Kumarajiva we only know
of one foreign master publishing an original exegetical work in Chinese: a “General Introduc-
tion to the Scriptures” (Zhongjing tongxu 73 557#f7) composed by Paramartha.*

Kumarajiva’s truly exceptional role deserves to be highlighted: together with the high

7 CSZJJ ch. 14, 105¢; GSZ ch. 3, 344b.

% KYSJL ch. 7, 535b: Dharmakrtayasas translating the Wauliang yi jing fE&37€ in Canton in 481 CE (T
276).

%9 Cf. the many titles of exegetical texts written by Kumarajiva (mostly letters on scholastic topics) that are
listed in Lu Cheng’s [5:7% Falun mulu %5 HE% (compiled shortly after 465; table of contents included in CSZJ]
ch. 12, 82¢). Of these only a collection of sixteen letters to Huiyuan £7% (334-416/417 CE), entitled Dacheng
da yi (zhang) KIERF (F) , has been preserved (T 1856); cf. also Kumarajiva’s complementary letter to Hui-
yuan in the latter’s biography (GSZ ch. 6, 359¢), and the still extant early fifth-century commentary on the
Vimalakirti-nirdesa (Zbu Weimojie jing 13 #EFE54S), part of which consists of glosses by Kumarajiva.

#0 Paramartha’s Zhongjing tongxu 52787 in two juan, listed in T 2149 Da Tang neidian lu KFNHE ch.
10, 332a. It also mentions a seven-juan Fan Fanyan 5= by Paramartha, which seems to have been a rather
comprehensive list of Sanskrit words with Chinese translation. I have not mentioned the commentaries written
in the third century by Kang Senghui and Zhi Qian, since both had been born in China and were completely

sinicized.
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quality of his translations and (in collaboration with his team) the creation of a new and exem-
plary scriptural style, it serves to explain why his activities deployed at Chang’an in the first
decade of the fifth century really constitute a turning point in the history of early Chinese
Buddhism.

So far we have only been speaking about recitation of texts from memory, which is
somewhat misleading. From the available evidence it is quite clear that in most cases use was
made of written texts. Sometimes such texts—even very voluminous ones—were brought in
by the foreign monks, or sent to China by intermediaries; they evoke the image of the wander-
ing monk carrying his texts and other religious objects in a rack on his back, a familiar theme
in Chinese Buddhist iconography. But we also regularly hear of large numbers of Indian or
Central Asian texts circulating or being stored in China, waiting to be translated. Already in
the third century Zhi Qian appears to have made many of his translations from foreign texts
which he collected in China, and later we hear of considerable collections of such huben 7.

Thus, when in 556 CE Narendrayasas arrived at the capital of the Northern Qi, the
emperor had his collection of more than a thousand foreign texts, which he had kept in the
palace, moved to the Taiping K3F- monastery, asking Narendrayasas to “produce” them with
the help of a translation team of twenty monks.* Moreover, in the course of the fifth and sixth
centuries many foreign texts had been brought to China by Chinese pilgrims who stored them
in their monasteries after their return. We regularly hear of the translation of such texts, im-
ported from many different centres; as late as ca. 490 Dharmamati translated in Nanjing two
texts that had been found in Khotan by the famous pilgrim Faxian almost a century before.*

In this way the work of translation did not have to rely upon the unstable basis of
memorization. In numerous colophons and prefaces the standard formula is repeated: The
master, X, holding the “foreign original” (huben H17), recited the text, and Y “transmitted
the language” (chuan’yii {&5E).

VIIL Other roles: magician, dhyana expert, and ordination master

Once more we must realize that the picture is distorted by a one-sided emphasis upon trans-
lation. Foreign monks must also have been active in many other roles which are far less well
documented, or which we can only perceive indirectly, by their reflection in popular stories.

About the foreign master’s role as a thaumaturge, performing miracles by the force
of his saintliness or by the power of his dharani spells, something has already been said in

relation with court sponsorship. However, the same image no doubt prevailed at lower levels

1 KYSJL ch. 7, 544b.

# KYSJL ch. 6, 536a; cf. note by Sengyou in CSZJ]J ch. 2, 13b.
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of society, and in popular imagination this even appears to have been the most outstanding
quality ascribed to the “barbarian priest.” Occasionally the biographical sources also con-
tain stories about famous wonder-working foreigners like the mysterious Indian Qiyu &
(Jivaka?) who arrived in Luoyang around 300 CE; he roamed around without any fixed abode,
performing many feats of miraculous healing, clairvoyance and multiplication of his body.*
Other masters are reported to have performed miracles that clearly belong to Chinese—nota-
bly Daoist—religious lore, such as control exerted over wild animals; high-speed displacement
over a vast distance, and the disappearance of the body shortly after physical death.**

In the biographical sources such thaumaturgical powers are often associated with the
practice of dhyana, which at its higher stages was believed to lead to the acquisition of psychic
powers. Some of those masters had a large following of Chinese disciples and admirers. Here,
in the field of dhyana practice, far removed from the more intellectual sphere of translation,
exegesis and scripture-based preaching, the foreign monk acted as a guru initiating his dis-
ciples into the secrets of breath-control, mental concentration and the visualization of images,
and in that context he could easily be believed to possess the gift of clairvoyance and other
supernatural skills. It was no doubt for that reason that in the late fifth century the Nanjing
court and many members of the elite admired the dhyana master Ratnamati, who combined
solitary meditation with the use of powerful spells, palm-reading, and divination by manipu-
lating hundreds of cowrie shells.*

Finally, a very important role played by the foreign masters was the regular ordination
of Chinese Buddhist monks and nuns at a time when the male and female sarigha still were
in their embryonic phase. As far as the male order is concerned, this took place around the
middle of the third century when there was not yet any question of a regular Chinese monas-
tic life; we are told that at that time Chinese monks only distinguished themselves from the
profane by their tonsure, and that in ritual matters they simply conformed to indigenous Chi-
nese cults. Around 250 CE two missionaries arrived at Luoyang, one from India and one from
Parthia, and it was the Indian Dharmakala who introduced the regular Pratimoksa (jieben 5%
) formulary into China. He also “established (for the monks) the practice of the Karmava-

cand (jiemo &%, the standard procedures for the monastic life), and ordained them.”*

¥ GSZ ch. 10, 388a.

# GSZ ch. 9, 387c (biography of Zhu Fotiao Zf#7 = Buddhadeva?); ibid., ch. 10, 388¢ (Jiantuole ),
ibid., 389a (Heluojie F#E#4). Cf. also the feats of magic performed in Luoyang by the thaumaturge Tanmoluo
EEEZE from Udyana, as reported in the Luoyang gielan ji (Jenner, op. cit., 235; Wang, op. cit., 178).

® GSZ ch. 3, 345a (appended to Gunabhadra’s biography).

¥ GSZ ch. 1, 324b-325a.

23



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

Needless to say that this was a most essential contribution made by the foreign monks.
By regularizing the monastic discipline and the procedure of ordination they made the incipi-
ent Chinese order of monks into a legitimate body, forming part of the universal “sarigha of
the ten directions (of space).” Their presence was necessary, not only because of their disci-
plinary know-how, but also because regular ordination could only be conferred in the pres-
ence of a chapter of ten fully ordained monks.

The activities of Dharmakala are poorly documented, as is the early monastic history
of the male Chinese sa#7igha as a whole. About the role played by foreign masters in the creation
of a regular female order (bigiuni seng tt.frJEf¥, bhiksuni-sangha) we know more; it is a story
that forms one of the most curious episodes in the history of early Chinese Buddhism.

The first Chinese nuns had entered the order in the first half of the fourth century,
both in the north and in the south, and already around 350 CE a convent had been founded
at Nanjing. However, the procedure of ordination was far from orthodox, nor could it be, for
in the Vinaya it is stipulated that for that ritual the presence of two chapters is required, one
consisting of monks, and one of at least ten fully ordained sisters. A compromise was found by
invoking the example of Mahaprajapati, the Buddha’s aunt, and her retinue of Sakya women
who had been admitted into the order by the Buddha himself; since they were the first nuns,
they too had been ordained without any chapter of sisters. It was an argument of questionable
validity; strictly speaking, the Chinese female order was still illegitimate.

It was only in the early fifth century, when the southern metropolitan area counted al-
ready several convents with hundreds of nuns, that the problem could be solved, thanks to the
arrival, in 429 CE, of a small group of Singhalese nuns who had been brought to Canton by an
Indian ship. Their number was not sufficient to form the required chapter of ten, so they were
lodged in a convent in Nanjing, and Gunavarman ordered them to learn Chinese. As a second
step, Gunavarman asked his friend Nandi, who was the captain of the ship, to provide him
with a second group of nuns from Sri Lanka. So he did, and a few years later captain Nandi
delivered at Canton eleven Singhalese nuns led by a certain sister Tiesaluo #pEZ%E (Tissara?),
who then managed to make their way to Nanjing. Gunavarman had died in the meantime, but
the project was successfully completed by his successor Sanghavarman. In 434 CE he led the
ceremony by which the first group of Chinese nuns was fully and regularly ordained.* It was
a ritual act of supreme importance, because by this orthodox transmission of the doctrine the
female order was directly connected, by an uninterrupted monastic lineage, with Mahapra-
japati, and through her with the Buddha himself, and only such a continuous filiation could

guarantee the authenticity of the female sazgha in China. In this case the foreign input played

T 2067 Biguini zhuan 17214 ch. 2, 939¢, 941a; ch. 3, 942b; GSZ ch. 3, 341b; 342b; CSZJ] ch. 14, 104c.
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a decisive role.
IX. Concluding remarks

The faits et gestes of foreign monks in early medieval China have been presented in this paper
as a subject in its own right; the full emphasis has been on their background, their religious
education, their problems of acculturation and language training, and the various activities
they engaged in. Occasionally some remarks have been made about the significance of their
activities in the context of Chinese Buddhism as a whole, but in a provisional way, for much
more research must be done. If any general conclusion can be drawn from this panoramic
view, it could be that in most cases the role these foreign masters played in the actual forma-
tion of Chinese Buddhism appears to be less decisive and less substantial than we would as-
sume it to be at first sight. With the exception of Kumarajiva and of a few thoroughly sinicized
masters, the term “missionary” can hardly be applied to them: they have very little in com-
mon with their Christian counterparts of more than a millennium later, the Jesuit missionar-
ies working in China in late Ming and early Qing times. Unlike the foreign Buddhist masters,
these foreign Christians controlled the whole process, from the translation of texts to their
orthodox interpretation and Confucian adaptation, whereas with a few exceptions the foreign
Buddhist monks were involved only in the first stage, the furnishing of raw materials. All the
rest was done by Chinese, and digested by Chinese minds. The difference is significant, for
it may go part of the way toward explaining why the Jesuit mission failed, and Buddhism was

to stay in China.
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EARLY PRAKRIT AND SANSKRIT MANUSCRIPTS FROM
XINJIANG (SECOND TO FIFTH/SIXTH CENTURIES CE):

PALEOGRAPHY, LITERARY EVIDENCE, AND THEIR RELATION TO BUDDHIST SCHOOLS
Lore Sander
Turfan Collection

Museum of Indian Art, Berlin

Most of the Sanskrit and Prakrit manuscript remains unearthed in the oasis towns of Xinjiang
are Buddhist.! They are generally studied from a philological perspective that attempts to
identify the fragments and, if possible, to reconstruct a text and assign it to a certain Bud-
dhist tradition. Of secondary interest are the exact age of the documents and what they are
able to tell us about the chronological developments of the literary traditions involved. It
is this historical approach—that is, arranging the Chinese Buddhist texts collected in the
Taisho Tripitaka according to the date of their translations—through which Erik Ziircher?
and others have gained important results for the history of Buddhism in China. To arrange
the mostly fragmentary Buddhist Sanskrit manuscripts from the Silk Routes according to
their approximate date, however, is less certain, and for the Prakritic remains it is not pos-
sible at all. Colophons, if preserved at all, are generally not dated.’ Therefore, the dating of
the fragmentary manuscripts depends on paleographic analysis only. Equally essential for
creating a survey of the literary production of the first six centuries of our era is the precise
knowledge of the contents and the vernacular typical for each school. Since most of the re-
mains are fragmentary, they require identification and, if possible, assignment to a certain
Buddhist tradition. This work has only been done for a relatively small percentage of this vast,
still-increasing material. Editions of more or less complete texts are rare. Reconstructing a
text from the fragmentary material means not only identifying the fragments and comparing
them with corresponding translations of the complete text into the Tibetan or Chinese, but
also collating the fragments scattered in different collections. Mindful of the uncertainties of

such a historical approach, I will try to show some literary tendencies revealed by the early

! Since the initial publication of this article in 1993, a sizeable number of manuscripts have been discovered
and important research contributions have appeared. In making the necessary revisions I am grateful for the
critical input of Professors Fumio Enomoto and Dieter Schlingloff.

2 Erik Ziircher, The Buddhbist Conquest of China, 2 vols. (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959).

3 Lore Sander, “Auftraggeber, Schreiber und Scheibeigenheiten im Spiegel khotansakischer Handschriften
in formaler Brahmi,” Studia Indogermanica et Slavica, Festgabe fiir Werner Thomas zum 65. Geburtstag, hrsg.
von Peter Kosta unter Mitarbeit von Gabriele Lerch und Peter Olivier, Specimzina Philologiae Slavicae, ed. Olexa
Horbatsch, Gerd Freidhof and Peter Kosta, Supplementband 26 (Miinchen: Otto Sagner, 1988), 534.
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Prakrit and Sanskrit manuscripts found in the Tarim Basin.

For Central Asian Buddhist communities the Indian languages served as /ingua sacra,
as Latin did in the European Middle Ages. Remains of Sanskrit manuscripts are present at
all sites around the Tarim Basin. They are written in various types of the Indian Brahmi
script.t The editions of Buddhist Sanskrit texts from Xinjiang clearly show that the texts
underwent, seldom enough, only minor changes within a given school.’ They are canonical
in the strongest sense of the word. Therefore fragmentary manuscripts of the same Buddhist
text from different times and different regions belonging to the same tradition can be used to
construct an integrated text. The practice of copying scriptures, which was regarded as a source
of religious merit, greatly aided the preservation of certain texts. Despite the wide distribution
of Sanskrit manuscripts, the materials that can be used for literary analysis are rare, especially
for the first six centuries of our era; and, what is surprising and as yet unexplained, no early
Sanskrit manuscript has been unearthed in the area of Turfan. Therefore this area is excluded
from consideration in this paper.

Little systematic work has been done on the various collections of manuscript remains
that have been dispersed throughout the world.® To my knowledge, only the Berlin collection
has been studied systematically for decades: the fragments have been identified, catalogued,
and published, and the lexical items of these texts have been culled into a dictionary—still
in progress—of Sarvastivadin texts.” These efforts were initiated by Ernst Waldschmidt and
have been successfully continued by Heinz Bechert of the University of Gottingen. For this

reason the Sanskrit manuscripts of the Berlin collection, all written in varieties of Indian and

* See Lore Sander, Paldographisches zu den Sanskrithandschriften der Berliner Turfansamimlung, Verzeichnis
der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, ed. W. Voigt, Suppementband 8 (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1968).
Examples of the different Brahmi types are pubished in Lore Sander, “Brahmi Scripts on the Eastern Silk
Roads,” Studien zur Inologie und Iranistik 11/12 (1986): 159-192; and Lore Sander, “Remarks on the Formal
Brahmi of Gilgit, Bamiyan, and Khotan, with an Appendix of Selected Inscriptions from Thor North (Paki-
stan),” Antiquities of Northern Pakistan, Reports and Studies, ed. Karl Jettmar, vol. 1: Rock Inscriptions in the Indus
Valley: Rock Carvings and Inscriptions along the Karakorum Highway, Heidelberg Academy for the Humanities
and Sciences, Research Unit (Mainz: von Zabern, 1989), plates 196-215. For literary analysis I have used only
publications with facsimile reproductions or references to the dates of the relevant manuscripts.

> See notes 66 and 100.

¢ A very helpful guide through the scattered publications on manuscripts from different collections was
recently published by Akira Yuyama, Buddhbist Sanskrit Manuscript Collections, Baudhasamskrtabbisiabastalikhbitap
ustakalayih, A Bibliographical Guide for the Use of Students in Buddhist Philology, Bibliographia Indica et Buddhica,
Pamphlet No. 2 (Tokyo: International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1992).

7 Sanskrit-Waorterbuch der buddbistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden, begonnen von Ernst Waldschmidt,
hrsg. von der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen unter der Leitung von Heinz Bechert, 1.-9. Lief-
erung, (the vowels) a - ausadhi (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972-1994). Fourteen fascicles of the
Sanskrit-Wirterbuch have now been published, with the fourteenth (trayo-dasika/déstantaka) appearing in 2001.
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North Turkestan Brahmi types, are the most reliable source for my observations. Jens-Uwe
Hartmann and Klaus Wille have made available a survey of the contents of those manuscripts
from the Hoernle collection of the British Library originating from the Northern Route,?
which reveals that the contents of the fragments do not differ from what was already known
from the Berlin finds. Sometimes it is helpful for supplementing the fragmentary texts. The
same applies to the manuscripts from the French collection published by Bernard Pauly be-
tween 1957 and 1965

In the period following the first published version of this article, our knowledge of
Buddhist literature written in the Kharosthi script has increased considerably. Many, generally
fragmentary, manuscripts have appeared and continue to appear from Afghanistan. Although
they have flooded the art market, these manuscripts have made possible the intensive study
of Buddhist texts. Manuscript remains from Central Asia are housed in different public
institutions, mainly the British Library, and private collections, such as the Senior Collection,
the Martin Scheyen Collection, and the Hirayama Collection. The edition of most of the
newly discovered manuscripts lies in the expert hands of Richard Salomon and the scholars
and students around him, either appearing or to appear in the series “Gandharan Buddhist
Texts” (GBT). The earliest of these manuscripts are the British Library scrolls,'” some
of which date back to the pre-Kusana period (first century CE). They were placed into a
pot with an inscription saying that they were donations of the Dharmaguptakas." Most
of the new manuscripts, however, date into the second to third centuries.!? Thanks to the
intensive paleographical studies of Andrew Glass,” the dating of Kharosthi manuscripts

by paleographical means is now quite certain. The new material clarifies many questions

8 Jens-Uwe Hartmann and Klaus Wille, “Die nordturkistanischen Sanskrit-Handschriften der Sammlung
Hoernle (Funde buddhistischer Sanskric-Handschriften, II),” Sanskrit-Texte aus dem buddhbistischen Kanon:
Neuentdeckungen und Neueditionen 2. Folge, ed. Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Klaus Wille, Claus Vogel, and Giinter
Gronbold (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992), 10-63.

?  Bernard Pauly, “Fragments Sanskrits de Haute Asie (Mission Pelliot),” Fournal Asiatique 245 (1957): 281-
307; 247 (1959): 203-249; 248 (1960): 213-258 and 509-538; 249 (1961): 333-410; 250 (1962): 593-612; 252
(1964): 197-217; and 253 (1965): 83-121.

10 Richard Salomon, Ancient Buddhist Manuscripts from Gandbara: The British Library Kharosthi Fragments
(London: The British Library and Seattle: Washington Press, 1999).

1 Salomon, Ancient Buddbist Manuscripts, 175 and 214-217.

12 Richard Salomon, “Kharosthi Manuscripts in the Pelliot Collection, Bibliothéque Nationale de France”
Bulletin d’études Indiennes 16 (1998): 150.

B Andrew Glass, A Preliminary Study of Kbarosthi Manuscript Paleography, unpubl. MA thesis. Seattle: Uni-
versity of Washington, Department of Asian Languages and Literature, 2000.

28



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

concerning the transmission of Buddhism into China, and it affirms the very important role
played by the Dharmaguptakas before the advent of the Sarvastivadins on the Northern Silk
Route."

Even though there are only a limited number of early Sanskrit manuscripts, there
are even fewer Prakrit texts written in the Kharosthi script. These latter are predominantly
preserved in documents from the Southern Route, mainly from Niya, Endere, and Loulan,
and occasionally from Dunhuang,"” with most of them coming from locations within the old
Shanshan kingdom. But the influence of the Prakrit-Kharosthi tradition extended all the way
to the Chinese capital Chang’an. In the Kharosthi documents dating from the first four centu-
ries of our era, the following Buddhist schools are mentioned: the Kasyapiyas (either a sub-sect
of the Sarvastivadins or an independent Sthaviravadin group, depending on the source'¢), the
Dharmaguptakas, and the Mahasanghikas.”” Due to the differences of language and phraseol-
ogy in the scarce remains of canonical texts, the Kharosthi tradition was generally ascribed
to the Dharmaguptakas.’® H. W. Bailey,"” on the basis of earlier work by Burrow,?’ named the

Prakrit of these documents “Gandhari” after its origin in ancient Gandhara, centering on

4 Cf. Salomon, Ancient Buddhbist Manuscripts, 167f.

5 A. M. Boyer, E. J. Rapson, and E. Senart, Kharosthi Inscriptions Discovered by Sir Aurel Stein in Chinese
Turkestan, Part I: Text of Inscriptions Discovered at the Niya Site, 1901 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1920), and Part
II: Text of Inscriptions Discovered at Niya, Endere, and Lou-lan Sites, 1906—07 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1927); 'T.
Burrow, A Translation of the Kharosthi Documents from Chinese Turkestan (London: The Royal Asiatic Society,
1940).

6 In a private communication Fumio Enomoto has criticized my previous inclination to refer to the
Kasyapiyas as a sub-sect of the Sarvastivadins, rightly pointing out that assertions of school affiliation differ
according to sectarian sources. Hence, even though Lamotte (Histoire, 579 and 586f) groups the Kasyapiyas
under the Sarvastivadins, in the Sariputrapariprechi they are listed as an independent Sthaviravadin group.
This identification differs only in the Kashmirian list of the Sariputrapariprechi, which is no doubt significant
for the region in question. (Cf. also André Bareau, Les Sectes Bouddiques du Petit Vébicule, Publications de
I'Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient 38 [Paris: Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient, 1955], 16 (Theravada), 17
(Sammatiya and “La tradition cachemirien”), and 18 (Sarvastivada).

7 Etienne Lamotte, Histoire du bouddhbisme indien, des origines a lere Suka, Publications de I'Institut Oriental-
iste de Louvain 14 (Louvain-la-Neuve: Institut Orientaliste, 1958), 579. The Mahasanghikas are mentioned on
three potsherds from Termez published by V. V. Vertogradova, Indiiskaja Epigrafika iz Kara-Tepe va starom Ter-
meze, Programy deschifrovki i interpretatsii (Moscow: Izdatelskaja firma “Vostoschnaja literatura” RAN, 1995):
51, no. 2; 89, no. 63; and 125, no. 14.

'8 The recent finds of first-century birchbark scrolls from Afghanistan affirms the suggestion. Cf. Richard
Salomon, “A Preliminary Survey of Some Early Buddhist Manuscripts Recently Acquired by the British Li-
brary,” Fournal of the American Oriental Society 117, no. 2 (1997): 353-358.

" Harold W. Bailey, “Gandhar1,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 11 (1946): 764-797.

20 T. Burrow, The Language of the Kharosthi Documents from Chinese Turkestan (Cambridge 1937).
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Taxila. This may be the region from which missionaries were initially dispatched to the oasis
towns around the Tarim Basin. Its geographical coverage is shown by the finds of the Russian
expeditions at Kara Tepe and other sites near the border of Afghanistan,? the recent finds of
rock graffiti from the Upper Indus Valley.?? Because little paleographic work has been done
on the Kharosthi documents,” the dating of this material is even more tentative than that
of the Brahmi documents. The most prominent manuscript of this tradition is the Gandhari
Dharmapada®* which was tentatively dated by Brough to the time of Kaniska I. It is supposed
to originate from Khotan, an assumption which gets linguistic support from later Khotanese
manuscripts which show in their loan words different strata of linguistic influences, the most
prominent of these being Sanskrit and Gandhari.”

But Gandhari seems not to have been the only language of the Kharosthi manuscripts,
and the oasis towns of the Southern Route not the only places where this language flourished.
Some palm-leaf fragments from the Pelliot Collection, probably originating from Subasi and
Khitai Bazar, near Kucha, have been published recently by Richard Salomon.?* They supple-
ment the rare finds of Kharosthi manuscripts and documents in the Kucha oasis. Even though
these fragments are so small that very little can be said about their contents and nothing about
school affiliation, they are nevertheless of linguistic interest because they show the different

stages of Sanskritization. For paleographical reasons they are dated into the second to third

2t See note 17. See also inter alia Boris J. Stavisky, “The Fate of Buddhism in Middle Asia—in the light of
archaeological data—,” Silk Road Art and Archaeology 3 (1993/1994): 113-142.

22 E.g., Ahmad Hasan Dani, Chilas, the City of Nanga Parvat (Dyamar) (Islamabad: A. H. Dani, 1983); Karl
Jettmar, ed., Antiquities of Northern Pakistan, Reports and Studies, vol. 1: Rock Inscriptions in the Indus Valley, Hei-
delberg Academy for the Humanities and Sciences, Research Unit: Rock Carvings and Inscriptions along the
Karakorum Highway (Mainz: von Zabern, 1989); and Martin Bemmann and Ditte Konig, “Die Felsbildstation
Oshibat,” Mit Beitrigen von Gérard Fussman, Oskar von Hiniiber und Nicholas Sims-Williams, Materialien
zur Archdologie der Nordgebiete Pakistans, Bd. 1 (Mainz: von Zabern, 1994).

# See Ahmad Hasan Dani, Indian Palaeography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963), 251-272. See also
the remarks of Gérard Fussman in his articles on different Kharosthi inscriptions in Bulletin de "Ecole Frangaise
&Extréme-Orient 61 (1974): 1-66; 67 (1980): 45-58; 71 (1982): 1-46; 74 (1985): 29-45; and 75 (1986): 1-14. For
India see for example Charu Chandra Das Gupta, The Development of the Kharosthi Script (Calcutta: K. L. Mu-
khopadyaya, 1958).

#* John Brough, The Gandbari Dbarmapada, London Oriental Series, vol. 7 (London, 1962).

» E.g., Harold W. Bailey, “Gandhar1” (cited above, n. 12), and Dieter Weber, “Sprachliches aus
Achimenidischer Zeit in Zentralasien,” Kunst, Kultur und Geschichte der Achimenidenzeit und ibr Fortleben, be-
sorgt von Heidemarie Koch und D. N. Mackenzie, Archiologische Mitteilungen aus Iran, Erginzungsband 10
(Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 1983), 91-100.

26 Richard Salomon, “Kharosthi Manuscripts in the Pelliot Collection, Bibliothéque Nationale de France”
Bulletin d’études Indiennes 16 (1998): 123-160.
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centuries CE.

It was the late Franz Bernhard who drew attention to a Kharosthi-Prakrit tradition
on the Northern Silk Route, attested in documents from Qizil and from Toyoq (a site in
the Turfan oasis), which he believed to have existed until the seventh century CE.?” The
Kharosthi documents occur side by side with those written in Brahmi. He mentions bilingual
inscriptions from Subasi Lingir, a place near Qizil, where Kharosthi inscriptions were found
together with seventh-century Tokharian inscriptions in Brahmi. Whether these inscrip-
tions are actually bilingual is not at all certain. A recent publication by Georges Pinault?®
shows that Kharosthi inscriptions were incised or written side by side with Brahmi graffiti in
Tokharian B,” the language of Kucha, but only the Brahmi inscription in “North Turkestan
Brahmi, type a” can be dated with some certainty to the seventh century at the earliest.”” The
Kharosthi inscriptions have been read only tentatively by Pinault. Bernhard referred also
to wooden Kharosthi documents found by the second German expedition, which are still
awaiting publication.” On one of the documents Brahmi notices are written in Tokharian
B (expedition photo: Museum fiir Indische Kunst, Berlin B 1825), which suggests a seventh-
century date. The outer appearance of the wooden documents does not differ from caravan
passports and other official documents already known. Furthermore, Bernhard mentions “a

sheet of handwriting in pothi-form” from Toyoq near Turfan, which “is written in a kind of

77 Franz Bernhard, “Gandhari and the Buddhist Mission in Central Asia,” Aijali: Papers on Indology and
Buddhbism: A Felicitation Volume Presented to Oliver Hector de Alwis Wijesekera (Peradeniya: University of Ceylon,
1970), 55-62.

% Georges Pinault, “Epigraphie koutchéenne,” Sites divers de la région de Koutcha, Mission Paul Pelliot,
Documents conservés au Musée Guimet et i la Bibliothéque Nationale, Documents Archéologiques VIII (Paris:
College de France: 1987): 59-196.

# The “bilingual” inscription in Gandhari and “West-Tokharian” is mentioned by Bernhard, “Gandhari,”
p- 56, note 2. Its Brahmi-Tokharian part can be dated on paleographic grounds to the seventh century CE.
It has been published by Georges Pinault, “Epigraphie,” the Brahmi portion on p. 138f. (G-Su 3) and the
Kharosthi on p. 157f. (G-Su 43) based on photographs made by Paul Pelliot, who visited Subasi Lingir before
the Germans. Albert von Le Coq (Von Land und Leuten in Ostturkistan, Berichte und Abenteuer der 4. Deutschen
Turfanexpedition [Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich’sche Buchhandlung], p. 83, Plate 17) had already published a photo of
the inscriptions in 1928. He describes the discovery site as being the back wall of a cave temple to the north of
the village. The original inscription is now in the possession of the Museum of Indian Art in Berlin (Inv.-Nr.
II1357). The contents of both inscriptions are unclear. Until now it has remained doubtful whether the inscrip-
tions are indeed bilingual, as Bernhard maintained. Not much speaks in favor of his assumption.

0 Lore Sander, Paliographisches, 46—47.
31 Another unpublished wooden Kharosthi document belongs to the Museum of Indian Art, Berlin (ITI

7389), one side of which is painted with a Buddha image. After the document was no longer used, it was painted
with a Buddha image and served as a devotional tablet.
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Indian writing otherwise completely unknown but similar to the Kharosthit alphabet.” The
original has been lost, but recently I found photos of it among old negatives in the Museum of
Indian Art (A 234, B 1940, 1928), together with remnants of two other folios from the same
manuscript (B 1932). The number of the complete folio in pustaka shape is written at the right
edge, with, in addition to the ductus of the script, shows that it was written from the right to
the left. The diaresis above several letters points either towards Gandhari, as Professor Lin
Meicun kindly informed me, or to a Tokharian dialect. Already in 1973 Bailey published pho-
tos of three tiny fragments of a biscriptual text from “Kuci,” some words of which are written
in the same strange Kharosthi type and probably the same language as the remains from
the German expedition;* the other contains fragments of Sanskrit words written in “North
Turkestan Gupta Type,” which allows us to date the strange script to the fifth century.’** The
Kharosthi script seems to be influenced by the aforementioned type of Brahmi, which is the
same script named by Hoernle “Upright Gupta.” The upright, distinctive, and rather care-
tully written letters suggest a type of “Formal Kharosthi.” Formal scripts serve as book scripts
and are generally used for writing sacred texts. They are set apart from the everyday cursive
script of the Kharosthi documents and in most of the inscriptions.” This “Formal Kharosthi”
is also present in one inscription from Qizil, probably from Site II, Cave 10 (B 1879).% If it
is proved true that the scanty remains of manuscripts in “Formal Kharosthi” script contain
a Buddhist text in a Tokharian dialect, these fragments will be the oldest documents handed

down in this language.’””

32 Bernhard, “Gandhari,” 57.

3 H. W. Bailey, “Taklamakan Miscellany,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 36 (1973):
224-227, Plates IIT and TV.

#* Lore Sander, “Brahmi Scripts,” 1691f.

% Pinault (“Epigraphie,” 158f) has published another Kharosthi graffiti from Subasi (G-Su 44; P1. LXIVF).
He makes the following observation about the script: “Most of the signs can be easily interpreted as Kharosthi
aksaras, and the system of vocalization also seems to be that of Kharosthi. But other signs of the inscription
seem not to appear among any Kharosthi alphabet known so far, and they neither offer any analogy to forms of
Kharosthi aksaras nor to another Indian script. Four of them give a vague impression of sharing characteristics
with certain Brahmi scripts. There is perhaps a trace of influence or a characteristic technique due to a certain
type of kalam.” The script of this inscription resembles that of the pothi leaves from the Berlin collection and
the fragments from the British collection published in Bailey, “Taklamakan.”

36 Albert Grinwedel mentions an inscription which may be the one on Plate 4, in Altbuddbistische Kultstitten
in Chinesisch-Turkistan, Bericht iiber archiologische Arbeiten von 1906 bis 1907 bei Kuta, Qarasabr und in der Oase
Turfan (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1912), 147.

7 Professor Lin Meicun has informed me about the first results of the decipherment and interpretation of
the Kharosthi documents from the Northern Silk Route. According to him the language of the documents
appears to be a “hybrid” Tokharian with strong links to Gandhari.
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Texts of the Dharmaguptakas were not written exclusively in the Kharosthi script.
Ernst Waldschmidt was the first to identify two fragments from Sanskrit manuscripts written
in the Brahmi script as belonging to the Dharmaguptaka tradition. One probably belonged to
a Bhiksuni-pratimoksa manuscript’® of the sixth century. It is written in the “Early Turkestan
Brahmi,” and it originates most likely from Qizil. The terminology and the sequence of the
rules point to the Dharmaguptaka school.*” The second is a single folio from a seventh- or
eighth-century manuscript containing the Dharmaguptaka version of the Mahdaparinirvana-
sitra.® It was found at Murtuq in the Turfan oasis. With due caution because of the scantiness
of the material, one may say at least that these two fragmentary manuscripts indicate that
the (perhaps small) Dharmaguptaka communities on the Northern Silk Route followed the
general trend of Sanskritization and acceptance of Brahmi as the sacred script under the
influence of the Sarvastivadins. The material shows how unreliable is the simple identification
of the Kharosthi script with the Gandhari language and the Dharmaguptaka school.
Dharmaguptaka communities were not only present on the Southern Route but also in the
oasis of Kucha, perhaps even before the Sarvastivadins began their successful missions at the
time of Kaniska I. Traces of this school show that they survived in small communities on the
Northern Route up to the seventh century and in the Turfan oasis even longer.

The early literary tradition of the Sarvastivada school is best represented by Sanskrit
manuscripts from the Northern Silk Route. The early manuscripts are written in various
types of Brahmi script dating from the second to the sixth centuries. Some remains from this

period also exist from the Southern Route, mainly from the centers of the ancient Shanshan

# Ernst Waldschmidt; Wolfgang Voigt, ed., Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden, Part 1, Verzeichnis
der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland 10 no. 1 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1965), catalogue no. 656.
Meanwhile eight volumes of Waldschmidt’s Sanskrithandschriften have appeared; see note 54.

¥ See Oskar von Hiniiber, “Die Bestimmung der Schulzugehérigkeit buddhistischer Texte nach
sprachlichen Kriterien,” Zur Schulzugehirigkeit von Werken der Hinayina-Literatur, Part 1, ed. Heinz Bechert,
Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, Philologisch-Historische Klasse, 3. Folge, Nr.
149 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1985), 59.

0 Ernst Waldschmidt, “Drei Fragmente buddhistischer Satras aus den Turfanfunden,” Nachrichten der
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen, Part 1, Philologisch-Historische Klasse, Jg. 1968 (1968), 3-16; repr.
in Heinz Bechert and Petra Kieffer-Piilz, eds., Ausgewdhlte kleine Schriften, Glasenapp-Stifung 29 (Stuttgart:
Franz Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden GmbH, 1989), 232-245. Cf. also Mark Allon and Richard Salomon, “Kharosthi
Fragments of a Gandhari version of the Mahdparinirvanasitra in the Scheyen Collection.” In Jens Braarvig,
ed., Manuscripts in the Schoyen Collection 1, Buddhist Manuscripts 1 (Oslo: Hermes Publishing, 2000): 244-273.

# See Oskar von Hiniiber, “Sanskrit und Gandhari in Zentralasien,” in Klaus Rohrborn and Wolfgang
Veenker, eds., Sprachen des Buddhismus in Zentralasien, Vortrige des Hamburger Symposiums vom 2. Fuli bis 5. Fuli
1981, Veroffentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 16 (Wiesbaden: Harrossowitz, 1983), 27-34.
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kingdom.* The material is scarce compared with that dating from the seventh century on-
wards. The remnants from the Northern Silk Route are confined to the northwestern oases,
Kucha and Qaraahr, most of them coming from the library and the annexes of the “Red
Dome Cave” (nos. 66 and 67 in the Chinese numbering) at Qizil. They date back to the time
of Kaniska I, whose dating is still an open question.” No colophon is preserved in the frag-
ments of this period, and it is not likely that a date was given in the early colophons.** The
rare colophons preserved are very brief, giving only the title and author’s name. Therefore,
paleography is the only means to bring the early manuscripts into a chronological order, that
is, by comparing them with dated inscriptions from India. Fortunately, Indian Brahmi under-
went several changes from its beginning in the third century BCE up to the fifth century CE,
which enable us to follow the Central Asian developments. The Brahmi script of the earliest
manuscripts is very close to inscriptions from Mathura and Kausambi of the second-third
centuries. Some of them show an amalgamation of elements of these two Kushan varieties, as
the much discussed Mathura inscription of the fourteenth year of the “great king and son of
the gods” Kaniska.¥ The eastern ha 5, the looped sa #, and the Gupta ma « are written in
the same manner as in the Kau$ambi inscriptions. The script of the northwestern provinces
of India, represented by manuscripts from Bamiyan and graffiti from the Upper Indus Valley,
is basically the Brahmi of Mathura with some minor elements from the eastern or Kausambi

type of the Kushan Brahm1.* But it also has its own features: The special form of ma 31, bent

# Richard Salomon and Collett Cox, “ITwo New Fragments of Buddhist Sanskrit Manuscripts from Central
Asia,” Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 11, no. 1 (1988): 141-153. See note 59 for another
edition of one of these fragments. See also Harry Falk, “The yuga of Sphujiddhvaja and the era of the Kusanas,”
Silk Road Art and Archaeology 7 (2001): 121-136.

# The recently published Bactrian inscription of Kaniska I sheds light on the early chronology of the
Kushan kings. See Nicholas Sims-Williams and Joe Cribb, “A New Bactrian Inscription of Kanishka the
Great,” Silk Road Art and Archaeology 4 (1996): 75-142.

* See my remarks on early colophons in “Auftraggeber,” p. 534.

+ Heinrich Luders, Mathura Inscriptions, ed. Klaus Janert, Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften
in Gottingen, Philologisch-Historische Klasse, 3. Folge, Nr. 47 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961),
§81. For one recently published example, see also Herbert Hirtel, “A Remarkable Inscribed Sculpture from
Mathura,” Indian Art and Connoisseurship, Essays in Honour of Douglas Barrett, ed. John Guy (New Delhi: Indira
Gandhi National Centre for the Arts in association with Mapin Publishing Pvt. Ltd., 1995), 33-43, submitted
for publication in 1986. The same inscription was published by Gérard Fussman in “Documents épigraphiques
kouchans (V), Buddha et bodhisattva dans ’art de Mathura: Deux Bodhisattva inscrits de I'an 4 et I’an 8,” Bul-
letin de I’Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme-Orient 77 (1988): 5-25.

* Lore Sander, “Einige neue Aspekte zur Entwicklung der Brahmi in Gilgit und Bamiyan (ca. 2.-7. Jh. n.
Chr.),” in Klaus Réhrborn and Wolfgang Veenker, eds., Sprachen des Buddhismus in Zentralasien, Vortrige des
Hamburger Symposions vom 2. Juli bis 5. Fuli 1981, Verotfentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 16 (Wies-
baden; Otto Harrassowitz, 1983), 113-124.
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twice on the left side, is only present in this area. The development of the Brahmi from the
second to the fifth-sixth centuries makes it possible to date the otherwise undated material
and to assign slightly differing varieties to their appropriate regions.

Another factor is the writing material itself. Most of the early manuscripts (up the fifth
century) are written on palm-leaves; only rarely are they written on leather, birchbark, or silk.
None of these materials are indigenous to the Tarim Basin, but are typical of India, Kashmir,
Greece, and China, respectively. This argues in favor of the importation of the earliest manu-
scripts. But rare poplar-wood manuscripts, like the famous late Kushan Udinavarga from
Subasi Lingir now in the French collection, indicate that Kushan Brahmi1 was also written in
Central Asia itself during the second and third centuries.” Furthermore, it is not at all certain
that all the palm-leaf manuscripts were brought by pious monks from the Indian subcontinent
to Central Asia, as is often assumed. Palimpsests show that this rare material was re-used; why
should this not be the case in the region where the manuscripts were kept?

The selection of texts preserved among Kushan period remains is astonishing. Most of
them contain Abhidharma treatises and poetic works of A§vaghosa and, in the somewhat later
manuscripts, of Matrceta. The only semi-canonical work present from these early times is
the Udinavarga. The oldest fragmentary manuscript from Kucha contains fragments of three
dramas of Asvaghosa.* One of them is shown to be the Szriputraprakarana by a colophon from
a later fourth-century palm-leaf manuscript written in “Early Turkestan Brahmi,” which was
probably added by someone who revised the older manuscript.* The better-preserved older
manuscript dates back to the time of Kaniska I or Huviska, which suggests it was written down
only a little later than the lifetime of the famous poet himself. As far as one can judge from the
paucity of manuscripts preserved from the second and third centuries, the missionaries car-

ried in their baggage texts that might appeal to the minds and hearts of the educated people,

4 See F. W. Thomas, “Brahmi Script in Central-Asian Sanskrit Manuscripts,” Asiatica, Festschrift Friedrich
Weller zum 65. Geburtstag (Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1954), 677: “So far, therefore, as appears from the ma-
terials at present available for scrutiny, any currency of Kusana Brahmi in Chinese Turkestan seems to be un-
attested, though among the Buddhist communities the script can hardly have been quite unknown.” This was
stated despite the fact that the first edition of the Udanavarga manuscript written on poplar wood had already
been published by N. P. Chakravarti in L'Udianavarga sanskrit (Paris: P. Geuthner, 1930); the text has been re-
edited by Hideaki Nakatani in Uddnavarga de Subasi, 2 vols. (texts and facsimiles), Publications de I'Institute de
Civilisation Indienne, série in 8°, fasc. 53 and 54 (Paris: Boccard, 1987).

* Heinrich Liders, Bruchstiicke buddbistischer Dramen, Kleinere Sanskrittexte, vol. 1; repr. in Herbert Hirtel,
ed., Monographien zur indischen Archiologie, Kunst und Philologie 1 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1979).

* Heinrich Liiders, “Das Sariputraprakarana, ein Drama des Asvaghosa,” Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, 17 (Berlin 1911), 388—411; repr. in Philologica Indica,
Ausgewdblte kleine Schriften von Heinrich Liiders, Festgabe zum siebzigsten Geburtstag (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1940), 190-213.
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mainly the nobility. It is their then-modern philosophy, intentionally named Abhidharma,
the “superior Law,”® which was meant to fascinate intellectuals. To win the people’s hearts
they used the works of their most famous and still-recent poet A§vaghosa. The older Sutra
and Vinaya texts, which were mainly of interest to the members of the Buddhist order, were
probably known by heart. Such treatises do not occur among the earliest manuscripts, not
even the famous (and popular) sttra of the last days of the Buddha, the Mabaparinirvina-sitra,
part of the Satsitraka (“Six Sutras”) section of the Dirghigama, which was especially valued
by the Sarvastivadins. The complete absence of canonical sttra and vinaya texts may have
its reason in the Indian bhanaka tradition.’' The canonical texts were known by heart and
taught by specialists in the different sections. This may have been also the common practice
in Kucha. It is known that Kumarajiva was trained in reciting Abhidharma in his younger
years during his studies in Kashgar, before he converted to the Mahayana under the influence
of a teacher from Yarkand.’> We also know how difficult it was for Faxian®® to acquire copies
of Vinaya texts in India, for the texts were only handed down by recitation.”* Despite the
uncertainties about the historical core of the accounts of Sarvastivada council held in Kashmir
at the time of Kaniska I in order to codify their Abhidharma, the contents of the earliest
Buddhist Sanskrit manuscripts support its historicity. It is rather probable that, as a result of

this council, monks were sent out as missionaries. As in China, they made their appeal first

%0 For the meaning of “Abhidharma” see Oskar von Hiniiber, “Vinaya und Abhidhamma,” Studien zur In-
dologie und Iranistik 19, Festschrift Georg Buddruss (1994): 109-122.

1 Lore Sander, “The earliest manuscripts from Central Asia and the Sarvastivida Mission,” in Ronald E.
Emmerick and Dieter Weber, eds., Corolla Iranica, Papers in Honour of Prof- Dr. David Neil MacKenzie (Frankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang, 1991), 133-150.

32 Liu Mau-Tsai, Kutscha und seine Beziehungen zu China vom 2. Fh. bis zum 6. Jh. n. Chr, 2 vols., Asiatische
Forschungen 27 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1969), 176; and David Snellgrove, Indo-Tibetan Buddhism, Indian
Buddbists and their Tibetan Successors (London: Serindia Publications, 1987), 347.

% Samuel Beal, trans., Si-yu-ki, Buddhist Records of the Western World, translated from the Chinese of Hinen
Tsiang (A.D. 629), (London: Tritbner & Co., 1884; repr. Delhi: Oriental Books Reprint Corp., 1969), Ixx.

* In my article “The earliest manuscripts” I listed the manuscript remains from the second to the fifth cen-
tury CE known so far. One fragment escaped me. It is a small palm-leaf fragment published by Huang Wenbi
O, Talimu pendi kaogu ji ¥5HARZEHZ 50 [Archeological Report on the Tarim Basin] (Peking: Kexue
chubanshe B} HIfitl, 1958), 75, PL. 77, no. 13. See also Ernst Waldschmidt, “Chinesische Forschungen in Sin-
Kiang (Chinesisch-Turkistan),” Orientalische Literaturzeitung 54, nos. 5-6 (1959): 239 n. 1. Another fragment
was recently published in Klaus Wille, Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden, Part 7, Die Katalognummern
1600-1799, ed. Heinz Bechert, Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handscriften in Deutschland, ed. Hartmut-
Ortwin Feistel, X.7 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1995), catalogue no. 1600. This is a palm-leaf manuscript from
Tums3uq containing an unidentified philosophical text. It is written in the late Gupta type of the fifth century
(Sander, Paliographisches, alphabet k).
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to the upper classes.” The mission was quite successful in Kucha, where the Sarvastivadins
gained such a stronghold that they even resisted the attraction of the Mayayana ideas that
predominated in Khotan. This conservatism is all the more astonishing, because the fol-
lowers of Mahayana became dominant in philosophical questions, which formerly had been
a domain of the Sarvastivadins, who themselves did much to pave the way for it. Citing the
life of Xuanzang, Demiéville’® reports a discussion with the local patriarch Moksagupta of
Kucha in 630 in which this patriarch refuted the ideas of the Yogacarabhiimi of Asanga as being
heretical, and that the true words of the Buddha are only preserved in the Vibhisa.”” Kucha
remained an orthodox center of the Sarvastivadins. They believed in the philosophy taught
in their Abhidharma, although this does not mean that they did not tolerate a minority of
followers of Mahayana living in the same nikzya,’® who kept the discussion alive.”

The first paper manuscripts cannot be dated earlier than the fifth century CE. They
reveal a larger variety of subjects than the earlier manuscripts. It is probable that the Chi-
nese writing tradition replaced the Indian oral one, and that therefore the demand for paper
increased. This development may have supported the idea of accumulating merit by copying
sacred texts. However, the cheaper paper, which seems to have been produced in the oasis
towns themselves,” paved the way for an immense literary productivity. In most cases the
manuscripts were written by monks living in the oasis towns, mainly in Kucha, Qarasahr,
and Khotan. The copying and writing down of those sacred texts formerly known by heart
goes hand-in-hand with their translation into local languages. The educated monks may have
learned to write with the help of alphabet charts known from India, the so-called siddham
(because they began with this auspicious word) or dvadasiksari (because they consisted of
alphabets arranged according to the twelve full vowels [i.e., not including the semivowels] of

the Indian alphabet). In this context it is surprising that the oldest #ksara charts from Xinjiang

55

As Ziarcher, The Buddhbist Conquest of China, observed for China.

Paul Demiéville, “Un Fragment sanskrit de ’Abhidharma des Sarvastivadin,” Fournal Asiatique 249 (1961):
463.

" See also Snellgrove, Indo-Tibetan Buddhism, 309.

* See note 118.

" One of the rare Mahayana texts from Qizil is, according to its script, a product of the Southern Route,
probably originating from Khotan. See Sanskrithandschriften 1, catalogue no. 374. The only Mahayana text
from Qizil known so far is written in the “North Turkestan Brahmi, Type a,” dating from the seventh century.
It deals with the dasabbimi or ten stages in the career of the bodhisattva. See Sanskrithandschriften 3, catalogue
no. 884.

0 In order to prepare the quite absorbent Chinese paper for writing with a pen, they used the same method
of plastering the surface as was used for the basis of wall-paintings.
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only date from the seventh century on, i.e., from the same time when Xuanzang wrote about
this practice: “To educate and encourage the young, they are first taught to study the book of
twelve chapters.”"! From letters preserved in Tokharian B we can assume that the Tokharian
intelligentsia knew how to read and write as well as those of Khotan. In the comparably early
Khotanese composite work, the Book of Zambasta,** some colophons and additional remarks of
readers® show that the young monks were trained in these arts. The absence of early aksara
charts may have its causes in the prevailing oral tradition—they may have only been intro-
duced when writing became a more general practice.®*

The remains of the oldest paper manuscripts have been found in Kucha and Sorcuq.
They are written in the “Turkestan Gupta Type” (Type 111, in Sanskrithandschriften). Among
them are Vinaya texts, such as the Pratimoksa® and Karmavicand, and for the first time
some composite manuscripts with satra texts from the Dirghigama, Madhyamiagama, and
Samyuktigama,*® all belonging to the canon of the Sarvastivadins. These texts were handed
down nearly unchanged from about the fifth century until the tenth century or even later,*” a

fact which was promoted by the practice of copying. Among these sutra texts, the oldest man-

Beal, Si-yu-ki, 78. See also W. Couvreur, “Koetjische Schrifttabellen in Slanting Gupta,” Orientalia Gan-
densia 2 (1965): 111-137.
“ R.E. Emmerick, ed. and trans., The Book of Zambasta: A Khotanese Poem on Buddhbism (London: Oxford
University Press, 1968).

8 Sander, “Auftraggeber,” 533-549.
6% This practice coincides with the Chinese conquest of Kucha in 658 CE.

% It is a surprising and not yet explained fact that among Vinaya literature only Pratimoksa manuscripts
survived in the western oases, while Vibbanga manuscripts are known only from sites around Turfan.

% The fragmentary state of preservation often does not allow an exact comparison of versions preserved
in the earlier and later manuscripts. In some cases there are some slight differences; in the Atanatika-sitra,
for example, the early fifth-century manuscript edited by Hoffmann reads api kumdarakan: api kumarikam ek-
aratham kytvd vicaranti diso disnm “a one-wheel car has been made for the Kumaras and Kumarikas... they roam
through the regions,” while the later manuscript reads ...ckadburant krtvia anuyanti diso disam “a car with one
pole has been made... they go through the regions”; see Helmut Hoffmann, Bruchstiicke des Atanatikasitra aus
dem zentralasiatischen Sanskritkanon der Buddbisten, Kleinere Sanskrit-Texte, vol. 5; repr. in Herbert Hirtel, ed.,
Monographien zur indischen Archiologie, Kunst und Philologie, Band 3 (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1987), 67; see also
Lore Sander, “Nachtrige zu Kleinere Sanskrit-Texte I1I-V,” in Helmut Hoffman, ibid., 196 note 13.

¢ It is not known for how long the Sarvastivada comunities continued to exist in the Turfan oasis. The
“Northern Turkestan Brahmi” became standardized in the seventh century, after which the script of manu-
scripts found in the Northern Route sites varies but little. Therefore, from this time onwards paleography is no
longer a reliable means for dating Brahmi manuscripts.
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uscript contains parts of the Sagsitraka.®® These are introductory sutras to the Sarvastivada
Dirghiagama which was not completely translated into the Chinese language.”” Most if not
all of the canonical sutras were formerly compiled in composite manuscripts, the remains of
which allow us to reconstruct the sequence of the sttras. As Jens-Uwe Hartmann mentioned
in a paper read at the “Deutschen Orientalistentag” in Munich in 1991, they reflect what one
might call the “program” of this school. The sequence begins with three satras which are
fundamental for the Abhidharma treatises of the school, the Dasottara-sitra, Sangiti-sitra,
and the Arthavistara-nama-dharmaparyiya. The other three are concerned with the Buddhas’
lives, beginning with the Catusparisat-siitra, “the Sutra of the Four Assemblies,” i.e., of monks,
nuns, laymen, and laywomen, and which consequently deals with the founding of the Bud-
dhist order. The next text is the Mahavadana-sitra, the “Sutra of Heroic Deeds,””" a work that
praises the lives of the former Buddhas and in particular the complete life story of Vipasyin,
who exemplifies the Bodhisattva career. The last of the six sttras, the Mabaparinirvana-sitra,
deals with the final days of the Buddha Sakyamuni. The Satsitrakas reflect the double attitude
toward salvation acknowledged by the Sarvastivadins: first, the highest knowledge and wisdom
as represented in the three introductory sutras is that of the Abhidharma; and, second, the
practice of moral life leading to salvation is exemplified by the lives of the historical Buddha
and his predecessors.”! The position of the accounts of the Buddhas’ lives in the Sarvastivada

canon at the beginning of the Sutrapitaka differs from other traditional Buddhist schools, in-

8 Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften, vol. 1, no. 652. For a detailed analysis see Jens-Uwe Hartmann,
“Fragmente aus dem Dirghagama der Sarvastivadin,” Sanskrit-Texte aus dem buddhbistischen Kanon: Neuentdeck-
ungen und Neueditionen, Sanskrit-Worterbuch der buddhbistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden, Beiheft 2 (1989),
37-67.

© Ernst Waldschmidt, Die Uberlieferung vom Lebensende des Buddba, Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wis-
senschaften in Gottingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse, 3. Folge, Nr. 30 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru-
precht, 1948), Part 2, 350, observed in his analysis of the different Mabaparinirvana-sitra versions that the text
of the Sanskrit Sarvastivada sitra is closest to the early translation of Bo Fazu 5% (290-306 CE) and that of
an unknown translator (317-420 CE).

70 For the translations of avadina see Ernst Waldschmidt, Das Mahbavadanasitra: Ein kanonischer Text iiber
di sieben letzten Buddbas. Sanskrit, verglichen mit dem Pili, nebst einer Analyse der in chinesischer Ubersetzung iiber-
lieferten Parallelversionen, auf Grund von Turfan-Handschriften herausgegeben und bearbeitet, Teil 1. Einfiihrung
und Sanskrittext im bandschriftlichen Befund. Abbandlungen der Deutxchen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Klasses fiir
Sprachen, Literatur und Kunst, 1952, no. 8 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1953), 3f. Cf. also Sanskrit-Wirterbuch, 3.
Lieferung 1981.

I It is remarkable that many Qizil caves used for cult practice reveal in their paintings a similar attitude.
The main hall is embellished with pictures of various preaching scenes, which may express the way of knowl-
edge, while the barrel vaults are decorated with icons representing svadinas, showing the way to salvation.
The large pictures in the circumambulatory area remind one of the Mahaparinirvana of the Buddha and the
distribution of relics as decribed in the Mabaparinirvana-sitra.
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cluding the closely related Mulasarvastivada and that of the Mahasanghikas.” In their canon,
the life story of the Buddha is related at the beginning of the Vinaya (Sazighabheda-vastu and
Vinayaksudraka-vastu). The Vinaya is meant for monks and nuns and is not, as were the satras,
also intended for use in delighting and/or converting lay followers, heretics, and gods. In
this light it seems to be not unlikely that the Sarvastivadins followed a missionary agenda by
placing the accounts of the Buddhas’ lives at the beginning of their Sutra section.

Among the recently published texts there are several belonging to the group of manu-
scripts under discussion. The second volume (with texts) from the Petrovskij collection, ed-
ited by M. I. Vorob’eva-Desjatovskaya and G. M. Bongard-Levin, has recently appeared. It
contains some manuscripts which may be dated on paleographic grounds to the fifth-sixth
centuries. One is a manuscript of the Sardilakarnavadina which, according to the editors,”
originates from Kucha and is written in “Schrifttypus IV,” that is, “Early Turkestan Brahmi.”
This assignment is incorrect. No Central Asian -e or -#i, which are the main indicators for
this Brahmi type, occur in the manuscript. Rather, they are characterized by a twist to the
right, opposite to the ordinary style of the Indian signs. Since Hoernle’s first attempts to
classify the Central Asian Brahmi scripts, -¢ and -2 have marked the beginning of the shift
toward the “Slanting Gupta” which I have renamed “North Turkestan Brahmi.””* The manu-
script of the Sardilakarnavadina is, according to my terminology, written in the “Turkestan
Gupta 'Type,” which may derive from a bit earlier in the fifth century. The script is very close
to that of the early composite manuscript of the Satsitrakas.” It is a script similar to the ornate
late Gupta alphabet labelled alphabet “k.””® Some other pecularities of this manuscript raise
the interests of a paleographer: The manuscript was written by three different hands, one of
which is very cursive (see folio 27 of the edition) and close to the script in the colophons of the
Gilgit manuscripts. It is not only the paleography that suggests the manuscript was written
by a monk from ancient Kashmir, but also its contents. The story is part of the Divyadvadina,

a collection of legends from the Mulasarvastivada school, and was translated into Chinese

72 See Lamotte, Histoire, 713-733.

7 G. M. Bongard-Levin and M. 1. Vorob’eva-Desjatovskaja [= Vorobyova-Desyatovskayal, Pamjatniki in-
diiskoj pis'mennosti iz tsentral’noj Azii, vol. 2, Izdanie tekstov, issledovanie, perevod i komentarii. Pamyatniki
pis'mennosti vostoka, vol. 73, no. 2 (Moscow: Akademija Nauk SSSR, 1992), 40.

™ Sander, Paldographisches, 2—6.

7 See also one folio from Charklik of a poem close to Matrceta’s Prasidapratibhodbbava. It was indepen-
dently published by R. Salomon and C. Cox (see note 42 above) and Jens-Uwe Hartmann, “Neue Asvaghosa-
und Matrceta-Fragmente aus Ostturkistan,” Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, 1,

Philologisch-historische Klasse 2 (1988): 55-92.

76 Sander, Paldographisches, 121-136.
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by different translators, in different sections of the Chinese canon, and with different titles.
The title Sardilakarnavadina occurs first in the translation of Dharmaraksa (265-316 CE;
T 21.410f).”” The main story, in typical zvadina form, tells of the former life of the son of
the learned Candala chief Sardalakarna and the proud Brahmin Puskarasarin. Because the
avadiana contains much astrological data, it can be regarded as connected with a group of
scientific works often handed down in early manuscripts. Most of them were found at Qizil,
e.g., the grammars Kaumaralita and Katantra, the book on metrics Chandoviciti”™ written
on birchbark, synonyms of words composed in slokas,”” and also medical treatises.*® These
scientific texts show that the monasteries around Kucha were intellectual centers for all fields
of Indian knowledge and culture.

Before reviewing the literary and paleographic evidence of the finds from the South-
ern Route, let me point out some of the typical features of Sanskrit literature found in the
caves of the Sor¢uq monastery near Qarasahr, the ancient kingdom of Agni, which was visited
by Faxian and Xuanzang. The former states that the local residents “all belong to the Little
Vehicle school of learning; their religious rules are very precise,”® while the latter says they all
believed in “the Little Vehicle of the Sarvastivadins.”® It is true that the mainstream of the lit-
erary heritage written in Sanskrit is the same as in Kucha. The oldest manuscripts were found
in what the third German expedition called the “Manuscript Cave.” These include remains of
an Abhidharma manuscript and Asvaghosa’s Saundarananda-kivya,” both of which date from
the Kushan period.®* Unlike Kucha, this site has also preserved remnants of prajiidaparamita
and other Mahayana texts, all written on paper. One manuscript of the Astadasasabasrika-
prajiaparamitd is written in the “Early Turkestan Brahmi” that dates back to the fifth-sixth

77 See Willy Zinkgrif; M. Walleser, ed., Vo Divyavaedina zur Avadiana-Kalpalatd, Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte
eines Avadiana, Materialien zur Kunde des Buddhismus 21 (Heidelberg: Carl Winter’s Universititsbuchhand-
lung, 1940), 44-51.

8 Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften 1, catalogue nos. 22, 64, and 654. See the introduction by Dieter Sch-
lingloff, Chandoviciti, Texte zur Sanskritmetrik, Sanskrittexte aus den Turfanfunden 5, ed. Ernst Waldschmidt,
Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften, Institut fiir Orientforschung 36 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1958).

7 Waldschmidt; Heinz Bechert and Klaus Wille, eds., Sanskrithandschriften 6 (1989), catalogue no. 1221.

80 Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften 3, catalogue nos. 827-831.

81 Beal, Si-yu-ki, I, xxv.

8 Beal, Si-yu-ki, 1, 19.

8 Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften 3, catalogue nos. 920 and 921. Identified by Hartmann, “Neue
Asvaghosa und Matrceta-Fragmente,” 66-73.

8 For further evidence see the appendix to Sander, “The earliest manuscripts.”
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centuries,® the same type of script as that used for the earliest texts from Khotan. Also, the
large size of the folios of this Astadasa is mainly attested in manuscripts from the Southern
Route, being a development midway toward the huge Tibetan pustakas. These folios are not
the only remains suggesting a Khotanese origin. The presence of Khotanese monks is indi-
cated by one folio of the most prominent Khotanese book, named by Emmerick, following
Bailey,* according to the name of its owner as the Book of Zambasta.*” A single folio of this
typical Khotanese compilation of early Mahayana texts was found in the “Town Cave.”® It is
the only remnant of any Khotanese book from the Northern Route known so far; it is also the
oldest Khotanese remnant still extant. Its script is that sub-type of “Early Turkestan Brahmi”
that stands at the beginning of the development toward “South Turkestan Brahmi.”%’ This fo-
lio is of the same age as the Astadass manuscript mentioned above. Contrary to the opinion of
Hoernle, Central Asian -e and -ai are present, but they were used side-by-side with the tradi-
tional Indian vowel signs. Also, the script and large shape of the folios of the Nidanasamyukta
manuscript from the Samyuktigama of the Sarvastivadins published by Tripath1®® show south-
ern affiliations, and speak in favor of an influence of the Khotanese writing style on some of
the manuscripts found at Sorcuq. Although the material is scanty, it points toward a cultural
exchange between these two oases, which may have been facilitated by an ancient road along
the rivulets of the Taklamakan desert from Qara3ahr via Mazar Tagh to Khotan, a route
probably used by Faxian.”

Finally, I cannot give more than a sketch of the earliest Sanskrit manuscripts published

from sites along the Southern Route.”” Less work has been done on them than on those

% Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften 3, catalogue nos. 933-934.

8 See inter alin Ronald E. Emmerick, A Guide to the Literature of Khotan, Second Edition Thoroughly Revised
and Enlarged, StudiaPhilologica Buddhica, Occasional Paper Series 3 (Tokyo: The International Institute for
Buddhist Studies, 1992), 39.

8 Sten Konow, “Zwei Handschriftenblitter in der alten arischen Literatursprache aus Chinesisch-
Turkistan,” Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 1912 (1912): 1127-1139; R. E.
Emmerick, Zambasta, 430, fragment 9.

8 In conference discussions Werner Sundermann referred to Sogdian manuscripts found in the same cave.

8 Sander, Paldographisches, 45, and “Brahmi Scripts,” 167 (alphabet s).

% Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften 1, catalogue no. 381. Chandrabhal Tripathi, Finfundzwanzig Sitras
des Nidanasaniyukta, Sanskrittexte aus den Turfanfunden VI, Veroffentlichungen des Instituts fir Orientforsc-
hung 56 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1962).

ot Beal, Si-yu-ki, I, xxv.

2 For the classification of the Brahmi types of the southern route see Sander, “Brahmi Scripts,” 167.
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of the Northern Silk Route. The earliest palm-leaf and silk manuscripts have already been
mentioned. All of them originate from cities in the old Shanshan kingdom. Their contents
do not differ from those manuscripts found at Qizil, and that is not surprising because Faxian
characterizes the people of Shanshan as having belief in the Little Vehicle.” “The laity and
Sramanas of the country wholly practise the religion of India,” and they use Indian books and
language. But unlike the learned Buddhists from Sorcuq, Faxian has a lower opinion about
his brothers in faith: “Only some are refined and some coarse.” When he came to Khotan he
praised the wealth of the city and reported that most of the priests belong to the same religion
as the king, the Great Vehicle.”* The same is reflected in the manuscripts found there in the
Sanskrit and Khotanese languages. However—and this is a problem yet to be solved—based
on paleographical evidence most of them are younger than Faxian. They cannot be dated ear-
lier than the fifth, and more probably the sixth, century. All are paper manuscripts written in
that type of “Early Turkestan Brahmi” which preceded the “Early South Turkestan Brahmi,”
in which such famous manuscripts in the Old Khotanese language as the Sarangamasamidbi-
siatra are written.” As already mentioned above with regard to the script of the folio of the
Book of Zambasta found at Sorcuq, the Central Asian -¢ and -zi are also present in this Brahmi
type, which differs from Northern Route practice with its concurrent use of the traditional
Indian signs. In the further development of southern Brahmi, the Central Asian diacritical
signs no longer occur. Other letters differing from those found in the manuscripts from the
Northern Route, namely § 2 @, are the vowel signs A # and E ~and the aspirated THA #.%¢
The manuscript remains do not originate from the city of Khotan itself, where archeological
work is not possible, but from the neighboring oasis of Chira-Domoko and its sites Farhad-
Bég-Yailaki, Khadaliq, and Dandan Oiliq.”” Some Sanskrit manuscripts were published in
fascimiles and identified in brief descriptions by Pargiter in Stein’s expedition reports Serindia
and Innermost Asia’® These include prajiaparamiti texts, such as the Vajracchediki from
Dandan Oiliq (D.III), and early Mahayana siatras such as the Saddharmapundarika (F.X11.7)

% Beal, Si-yu-ki, I, xxivf.
% Beal, Si-yu-ki, I, xxv—xxvii.

% R. E. Emmerick, The Khotanese Sdmﬂgﬂmammzidbisﬂtm, London Oriental Series 23 (London: Oxford
University Press, 1970).

% Sander, Paldographisches, 45 (alphabets n and s).
7 'Thomas, “Brahmi Script,” 678—681.
% See the appendices to Aurel Stein, Innermost Asia: A Detailed Report of Explorations in Central Asia, Kan-su

and Eastern Irian, 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928), 1017-1025, and Serindia: A Detailed Report of Explorations
in Central Asia and Westernmost China, 4 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1921), cxliii-cxliv.
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from Farhad-Bég published by Toda and Matsuda.”” Hirofumi Toda has devoted himself to
the systematic editing of extant Saddbharmapundarika manuscripts, and he has shown that there
are significantly different recensions.'” Furthermore, the remains of three early manuscripts
of the Mahayana Mabaparinirvana-sitra from Khadaliq have been identified and published by
Matsuda and Bongard-Levin."”! The thirty-four fragments belong to two different collections:
the Hoernle collection in the British Library and the Petrovskij collection in St. Petersburg.
Manuscript A is, like many pustakas from Xinjiang, a composite manuscript. In addition to
the Mahayana Mahaparinirvana-sitra, Matsuda has identified remains of the Astabuddbaka-
and Sarvavaipulyasamgraba-siitras, and in another article two fragments of one folio of the
Sirangamasamadhi-sitra from another early manuscript in the Hoernle collection.'” The sec-
ond volume of editions of Sanskrit texts by Bongard-Levin and Vorobe’va-Desjatovskaja in-
cludes three early fragments of Mahayana texts.!” They are one folio of the Vajracchediki (nos.
150 and 151), one of the Samadhirdja (nos. 154 and 155), and two of the Saddharmapundarika
(nos. 156-159). The early Sanskrit manuscripts from Khotan identified and published so far
include prajiiaparamitia texts and early Mahayana sutras such as the Saddbarmapundarika-,

Sirangamasamadhi-, Samadbirija-, and the Mahayana Mabdparinirvana-sitras.

% Hirofumi Toda, Saddbarmapundarikasitra, Central Asian Manucripts, Romanized Text (Tokushima: Kyo-
iku Shuppan Center, 1981) and “Central Asian Fragments of the Hoernle Collection,” Tokushima Daigaku
Kyoyobu Rinvi Gakka Kiyo 15 [Proceedings of the Department of Ethics, Faculty of Liberal Arts, University of
"Tokushima] (1988): 20-23. In the same volume see also Kazunobu Matsuda, “Some hitherto unknown frag-
ments of the Saddharmapundarikasatra in the Hoernle collection of the India Office Library,” Tokushima
Daigaku Kyoyobu Rinri Gakka Kiyo fERAKF5EBMmMERHLZE 15 (Proceedings of the Department of Ethics,
Faculty of Liberal Arts, University of Tokushima) (1988): 25-26, plates 1-7.

190 Prods Oktor Skjerve has kindly informed me that the early manuscript leaf of the Suvarnabhasottama-
satra from the British collection contains a version different from the text in the edition of Johannes Nobel. I
published a photo of it in “Brahmi scripts,” 188, plate 15.

%" The final edition, after a number of preliminary works, is: Kazunobu Matsuda, in collaboration with
G. M. Bongard-Levin, Sanskrit Fragments of the Mabiayina Mabdparinirvinasitra, A Study of the Central Asian
Documents in the Stein/Hoernle Collection of the India Office Library, London, Studia Tibetica, No. 14 (Tokyo:
"Toyo Bunko, 1988), plates I-X XII.

102 KazuNosu Matsuda #AHFIfE. “Chao Ajia shutsudo Shurydgon sanmai kyo Bonbun shahon zanyo—
Indo-sho toshokan no shirarezaru Herunre korekushon H97 o 7 Hit TERE L —IRAS g RS AR GE-- A
VREEFORM O NS 5~V L a7 ay [Original English title: Central Asian Fragments of the
Sirangamasamadhbisitra from the Hoernle collection in the India Office Library,” Buddbist Seminar %74
7 46 (1987): 67-81.

103 See note 73. A helpful guide to the Sanskrit, Khotanese and Kuchean texts in the Russian collections is
Indian Texts from Central Asia (Leningrad Manuscript Collection), collated by G. M. Bongard-Levin and M. 1.
Vorob’eva-Desjatovskaja, Bibliographia Philologica Buddhica, Series Minor V (Tokyo: The International Institute
for Buddhist Studies, 1986). I have not been able to consult all of the articles with facsimile reproductions;
therefore some early manuscripts may have escaped my notice.
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Looking westward to manuscripts from Gilgit and the graffiti from the Upper Indus
Valley, we find not only the roots for the Brahmi script developed in Khotan, but probably also
the roots for Khotan’s literary tradition.'”* The sutra texts of the Gilgit manuscripts are for the
most part written in the Gilgit/Bamiyan ornate type of script'® dating from approximately
the sixth century.'’ This script is mainly handed down in Mahayana satras, while most of the
Vinaya texts are written in the Proto§arada of the seventh century or later. Among the satras
are prajiiaparamita texts such as the Vajracchedika, the Pajicavimsati, and the Astadasasabasrika,
and other early Mahayana satras such as the Saddbarmapundarika, Bbaisajyaguru, Sanghdta,
and the Samadhbirdja. This selection of sutras is close to that of the early Sanskrit and Kho-
tanese texts found near Khotan.!””

The ornate type of script was not confined to ancient Gandhara and the Gilgit area,
but was in use much farther east as well. There are two palm-leaf manuscripts from the library

108

of Dunhuang,'”® one of them a prajiiaparamita text, and, in a discovery that has only recently
been made known, three folios of a palm-leaf manuscript of the Saddbarmapundarika in the
Bendall collection in the National Archives of Kathmandu.!'”” Both manuscripts are written
in the same script. The Gilgit, Dunhuang, and Kathmandu manuscripts differ only in their
base material—birchbark for the Gilgit manuscripts and palm-leaf for the others. Text-critical
studies have not yet been undertaken. The use of the same Brahmi script indicates the far-
reaching influence of Kashmir for the propagation of the Mahayana creed.

Theliterary tradition of the Gilgitmanuscriptshasbeenascribed to the Mulasarvastivada

school, which is comprehensively represented in the Tibetan Kanjur and Tanjur. Although

1% Oskar von Hintiber, Die Erforschung der Gilgit-Handschriften (Funde buddhistischer Sanskrit-Hand-
schriften I), Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Géttingen 1. Philologisch-historische Klasse 12
(Gottingen : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979): 329-360.

1% Thomas, “Brahmi Script,” 675.
106 The script of the recently published palm-leaf manuscript of Sakyabuddhi’s Pramdanavarttikatika from the
National Archives Collection, Kathmandu, is similar to Gilgit/Bamiyan ornate type, but several aksaras are
written in a different form. It clearly indicates the borderline between the Gilgit/Bamiyan ornate script and
the Protosarada. See M. Inami, K. Matsuda, and T. Tani, A Study of the Pramanavirttikatika by Sakyabuddhi
from the National Archives Collection, Kathmandu, Part I, Sanskrit Fragments Transcribed, Studia Tibetica, No.
23 (Tokyo: T6yo Bunko W), 1992), plates VIII-X.

197 See the article by Hiroshi Kumamoto in this volume and Emmerick, 4 Guide.
198 Stein, Serindia 4, plate cxlii.
1% Hirofumi Toda and Kazunobu Matsuda, “Three Sanskrit Fragments of the Saddharmapundarikasatra

from the Cecil Bendall Manuscript Collection in the National Archives, Kathmandu,” Proceedings of the Ethics
Department, General Education Faculty, University of Tokushima 20 (1991): 21-35.
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110 show a Sthaviravadin

their enlarged Vinaya and some sutra texts, such as the Ekottarigama,
basis, their teaching are more often those of the Mahayana. The satras preserved in the Gilgit
manuscripts indicate that ancient Kashmir may have been the cradle of that portion of the
Mahayana Buddhist movement that was most influential in the development of Northern
Buddhism.

A new Dirghdgama manuscript, probably originating from Gilgit, has changed our
understanding of the relation between the Sarvastivadins and Mulasarvastivadins consider-
111

ably."" The manuscript is written in the same script as the Ekottardgama and the Vinaya
manuscripts from Gilgit (cf. note 110), which date back to the eighth century. This manuscript
begins with the “Satsutrakanipata” (cf. note 68), as does the Dirghiagama of the Sarvastivadins.
Therefore, my earlier suggestions regarding the separation of the Mulasarvastivadins from
the Sarvastivadins, in which I argued that the placement of the Buddhas’ life stories within
the canon might have been a reason for the schism of these schools, are now disproved. In
the same felicitation volume for Adelheid Mette in which Jens-Uwe Hartmann introduced
the new manuscript, Fumio Enomoto, on the basis of Chinese sources, raised the question
whether these two terms really refer to separate schools.""? In this light it has indeed to be
asked whether Sarvastivadins and Mulasarvastivadins are only two sections of one school
which developed differently in different regions and in different times, and whether the
Malasarvastivadins may only be a slightly diverging branch of the Sarvastivadins. Perhaps
the Mulasarvastivadins are only dissidents (sazgharaji), with a sarighabbeds never having oc-
curred.'” This interpretation may explain the absence of reports about a schism.

The new manuscript does not contribute to solving the question of why, from the
paleographical point of view, most of the Mahayana manuscripts from Gilgit are older than
those of the Sarvastivada/Mulasarvastivada tradition. Most of the Gilgit Mahayana manuscripts
are written in the local Brahmi of the “Greater Gandhara,” the “Gilgit/Bamiyan, Type 1"
which dates from approximately the sixth to the seventh centuries. These open questions do

not concern the close relation between the Mahayana tradition of Gilgit and Khotan.

10 C. B. Tripathi, Ekottarigama-Fragmente der Gilgit-Handschrift, Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik,
Monografien 2 (Reinbek: Dr. Inge Wezler, 1996).

1 Jens-Uwe Hartmann, “Bemerkungen zu einer neuen Handschrift des Dirghagama,” in Ch. Chojnacki,
J.-U. Hartmann und V. M. Tschannerl, eds., Vividbaratnakarandaka, Festgabe fiir Adelheid Mette, Indica et Ti-
betica 37 (Swisttal-Odendorf, Indica et Tibetica, 2000), 359-367.

12 “Malasarvastivadin and Sarvastivadin,” Vividbaratnakaranda, 239-250.

13 Cf. Lamotte, Histoire, 572.

114 Sander, “Einige neue Aspekte.”
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Also, the extent to which the early Mahayana Brahmi manuscripts from Bami-
yan in the Martin Schayen Collection influenced the Mahayana movement in Xinjiang is
still an open question. The only definite statement that can be made at present is that the
Astasabasrikaprajiiaparamita'™ is the oldest original Indian Mahayana manuscript known so
far, and that it differs from the early translations into the Chinese."

The Malasarvastivada or Haimavata school is mentioned first in a list of Sthaviravada
schools attributed to a Sarvastivadin named Vasumitra.'” It is the earliest reference for the
existence of the two schools. According to Lamotte the schism must have taken place before
the second century. No literary source remained to give motives for the schism, or even refer-
ences to the occasion on which it occurred. Following Bechert,"® the development of different
schools (vida) or sects (nikiya) derived from disagreements about questions of monastic dis-
cipline (vinaya), and not so much on questions of doctrine or the path to salvation. This may
be why followers of the Mahayana originally had been an integral part of the nikzyas and did
not develop their own Vinaya. On this assumption, it is probably that the Mulasarvastivada
school separated from the Sarvastivada on account of questions concerning the Vinaya. One
of these matters may have been the question of where to place the accounts of the Buddha’s
life. As mentioned above, the Sarvastivadins did not follow the orthodox way. They regarded
these accounts as siitras and placed them at the beginning of their Agama section. In con-
trast, the Mulasarvastivadins incorporated them into their Vinaya, in accordance with the
Theravadins. This assumption may also help explain the name Mulasarvastivada, “the origi-
nal Sarvastivada,” because they maintained a more conservative view regarding the canonical
placement of the Buddha’s life story. However, one cannot exclude the possibility that the
ideas and ideals of the Mahayana played an important role in whatever distinction existed
between the Sarvastivadins and the Mulasarvastivadins. These were not only accepted by the
Maulasarvastivadins but, as the Gilgit manuscripts suggest, promoted and incorporated into

their canon. Returning to the Mulasarvastivada Vinaya, we have to face the fact that we do

15 Lore Sander, “Fragments of an Astasahasrika manuscript from the Kusana period,” in Jens Braarvig, ed.,
Manuscripts in the Schoyen Collection 1, Buddhbist Manuscripts 1 (Oslo: Hermes Publishing, 2000): 1-51 and “New
Fragments of the Astasibasriki Prajiidparamiti of the Kusana period,” Jens Braarvig, ed., Manuscripts in the
Schoyen Collection 111, Buddhbist Manuscripts 2 (Oslo: Hermes Publishing, 2002): 37-44.

" Lore Sander, “Die “Schayen Collection” und einige Bemerkungen zu der iltesten Astasahasrika-
Handschrift”, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 44 (2000), 87-100.

W7 Lamotte, Histoire, 586f.
118 Heinz Bechert, “Notes on the Formation of Buddhist Sects and the Origin of Mahayana,” German Schol-
ars on India, 1, ed. Cultural Department of the Embassy of the Federal Republic of Germany, New Delhi

(Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, 1973), 6-18; and, by the same author, “Buddha-Field and the
Transfer of Merit in a Theravada Source,” Indo-Iranian Fournal 35, nos. 2-3 (1992): 96-97.
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not know what the original Vinaya comprised. What is preserved in the Gilgit manuscripts
is only the nucleus of one version from the seventh-eighth centuries, which is not very much
different from the Tibetan Vinaya.""” Because most of the Satra manuscripts from Gilgit
are older than those of the Vinaya section, it is not unlikely that the edition of the enlarged
Vinaya as preserved in the Tibetan canon had not been finalized much before the Gilgit
manuscripts were written down. It may have been the Gilgit Vinaya with which the Tibetans
became acquainted when, according to a Western Tibetan tradition, they came to Kashmir
in the seventh century, sent by their king Srong-btsan sgam-po in order to learn to read and
write.!?’

The literary heritage of Khotan reveals that, as observed by the Chinese pilgrims,
most of the monks there followed the Great Vehicle. Vinaya texts are absent, but the sutra
texts translated and preserved in the original Sanskrit show a close relationship to those of
Gilgit. The Khotanese thus shared the satra literature and the faith of their westernmost
neighbors. The ideas of the Mahayana were zealously propagated against other ways of salva-
tion. This is expressed in the thirteenth chapter of the Khotanese Book of Zambasta, as follows:

That is the Mahayana which is in the first place great because of every excellence... These are the two
Vehicles: (the Pratyekabuddhayina) where a being escapes from woes by himself; (and the Sravakayana)
where many Sravakas... were once delivered, where there are not many virtues. (The latter is) the lesser ca-

reer of the weak, who have not performed difficult tasks. Therefore is the Sravakayana (called) “Hina.”"2!

The earliest manuscript remains from the Southern Route do not allow an attribution to
specific Buddhist schools, with the exception of the Kharosthi manuscript of the Dbharmapada,
a sacred text of the Dharmaguptakas. The later manuscripts dating from the fifth century
onward originate mainly from the oasis of Khotan. They encompass prajiiaparamitas and early

Mahayana sutras, and this Buddhist literary tradition confirms what is attested by the Chinese

99 The earliest Vinaya manuscripts from the Gilgit finds cannot be dated earlier than the seventh century.
In contrast to the Mahayana sutras they are all written in Protosarada, a script posterior to the ornate type in
which most of the Mahayana satra manuscripts are written. It is a script developed in India not earlier than the
end of the sixth century. See Sander, Paldographisches, 159-161, and Lore Sander, “Origin and Date of the Bower
Manuscript, a New Approach,” Investigating Indian Art, Proceedings of a Symposium on the Development of
Early Buddhist and Hindu Iconography, held at the Museum of Indian Art, Berlin in May 1986, Veriffentlic-
bungen des Museums fiir Indische Kunst, ed. Marianne Yaldiz and Wibke Lobo, 8 (Berlin: Museum fir Indische
Kunst-Berlin, SMPK, 1987), 313-323.

120 A. H. Francke, “The Tibetan Alphabet,” Epigraphia Indica 11 (1911-1912), ed. E. Hultzsch (Calcutta,
1913), 266-273.

L2t R, E. Emmerick, Zambasta, 185f.
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pilgrims,'” that Khotan was an early stronghold of the Mahayana. Linguistic and literary
influences in Khotanese and Sanskrit texts point toward centers in the region of Kashmir,
such as Gilgit, which was dominated by the Mulasarvastivadins, a traditional school with
regard to its Vinaya but Mahayana with regard to its Sutras.

In contrast, the texts from the Northern Route indicate that the westernmost oases
were dominated by the school of the Sarvastivadins from Kushan times until approximately
the seventh century. This observation corresponds with the accounts of the Chinese pilgrims
Faxian and Xuanzang, who describe the main creed of the people of these oasis towns as
belonging to the “Little Vehicle.” The Tokharian-speaking inhabitants of the oases of Kucha
and QaraSahr were converted by missionaries to this Abhidharma-oriented traditional school.
They did much to win followers among the inhabitants of the oasis towns further east. Traces
of Dharmaguptaka texts found on the Northern Route indicate that the tradition of this
school remained there for centuries. Dharmaguptaka communities probably existed on both
Routes before the Sarvastivadins came to predominate on the Northern Route. Kharosthi
inscriptions found in some monasteries in the oasis of Kucha speak in favor of this inter-
pretation. It was probably the Dharmaguptakas who brought their holy texts written in the
Kharosthi script from their original home in the ancient province of Gandhara to Xinjiang.
Unfortunately, up to now we know only their Dbarmapada.

The early Sanskrit manuscript remains from Xinjiang are all undated. Their dating is
only possible through the observation of the development of the Brahmi scripts in this region,
which is marked by different steps and is closely associated with similar developments in North
India from the Kushan (second-third centuries CE) to the late Gupta period (fifth century
CE). As detailed above, the manuscript remains are clearly differentiated between those from
the Northern Route, excluding the Turfan oasis where early Sanskrit manuscripts are not
present, and those from the Southern Route. This difference concerns not only scripts, but
also the contents of the texts and even the nature of the variety of Buddhist creed practiced
in these areas from at least the fifth century onwards. There is no doubt from the accounts
of the Chinese pilgrims that they were more impressed and attracted by the predominately
Mahayana monasteries in the kingdom of Khotan.

122 See R. E. Emmerick, Tibetan Texts Concerning Khotan, London Oriental Series 19 (London: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1967), and “The historical importance of the Khotanese manuscripts,” in J. Harmatta, ed., Pro-
legomena to the Sources on the History of pre-Islamic Central Asin (Budapest: Publishing House of the Hungarian
Academy of Science, 1979), 167-177.
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BUDDHIST SANSKRIT TEXTS FROM NORTHERN TURKESTAN

AND THEIR RELATION TO THE CHINESE TRIPITAKA

Jens-Uwe Hartmann

University of Munich

More than a hundred years ago, Augustus Frederic Rudolf Hoernle created a sensation in the
scholarly world when he began the publication of the so-called Bower manuscript in Calcutta
in 1893." It was named after its discoverer, Lieutenant Hamilton Bower, who had been sent to
Central Asia by the Government of India to hunt down a murderer. He happened to acquire
the manuscript in the oasis of Kucha early in 1890, and from there it found its way to Hoernle,
who received it in February 1891 and presented a first decipherment only two months later. In
the introduction to his final edition, Hoernle himself proudly stated that “it was the discov-
ery of the Bower manuscript and its publication in Calcutta which started the whole modern
movement of the archaeological exploration of Eastern Turkestan.”

Whether it was exclusively the Bower manuscript which launched the manuscript race
in Eastern Turkestan is difficult to ascertain; but it greatly aroused the interest of scholars, and
this interest was nourished by further manuscript findings from Central Asia which became
known in Europe in the last years of the nineteenth century. Probably the most important of
these was the fragmentary manuscript of the Dharmapada in Kharosthi script and the Gand-
hari language, brought back from Khotan in two parts, one by the Russian Consul-General
in Kashgar, N. F. Petrovskij, and the other by the French traveller Jules-Léon Dutreuil de
Rhins. Although purchased as early as 1892, both parts were first introduced to the scholarly
world in 1897, when they were displayed at the Eleventh International Congress of Oriental-
ists in Paris.}

As a result, expeditions with archaeological aims were sent from several countries to
Eastern Turkestan, the first being a Russian expedition headed by D. Klementz in 1898.
Immediately after the turn of the century, British, Chinese, German, Finnish, French and

Japanese expeditions followed. When they returned, they brought with them an overwhelming

I wish to thank Richard Wilson for helping me with the English version of this paper.

' Augustus Frederic Rudolf Hoernle, The Bower Manuscript. Facsimile Leaves, Nagari Transcript, Romanised

Transtiteration and English Translation with Notes (Calcutta: Archaeological Survey of India, 1893-1912).
2 Hoernle, ii.

3 Cf. John Brough, The Gandhiari Dharmapada (London: Oxford University Press, 1962), 2-3.
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wealth of materials from the ruined towns and deserted cave monasteries along the ancient
Silk Road, and almost all collections of Central Asian art and manuscripts in the respective
countries go back to these expeditions.

Immediately after the return of the expeditions, work on the manuscripts was started,
and with astonishing speed publications began to appear: the first German expedition left
Berlin on August 11, 1902, returned in spring 1903, and the first articles on Sanskrit manu-
scripts appeared as early as 1904.* From an evaluation of the findings several facts very soon
became clear: first, there was a striking difference between Buddhist manuscripts from the
northern route of the Silk Road and those from the southern with regard to script as well as
contents, the latter representing Mahayana texts, while the former, with a few exceptions,
belonged to texts of the Sravakayana. Second, whether from the southern or the northern
route, fragments were the rule and not the exception among the Sanskrit texts.

This extremely fragmentary state of the manuscripts probably helps to explain why
work on the Sanskrit texts nearly came to a standstill after the first euphoria had died down.
Initially, the expectation seems to have prevailed that the manuscripts would allow the
reconstruction of, if not the whole, then at least major parts of the lost canonical scriptures
in Sanskrit, as transmitted by the Buddhists of Eastern Turkestan. Very soon, however, it was
recognized that the findings did not consist of more or less complete manuscripts, but rather
of an endless number of fragments from single leaves. The main task, therefore, was to put
the pieces together and, very much like assembling a jigsaw puzzle, to join single fragments,
whenever possible, to one folio or to one text or even to one manuscript. Evidently, this state
of affairs acted less as a challenge than as a deterrent, and the publication of the various
collections was not continued everywhere with the energy and the effort due to materials of
such importance for the history of Buddhist literature in general and that of Central Asia in
particular.

The following remarks will be confined to the Buddhist texts from the northern route
of the Silk Road, that is, to manuscripts found in Tumsug, in the area of Kucha, in Sorcuq, and in
the Turfan oasis, and an attempt will be made to compare this literature with the corresponding
parts of the Chinese Tripitaka. There is, of course, a fundamental problem connected with
the Sanskrit manuscripts in question. The time framework originally considered to be within
the scope of this volume is the formative period of Chinese Buddhism, i.e., the first to fifth

centuries of our era, but only a few of the manuscripts I am treating can be dated before the

* The first one was Richard Pischel, “Bruchstiicke des Sanskritkanons der Buddhisten aus Idykutsari, Chi-
nesisch-Turkestan,” Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin 25 (1904): 807-827.
Cf. the useful list of publications arranged according to date in Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfan-Funden 1,
ed. Ernst Waldschmidt (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1965), xxvi-xxxii, and continued in the subsequent
Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfan-Funden volumes.
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fifth century, the various scripts or rather the development thereof providing the only criterion
for establishing a tentative chronology. The bulk of the manuscripts are generally held to stem
from the fifth to the tenth centuries, and therefore the form of Buddhism represented by
these manuscripts cannot be dated before the fifth century. However, there are indications
that the same or at least a very similar form of Buddhism using the same texts prevailed in
the same area already prior to the fifth century. One of the problems still unsettled in this
connection is the question of whether the canonical scriptures among these texts were, until
the fifth century, still transmitted orally and only in the fifth century put into writing, or
whether they had been written down earlier, but in a language largely dominated by Middle
Indic forms, and were fully Sanskritized only in the fifth century, which rendered older
manuscripts obsolete. In any case, it is rather likely that the Buddhism documented by the
manuscripts was established in Northern Turkestan well before the fifth century.

Along the northern route, manuscripts were collected by the Frenchman Paul Pelliot,
by a total of four German expeditions, by the Russians, and finally by local agents of the
British Consul-General in Kashgar, George Macartney, who passed them on to the already
mentioned A. F. Rudolf Hoernle. The findings of Pelliot are now kept in the Bibliotheque
Nationale in Paris, and those of the Germans in the State Library in Berlin; the Russian
manuscripts are preserved in the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Academy of Sciences in
St. Petersburg, and those surveyed by Hoernle belong to the British Library, Oriental and
India Office Collections, in London. Of these four collections, the German one is by far the
largest; altogether it consists of more than 4400 catalog numbers, some of which represent
a hundred or more single fragments.’ Regrettably enough, none of the four collections is
published in its entirety, and, as mentioned before, the publication of the British, French and
Russian collections has barely begun. However, since the French and the British collections
are now available on microfilm, it is possible to gain a fairly clear picture of their contents.

On examining them more closely, one soon realizes that the percentages of fragments
from single texts or specific groups of texts are fairly equally distributed within the respective
collections. This holds true for the British, the French, and the German collections, and most

probably for the Russian one too, as far as can be gathered from the pertinent publications

> One example would be Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden Cat.-No. 32, another one the Yoga
manual, cf. Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden Cat.-No. 150 and Dieter Schlingloff, Ein buddhbistisches
Yogalehrbuch (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1964), 10-11.
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by Grigorij M. Bongard-Levin and Margarita I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya.® After trying to
identify as many fragments as possible, Klaus Wille and I have calculated the percentages for
the Hoernle collection’; these figures will serve for an overview of the collection which can,
at least in terms of percentages, be transferred to the others as well.

The Hoernle collection contains Sanskrit manuscripts from the northern as well as
from the southern route. As mentioned above, the fragments were not collected by Hoernle
himself, but bought by Macartney in Kashgar from local agents. Understandably enough, the
discovery sites are not really known. Therefore, the distinction between fragments from the
northern and those from the southern route is based solely on the difference of the scripts.
Altogether the Hoernle collection contains 594 Sanskrit fragments from Northern Turkestan
including 45 Sanskrit-Tokharian bilinguals. Of these, 456 fragments or three quarters of the
total number have so far been identified. The text represented by the largest number of frag-
ments is the Udanavarga: 150 fragments or 25% of the whole collection could be attributed to
this work alone. Another 27% of all the fragments belong to the Sutrapitaka, but are by no
means equally distributed among the various Agamas; it is quite surprising that nearly half
of this number (13%) belong to just one section of the Dirghigama consisting of merely six
stutras, to which I will return later. In other words, half of the Hoernle collection is made up
of fragments from the Udinavarga and the Sutrapitaka.

Among the rest, 9% could be attributed to Vinaya texts, the Pratimoksasiitra (7%) be-
ing by far the best represented. A considerable number of fragments belongs to stotra texts,
namely 13%, the overwhelming majority of which (11%) stem from the two famous Buddhas-
totras of Matrceta, the Prasadapratibhodbbava and the Varnarbavarna. Finally, there are single

fragments from Abhidharma texts, from Asvaghosa’s Buddbacarita, from a sutra commentary,

6

G. M. Bongard-Levin and M. 1. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, Indian Texts from Central Asia (Leningrad
Manuscript Collection) (Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1986), also published without
the tables, but with a short addition on p. 174, as “Indian Texts from Central Asia (Central Asian Collection
of the Manuscript Fund of the Institute of Oriental Studies, Academy of Sciences, USSR),” in G. Gnoli and
L. Lanciotti, eds., Orientalia losephi Tucci Memoriae Dicata (Roma: Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo
Oriente, 1985), 1: 159-174; ct. also Pamjatniki indijskoj pis'mennosti iz central’noj azii. Izdanie tekstov, issledovanie,
perevod i kommentarij, Pt. 2 (Moskva: Akademija Nauk, 1990).

7 J.-U. Hartmann and K. Wille, “Die nordturkistanischen Sanskrit-Handschriften der Sammlung Hoernle
(Funde buddhistischer Sanskrit-Handschriften, I1),” Sanskrit-Texte aus dem buddbistischen Kanon: Neuentdeck-
ungen und Neueditionen, Pt. 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992). A similar list was prepared for the
Pelliot collection (c.f. J.-U. Hartmann and K. Wille, “Die nordturkistanischen Sanskrit-Handschriften der
Sammlung Pelliot (Funde buddhistischer Sanskrit-Handschriften, IV),” in Heinz Bechert, Sven Bretfeld, and
Petra Kiefter-Pilz, eds., Untersuchungen zur buddbistischen Literatur 11, Sanskrit-Worterbuch der buddhist-
ischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden, Beiheft 8 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997], 131-182), since
Taijun Inokuchi et al., A4 Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts Brought from Central Asia by Paul Pelliot Preserved
in the Bibliotheque Nationale (Kyoto: Ryukoku University Institute of Buddhist Cultural Studies, 1989), does not
present any new identifications and only reproduces what was already known to Bernard Pauly.
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from so-called donation formulas, from the “Yoga Manual” (cf. note 5) and so on.

In all, more than 60% of the fragments can be attributed to exactly ten texts, viz.
the Pratimoksasiitra, the “Six Sutras” section of the Dirghdgama, the Udinavarga and the
two Buddhastotras of Matrceta. I hasten to caution that these percentage figures do not,
of course, reflect the absolute proportion of a work among the manuscripts, but only the
proportion of its fragments; this, however, is directly connected with the length of a work.
The Prasidapratibbodbbava, for instance, contains only 153 verses, the Udanavarga, however,
contains more than one thousand which is nearly seven times as many; therefore the
twenzty-two fragments of the Prasidapratibhodbhava against the 150 of the Udanavarga may
very well indicate that originally there had been a rather similar number of manuscripts.
Therefore, these figures should be taken with the necessary caution. They hint, however,
at a quite interesting numerical predominance of certain texts reflecting in all probability a
corresponding predilection of the people using these texts.

To which Buddhist school do these works belong? The only case that I know of in
which the name of a school is mentioned is the famous birchbark manuscript in the Russian
collection found near Bairam-Ali in the Merv oasis (Turkmenia), which consists of about 150
leaves. It contains a number of texts written at different times; M. I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya
dates the various parts from the second to the fifth centuries.® According to a colophon, the
vinaya part of it was copied by a scribe belonging to the school of the Sarvastivadins (cf. also
the comments by David Utz on p. 189 below, including n. 20).

Apart from this case, schools are never mentioned in the manuscripts. For an
assessment of the school affiliation, scholars turned to the Vinaya fragments and compared
them to the surviving versions, mainly to those in Chinese translations. As is well known,
the Chinese canon contains translations of the Vinaya of several Buddhist schools, and the
school affiliation of each of these Vinayas is beyond doubt. A closer examination based on a
comparison with the Chinese version revealed long ago that the overwhelming majority of
Vinaya manuscripts belongs to the school of the Sarvastivadins. To express this ratio with a
few figures: the eight volumes of the catalog of the German collection of Sanskrit manuscripts
from Central Asia’ which have thus far appeared contain descriptions of altogether 115

manuscripts of the Sarvastivada Pratimoksasiitra as against one of the Dharmaguptaka version

8

M. I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, “A Sanskrit manuscript on birch-bark from Bairam-Ali: I. The Vinaya
of the Sarvastivadins,” Manuscripta Orientalia 5, no. 2 (1999), 27, and for the colophon Manuscripta Orientalia 6,
no. 2 (2000), 15; cf. also Seishi Karashima, “Identification of Some Buddhist Sanskrit Fragments from Central
Asia,” Annual Report of The International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhbology at Soka University for the Aca-
demic Year 1999 (2000), 214.

? In Ernst Waldschmidt, Lore Sander, and Klaus Wille, eds., Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden,
pts. 1-8 (Wiesbaden, Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1965-2000).
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and none of the version of the Mulasarvastivadins; there are, however, a number of fragments
of the Vinayavibbanga and the Vinayavastu of the Mulasarvastivadins.

Based on this relationship among the Vinaya manuscripts, it was further concluded that
most of the other canonical Nikaya Buddhist texts from the same finds should be ascribed to
the same school, i.e., to the school of the Sarvastivadins. In the case of sitra texts the Chinese
translations cannot be used directly as a basis for the school identification, even though all four
Agamas have been translated into Chinese, because unlike the Vinaya texts their school affili-
ation is never mentioned. Moreover, from internal evidence as well as from comparison with
the Central Asian Sanskrit manuscripts it becomes clear that the four Agamas preserved in
Chinese translation cannot go back to the Satrapitaka of one and the same school. Nowadays,
it is generally accepted that only the Madhyamigama and the Samyuktigama of the Chinese
canon belong to the Sarvastivadins, while the Dirghigama is held to represent the version of
the Dharmaguptakas; the problem of the school affiliation of the Ekottarikigama is still unre-
solved."’ The ascription of the Madhyamigama and Samyuktigama to the Sarvastivadins is cor-
roborated by the fact that among the Sanskrit manuscripts closely corresponding fragments
can only be found for texts contained in the Chinese Madbyamdigama and Samyuktigama.
Similar to the case of the vinaya texts, fragments from other Satrapitakas are rare: so far, in all
the collections only one fragment could be identified as probably belonging to the Sutrapitaka
of the Dharmaguptakas.'

It becomes evident, then, that the rather homogeneous Buddhist literature transmitted
in the monasteries of Northern Turkestan did not necessarily serve as a model for or as the
sole source of the transmission of Nikaya Buddhist texts to China despite the rather short
distance, compared to the distance from other centres of Nikaya Buddhism, and despite the
surely excellent connections, at least in terms of trade, between China and the oasis towns
of Turkestan. Quite the contrary impression suggests itself, if one searches in the Chinese
Tripitaka for the texts most popular in Central Asia. I mentioned the Udinavarga as the
text most often found among the Sanskrit fragments; of course this text has been translated

several times into Chinese, but not exactly the version which must have been so extremely

1 Ernst Waldschmidt, “Central Asian Satra Fragments and Their Relation to the Chinese Agamas,” in
Heinz Bechert, ed., Die Sprache der dltesten buddbistischen Uberlieferung (Symposien zur Buddhismusforschung
II) (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 136-139; Fumio Enomoto, “On the Formation of the Origi-
nal Texts of the Chinese Agamas,” Buddbist Studies Review 3, no. 1 (1986): 19-30; Paul Harrison, “The Ekot-
tarikdgama Translations of An Shigao,” in P. Kieffer-Piilz and J.-U. Hartmann, eds., Bauddbavidyasudbiakarab.
Studies in Honour of Heinz Bechert on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, Indica et Tibetica 30 (Swisttal-Odendort:
Indica et Tibetica, 1997), 2791, and the references cited there in n. 55.

' This is a fragment of the Mahdparinirvinasitra published by Ernst Waldschmidt in “Drei Fragmente

buddhistischer Sutras aus den Turfanhandschriften,” Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen ,
Part 1, Philologisch-Historische Klasse, Jg. 1968 (1968): 3-16; cf. Sander’s comments above, 34.
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wide-spread in Central Asia.”? Of Matrceta’s two Buddhastotras, also remarkably popular in
Central Asia as documented by the number of Sanskrit fragments and by translations into
Tokharian and even one into Uigur,” only the shorter Prasidapratibhodbbava found its way
into the Chinese canon, and not from Central Asia, but in a translation made by the famous
Yijing, who was much impressed by the popularity of the two hymns during his travels in
India and who devoted a whole section of his travel account to their description.

Parts of the longer hymn, the Varnarbavarna, reached China much earlier, although
this was probably never recognized by the Chinese Buddhists because they came in the form
of quotations without an indication of their source. The stotra is cited twice at length in
the *Mabaprajiiaparamita-upadesa (i.e., the Da zhidu lun X7 E5),'* which was translated by
Kumarajiva, a native of Kucha who had been brought to China in 384 CE and finished his
work on this text in 406 CE. The Dz zhidu lun reflects very well the high esteem in which
certain poetic works were held at the time in the domain of Sanskrit Buddhism, since it also
contains a long quotation from a work written by Asvaghosa, another towering figure among
the early Buddhist poets. This citation is from the Saundarananda, but is introduced by the
author of the Dz zhidu lun with the rather misleading title Chan jing 7% (“Dhyana-sutra”),
and consequently it went unnoticed until recently.” Although both of the famous epics of
Asvaghosa, the Buddbacarita and the Saundarananda, are represented by several manuscripts
in Central Asia, only the Buddbacarita was rendered into Chinese.' I do not know of any
convincing attempt at explaining the absence of some of the most famous poetic works in the
Chinese Tripitaka; differences of language and differences of poetic sentiment might help to
explain their absence, but surely they do not account sufficiently for it.

Whatever the reasons may be, poetic texts were apparently of lesser interest to the

12 For the various recensions of this text cf. Hideaki Nakatani, “Remarques sur la transmission des Dhar-
mapada,” Bulletin d’études indiennes 2 (1984): 135-151.

3 Jens-Uwe Hartmann, ed., Das Varparbavarnastotra des Matrceta (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1987); J.-U. Hartmann and Dieter Maue, “Neue Spuren von Matrcetas Varparbavarna,” Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 141 (1991): 69-82; Dieter Maue, “Ein weiteres Sanskrit-uigurisches Fragment zu
Matrcetas Varnarbavarna,” in Simone-Christiane Raschmann and Mehmet Olmez, eds., Splitter aus der Gegend
von Turfan: Festschrift fiir Peter Zieme anlafSlich seines 60. Geburtstags (Istanbul and Berlin, 2002), 139-152.

W T 1509.222¢224f. (= Varparbavarpa V.3, 5-22 and V1.1-4, 6-7) and T 1509.66b10ff. (= VII.17-22); for this
identification see Hartmann, Varnarbavarnastotra.

5T 1509.185¢ = Saundarananda XVILA2-50, 52-54); cf. Jens-Uwe Hartmann, “Neue Asvaghosa- und Matrceta-
Fragmente aus Ostturkistan,” Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen, 1, Philologisch-historische Klasse 2
(1988): 72-73.

16" At the beginning of the fifth century by Dharmaksema, an Indian monk who came to China via Kashmir
and Kucha.
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Chinese Buddhists, and this applies not only to the works of Asvaghosa and Matrceta, but to
the other poems current in Central Asia as well. To give just one example: when Dieter Sch-
lingloff published his book on Buddhist stotras in Sanskrit texts from Eastern Turkestan, he
could not point to a Chinese translation of any of the hymns."” Apparently, there were certain
boundaries which really did resist crossing.

When turning to the Satrapitaka, the relation between the texts found in Central Asia
and those preserved in Chinese translation is more difficult to establish. As mentioned before,
the Chinese Madhyamagama and Samyuktigama represent the version of the Sarvastivadins,
and whenever Sanskrit fragments belonging to one of these collections could be successfully
identified, it was with the help of the Chinese translations. Perhaps the first to notice the close
relation was Sylvain Lévi. When in 1904 Richard Pischel edited some fragments of a xylograph
and tried in vain to find a corresponding section in the Pali Tipitaka, Lévi published a short
article in the same year (!), in which he identified the texts of the Chinese Samzyuktigama
corresponding to Pischel’s fragments and demonstrated the verbal congruences.'®

In the meantime, however, it has been noted that the Central Asian Sanskrit versions
cannot be identical with the copy from which the Chinese translations were made. Oskar
von Hiniiber was able to show in a study of the Upaligathas in the Madbyamaigama that the
Chinese translation of this work presupposes a Middle Indic, most probably Gandhari, origi-
nal, while the same text, as preserved in fragments from Central Asia, is fully Sanskritized.”
Ernst Waldschmidt found in his study of a Sanskrit manuscript most probably belonging to
the Mabiavarga section of the Madbyamaigama that there was a very close relationship in the
wording between the Sanskrit and the Chinese text, but he also observed certain differences
in the sequence of the individual sttras.?

Surprisingly, the Dizrghigama of the Sarvastivadins was never translated into Chinese.
In the case of the Vinaya, versions of several Buddhist schools were translated and included in
the canon. Although the Sutrapitaka versions vary no less in contents, structure and wording
than do the Vinayapitakas, these differences seem to have been of minor importance to

Chinese eyes. It appears that with regard to satra texts questions of school affiliation played a

7 Dieter Schlingloff, Buddhistische Stotras aus ostturkistanischen Sanskrittexten (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1955), 14.

18 Sylvain Lévi, “Le Sanmyuktigama sanscrit et les Feuillets Griinwedel,” T oung Pao 5 (1904): 297-309.

" Oskar von Hiniiber, “Sanskrit und Gandhari in Zentralasien,” in Klaus Rohrborn and Wolfgang Veenker,
eds., Sprachen des Buddhismus in Zentralasien, Vortrige des Hamburger Symposiums vom 2. Fuli bis 5. Juli 1981,
Verotfentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 16 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrossowitz, 1983), 27-34.

2 Ernst Waldschmidt, “Remarks on the Madbyamigama Ms. Cat.-No. 412,” Sanskrithandschriften aus den
Turfanfunden 4: 2-4.
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less predominant role than they do nowadays in the eyes of scholars; this is also indicated by
the fact that no school ascription for any of the satra translations is preserved in the Chinese
Tripitaka. Possibly it was felt to be sufficient to have each of the four Agamas translated,
simply because the complete Satrapitaka was known to contain all four, without giving further
thought to their respective origins and school affiliations.

The “Long Collection” presents a very good example of how much the various ver-
sions of one Agama can differ. It is the only collection for which three different versions
can be compared, namely the Dirghagama of (Mula)-Sarvastivadins written in Sanskrit,” the
complete Dighanikdaya of the South Asian Theravadins written in Pali, and the complete Chi-
nese translation of a Dirghigama of unknown origin which is generally held to belong to the
school of the Dharmaguptakas and to derive from an original written in Gandhari.?? Of these
three, the Dighanikiya and the Chinese Dirghdgama are rather closely related: the Chinese
Dirghigama contains altogether 30 sutras, and for 28 of them a corresponding text can be
found within the 34 suttas of the Dighanikiya. The grouping of texts, however, is different in
most cases, although some of the texts correspond even with regard to their sequence.

If the two complete versions are compared with the (Mala)-Sarvastivada Dirghiagama
reconstructed from the Central Asian manuscript fragments, considerable differences of
structure can be observed. This holds true for its size as well, because the Central Asian
Dirghigama contains works which are completely unknown to the Pali tradition, e.g. the
Maydajalasiitra, which is also absent from the Chinese canon, or the Arthavistarasitra, missing
in the Pali canon but twice translated separately into Chinese. Further differences can be
observed in the classification of certain satras which are common to both the Theravada and
the (Mala)-Sarvastivada tradition. This is because the Central Asian Dirghigama contains
several works the corresponding Pali versions of which are found in the Majjbimanikiya, e.g.

the Cankisutta, the Pajicattayasutta and the Bodbirdjakumairasutta. Moreover, differences can

21 For the Central Asian recension see J.-U. Hartmann, Untersuchungen zum Dirghagama der Sarvistivadins
(unpublished Habilitationsschrift, Gottingen, 1992), and for the recently found manuscript from Greater
Gandhira see J.-U Hartmann, “Bemerkungen zu einer neuen Handschrift des Dirghigama,” in Chr. Chojnacki,
J.-U. Hartmann, and V. M. Tschannerl, eds., Vividbaratnakarandaka. Festgabe fiir Adelbeid Mette, Indica et Tibetica
37 (Swisttal-Odendorf: Indica et Tibetica, 2000), 359-367, and “Further Remarks on the New Manuscript of the
Dirghagama,” Fournal of the International College for Advanced Buddbist Studies 5 (2002), 133-150.

22 André Bareau, “L'origine du Dirgha-agama traduit en Chinois par Buddhayasas,” in Ba Shin, Jean Bois-
selier, and A. B. Griswold, eds., Essays offered to G.H. Luce by his colleagues and friends in honour of his seventy-fifth
birthday, Vol. 1 (Ascona: Artibus Asiae Publishers, 1966), 49ff.; E. Waldschmidt, “Central Asian Sutra Frag-
ments and Their Relation to the Chinese Agamas,” 136; E. Mayeda, “Japanese Studies on the Schools of the
Chinese Agamas,” in Heinz Bechert, ed., Zur Schulzugehirigkeit von Werken der Hinayana-Literatur (Symposien
zur Buddhismusforschung, 111, no. 1) 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1985), 97; F. Enomoto, “On the
Formation of the Original Texts of the Chinese Agamas,” 25; for further literature cf. Hisashi Matsumura, The
Mahisudarsanidvadina and the Mahdsudarsanasitra (Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications, 1988), p. L n. 64.

58



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

be seen with regard to the sequence of those texts which are common to all three versions
and, finally, with regard to the sections into which all the versions are divided. The (Mala)-
Sarvastivada Dirghiagama contains at least one part, namely the Satsitrakanipita or “Six Sutras
Section,” which as a section is missing in both of the other versions, though some of its
contents are also found in the Pali and the Chinese (cf. the comments by Lore Sander above,
37ff).

As mentioned above, this section was very popular in Central Asia, as the large number
of fragments indicates. It contains the following six sutras: Dasottarasiitra, Arthavistarasitra,
Sangitisitra, Catusparisatsitra, Mabavadanasiitra and Mabaparinirvanasitra. The section is
clearly divided into two parts, since the first three texts are not taught by the Buddha himself
but by Sariputra, and each is referred to as a dbarmaparyiya. With one exception (in the
introduction to the Sangitisiitra), narrative passages are totally absent in the first three texts,
which consist almost exclusively of groups of Buddhist technical terms, e.g. the three kinds
of suffering, the four truths, the five powers, the eightfold path, etc. In the Dasortara and the
Sangiti sutras these groups of terms are basically arranged according to numerical criteria.
The formalization is carried to the extreme in the Dasortarasitra: this work consists of ten
times ten groups of terms, the first decade containing ten single terms, the second decade
containing ten groups of two terms, and so on up to the last decade containing ten groups of
ten terms each. Moreover, this numerical scheme is connected with one of content, because
the groups are arranged in such a manner that the first group in every decade is one which
effects much, the second group in every decade one which has to be practised, the third is
one which has to be known, the fourth one which has to be abandoned, and so forth up to the
tenth which has to be realised.

Compared to this elaborate scheme, the structure of the second text, the Sangitisitra,
is much looser. The only element for organizing the groups is the number of terms in each
group. As in the Dasottarasiitra, the text starts with single terms and ends with groups of ten.
The number of groups within one numerical section is not fixed; it varies between two within
the section of groups of nine and ten terms and fifty within the section of groups of three and
four terms. There are several overlappings of Dasottara and Sangiti sutras, which are usually
abbreviated in the manuscripts with a reference yatha dasottare or the like.

Quite different from the scheme of Dasottara and Sangiti satras is that of the
Arthavistarasiitra, in which the groups of terms are not arranged according to numerical cri-
teria but according to their content. It begins with a group of twelve favourable circumstances
which are a prerequisite for an encounter with the Buddhist teaching, namely a human rebirth,
the possession of a complete set of sense organs, the appearance of a Buddha, the continuation

of his teaching, etc., and it ends with the ten factors of an Arhat (asaiksadbarma, i.e., the eight-

59



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

fold path and samyagvimukti and samyagjiiana) and the ten conditions of an Arya (aryavisa).

Apparently a version of the way to liberation is described which begins with the pre-
conditions and ends with the attributes of the person who has reached the goal. In between,
groups of terms are arranged which describe obstacles or helping factors on the way. Some of
these groups are, at least to my knowledge, unknown from any other work. The logical con-
nection between the single groups is partly very clear, but partly difficult to reconstruct. The
first group of twelve favorable prerequisites is followed by another one consisting of twenty
factors which should characterize a teaching of the dharma, then a group of sixteen attributes
which should be present in the listener. Next follow groups of ten and of five factors in which
the consequences and results of right listening are described. Rather abruptly there follows
another group of ten factors which aid the noble disciple (@ryasrivaka) in ripening his wisdom.
A comparatively large portion of the work is devoted to a group of ten notions (s#7zjiid) which
should be developed by the @ryasravaka, namely the notion of impurity, of impermanence, etc.
up to the notion of death. For each of these notions obstacles and results are extensively listed.

The remaining three satras of the Sagsiatrakanipita are completely different in content.
The fourth one, the Catusparisatsiitra, begins with the description of the Buddha’s enlighten-
ment—surprisingly not with evam mayi srutam etc., the usual opening formula of Buddhist
sttras, but simply with the statement bodbisatvo bhagavan urubilviyim vibaran, “the bodhisat-
tva, the Lord, staying in Urubilva.” It continues with a biographical record of the events fol-
lowing upon the enlightenment, i.e., Brahma’s exhortation to teach the doctrine, the journey
to Benares and the first sermon to the five disciples, further conversions in Benares, return
to Gaya, the conversion of Urubilvakasyapa and of other ascetics, the meeting with and con-
version of King Bimbisara and the conversion of the two foremost disciples Sariputra and
Maudgalyayana. The text ends rather abruptly with a mocking of the begging monks by the
inhabitants of Rajagrha and the fitting response of the Buddha. The usual formula concluding
a satra is as absent as the introductory sentence.

Next follows the Mahbavadanasiitra: the monks are surprised that the Buddha knows
about the attributes of Buddhas of the past. Their astonishment induces the Buddha to tell
them details from the lives of his six predecessors, e.g. their respective castes, parents, bodhi
trees, two main disciples, etc. Then, taking Vipasyin, the first of his six predecessors, as an
example, he describes the typical career of a Buddha. From the time of his conception up to his
tirst teaching a Buddha’s life follows a recurring pattern, and therefore the career of Vipasyin,
which is told in detail, serves mutatis mutandis as a model for all the following Buddhas
including the present Buddha Sakyamuni himself. Thus, the satra contains the beginning of
the biography of the Buddha, although it is preceded by the Catusparisatsiitra which comprises

the second part; evidently the arrangement follows the logic of the frame story, and not the
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chronology of the biography as such. The satra contains the usual introductory formula, but
not the usual ending.

The final Mahaparinirvanasitra begins with the strife between King Ajatasatru of
Magadha and the Vrji confederation and the mission of Ajatasatru’s minister to the Buddha
in order to inquire about the probable result of a military campaign against the Vrjis. The
text continues with a description of the last journeys of the Buddha, the events surround-
ing the foundation of Pataliputra, the last rainy season, Mara’s urging the Buddha to enter
parinirvana, the meal in the house of Cunda, etc. On the occasion of his arrival in Kusinagara,
the Buddha relates the episode of King Mahasudar$ana, which is included in the Dighanikiya
as an independent text. Then follows the description of the parinirvana and of the events
connected with the funeral and the impending war over the relics. The text ends with the
distribution of the relics.

Thus, the Satsitrakanipata is clearly divided into two parts, both consisting of three
formally related works. The first part is characterized by lists of terms, while the second—the
Mabavadina, Catusparisat and Mahdparinirvina sutras—is exclusively narrative, combining
the three stutras most essential for the biography—and also hagiography—of the Buddha.

It comes as no surprise, then, that the Satsitrakanipita, with its balanced combination
of doctrinal and edifying elements, enjoyed a special popularity in Central Asia, which is
documented by the comparatively large number of manuscripts and fragments in which the
six satras are preserved.” This can only be explained by assuming a far larger number of manu-
scripts containing only the Sagsitrakanipita than those comprising the whole Dirghiagama. Since
regrettably few colophons are preserved, nothing is generally known about the contents and origin
of a manuscript, but there is one case where we can be fairly sure that a colophon refers to a
separate copy of the Satsitrakanipita: at the beginning of a Tokharian fragment containing a
dedication of merit it is said that “together with the son Lalikkompe we have written the book
Satsitra,” and very likely this Tokharian text served as a colophon concluding a Sanskrit copy
of the Satsatrakanipiata.**

Despite its great popularity in Northern Turkestan, the Satsiatraka section was never
translated into Chinese. One of its texts, the Catusparisatsitra, is completely unknown as

a separate sutra in the Chinese canon; since, however, large parts of the same text are also

2 Cf. the “General Index of Contents for the Manuscripts dealt with in Part 1-4,” Sutra section, in
Waldschmidt, Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden 4: 355-359, with its significantly high percentage of
catalog numbers containing texts of the Sagsatrakanipita.

# Cf. E. Sieg and W. Siegling, eds., Tocharische Sprachreste. Bd. I: Die Texte (Berlin/Leipzig: Vereinigung
wissenschaftlicher Verleger Walter de Gruyter, 1921), no. 311a2. A Sanskrit text ending with a Tokharian colo-
phon is not at all unusual in manuscripts from the Northern Silk Road, since it was, among others, the Tokhar-
ians who followed and transmitted Buddhism there.
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transmitted in the Vinaya of the Maulasarvastivadins, they are known in China through
Yijing’s translation of this Vinaya. Four others, the Dasottara, Sangiti, Mabivadina and
Mabaparinirvina sutras, are included in the Chinese Dirghigama and are therefore known
in the Dharmaguptaka version which is quite different from that of the Sarvastivadins. One
text, the Arthavistarasiitra, has been translated twice into Chinese, once by Paramartha in 563
CE. (T 97) and once by An Shigao in the second century (T 98). Both represent the same
recension as the one included in the Central Asian Dirghagama, although the translation of
An Shigao is at times difficult to comprehend, to say the least. One of its main problems lies
in the fact that, time and again, different Chinese translations appear for what must have been
the same term in the underlying original, whether it had already been written in Sanskrit or
still in a Middle Indian dialect. An Shigao also translated the Dasottarasiitra, again the same
recension as the Central Asian one,” and it is interesting to note that these two texts were
considered important enough to be rendered into Chinese as early as in the second century,
but that this did not initiate any systematic translation work on Sarvastivada satra scriptures.

To sum up once again: of the ten texts especially widespread in Northern Turkes-
tan, namely the Sarvastivada Pratimoksasiitra, the Six Sutras Section of the Dirghagama, the
Udanavarga, and the two hymns by Matrceta, only five are available in the Chinese canon
in the same or at least a closely related recension. Of these five, only three could possibly be
derived from originals stemming from Central Asia, but this connection cannot be proven
for any of them. In other words, the texts held in highest esteem by the Buddhists of North-
ern Turkestan played an amazingly small role in the transmission of Buddhist literature into

China, at least as far as can be judged from the surviving Sanskrit fragments.

5 Cf. J. W. de Jong, “The Dasottarasutra,” Kanakura Hakushi Koki Kinen: Indogaku Bukkyogaku Ronshii
(Kyoto: Heirakuji Shoten, 1966), 3-25; repr. in J. W. de Jong, ed. Gregory Schopen, Buddhist Studies (Berkeley:
Asian Humanities Press, 1979), 251-273.
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THE OLDEST BUDDHIST INCANTATION IN CHINESE?
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"TRANSCRIPTIONS OF THE MANTRA IN THE DRUMA-KINNARA-RAJA-PARIPRCCHA-SUTRA
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and

W. South Coblin
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Abbreviations

BHSG Franklin W. Edgerton, Buddbist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar
and and Dictionary (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), vol.

BHSD 1: Grammar and vol. 2: Dictionary.

BTD late Han Buddhist transcriptional dialect

DKP Druma-kinnara-vaja-pariprecha-sitra
K T 625, Dashu jinnaluo-wang suowen jing RITEFZE F AL, in 4 juan),
transla tion attributed to Kumarajiva
L T 624, Dun zhentuoluo suowen rulai sanmei jing fEEFEZE TR =R, in 3 juan),

translation attributed to Lokaksema

ONWC  “Old Northwest Chinese,” the dialects of Chang’an and the Gansu Corridor in ca.
400 CE

QYS Qieyun JJ#H System reconstructions, according to Karlgren’s “Ancient Chinese”
system as modified by F. K. Li

T Taisho shinshii daizokyo K IEFTERRAE

"The authors are especially grateful to Professor Richard Salomon for having read and commented extensively
on an earlier version of this paper. We of course take full responsibility for all errors of fact and opinion which
remain.
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I. Introduction

It is well known that the transcriptions from Sanskrit and other Indic languages found in
Chinese translations of Buddhist texts constitute an extremely valuable source of evidence for
the study of Chinese phonology. It is also recognized that the interpretation of this evidence
is beset by a number of problems, the most serious of which is uncertainty as to the exact
identity, and therefore pronunciation, of the Indic source language(s) of these texts. Despite
the frequent use of Buddhist transcriptions by researchers in the field of Chinese historical
linguistics such as Pelliot, Karlgren, Luo Changpei, Pulleyblank, and others, to date no com-
plete and fully systematic study of any single transcriptional corpus has been attempted, and
as a result there is still much material which has not yet been drawn into the discussion. It is
appropriate, therefore, that such systematic surveys should now be attempted, not only to pro-
vide a more comprehensive and reliable fund of supporting evidence for the study of Chinese
historical phonology, but also to yield data that might help us to establish the identity of the
language or languages of the original texts from which the translations were made.

Any systematic study of Buddhist transcriptions should, of course, begin at the be-
ginning, with the translations made by the first Buddhist missionaries in China and their
collaborators in the middle and late second century CE, towards the close of the Later Han
dynasty. The repertoire of technical terms and transcriptions which these pioneers created
was inherited by their successors; although much was later superseded, many items stood the
test of time, and are still in use today in China, Korea and Japan. Among the small body of
sutras rendered into Chinese during this foundational period, the translations of the Parthian
An Shigao and the Yuezhi Lokaksema deserve special attention, since even after spurious at-

tributions have been weeded out, they constitute two reasonably large bodies of work.!

' In a recently published study Erik Ziircher has critiqued the traditional ascriptions to these two trans-

lators, arriving at an authenticated corpus of 16 works for An Shigao and 8 works for Lokaksema. (See E.
Zircher, “A New Look at the Earliest Chinese Buddhist Texts,” in Gregory Schopen and Koichi Shinohara,
eds., From Benares to Beijing: Essays in Buddhism and Chinese Religion in Homor of Prof. fan Yiin-bhua [Oakville:
Mosaic Press, 1991], 277-304.) In the case of the latter we accept Ziircher’s conclusions with some reserva-
tions, maintaining T" 624 as a genuine work of Lokaksema which has been subsequently revised (most prob-
ably by members of his school, as in the case of T 418), but bracketing T" 313 as a more doubtful case. This
yields a corpus of 9 texts. For the complicated problems involved here see also Paul Harrison, The Samdidhi
of Direct Encounter with the Buddbas of the Present: An Annotated English Translation of the Tibetan Version of the
Pratyutpanna-Buddba-Sammukbivasthita-Samdadhi-Sitra with Several Appendices relating to the History of the Text
(Studia Philologica Buddhica, Monograph Series V (Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies,
1990; and “The Earliest Chinese Translations of Mahayana Buddhist Sutras: Some Notes on the Works of
Lokaksema,” Buddhbist Studies Review 10, pt. 2 (1993): 135-177. For the purposes of this paper later revisions to
Lokaksema’s works are probably not of great concern, in that, as far as we can tell, they either left his transcrip-
tions unaltered or (in many instances, and most unfortunately for us) replaced them with translations. These
translations may well have begun life as glosses on the transcriptions (beginning with the words Hanyan 5,
“in the Han language”), since such glosses are still to be found here and there in the texts.
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The translations of Lokaksema, in particular, contain a great many transcriptions of
technical terms and proper names, due to his predilection for transcription as opposed to
translation, and are thus a rich source of evidence for the phonology of the Chinese dialect
which he and his native assistants used, and for the Indic language of his originals. For this
and for other reasons, they are the focus of the present paper. It should be pointed out, how-
ever, that a complete study of Lokaksema’s transcriptions, as of his translation terminology,
must also establish what borrowings, if any, he made from An Shigao. For the same reason, a
definitive study of the transcription corpora of both these translators is an essential prelimi-

nary to any investigation of the Buddhist transcriptions of later periods.

II. A Survey of the Lokaksema Transcription Corpus: A Draft Proposal

Such a definitive survey of Lokaksema’s transcriptions is proposed by the authors of this
paper, as a collaborative project involving the contributions of a specialist in Mahayana satra-
literature familiar with the Chinese, Indic and Tibetan versions (where extant) of the texts in
question, and therefore able to identify and reconstruct where possible all the transcriptions
they contain (Harrison), and of a specialist in Chinese historical linguistics able to reconstruct
their contemporary phonetic values and draw from them general conclusions for the history
of Chinese phonology (Coblin). Clearly the Sanskrit or Prakrit reconstruction of the
transcriptions must proceed hand in hand with the establishment of the phonetic values which
the Chinese characters had in the late second century Luoyang dialect which Lokaksema and
his team used. The input of a specialist in Prakrit philology and paleography would also assist
the resolution of the many problems that arise when one proceeds to matching the sound
values of the source and target languages, neither of which is entirely certain.

As a preliminary suggestion for others to consider (and possibly amplify), the authors
believe that the following data should be recorded:

(1) the whole transcriptions (in Chinese characters) as they appear in the Taisho edi-
tions of the texts of the entire corpus, with any variants in the critical apparatus and any
emendations also noted.

(2) individual characters to be recorded separately, so as to enable comparisons across
transcriptions. Variant characters should also be recorded in the same way, cross-indexed to
the correct reading, even when the variant reading is obviously corrupt. (This will enlarge
our knowledge of commonly confused or interchangeable characters and may perhaps provide
the means for resolving problems in other bodies of transcriptions.) The individual char-
acters should probably be arranged by their Pinyin spellings, but equivalent reconstructed
sound values should also be given, with any notes required by unusual forms. This list should

also give the Indic syllables or whole words represented by each character, indicating clearly
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whether the characters in question represent Indic sounds in initial, medial, or final position
(e.g., ksa-, -ksa-, -ksa).

(3) the source of the (whole) transcription, i.e., reference to 7Taisho text number, page,
lateral column and line. Frequency is a very important consideration here, especially when
there is a possibility of textual corruption. Clearly a transcription attested frequently and
throughout the whole corpus provides a surer basis for drawing inferences than one which
occurs only once in a single source. Also it is important to know which texts the transcriptions
come from, in case our attribution of any of them to Lokaksema has to be revised later. (For
practical reasons only the first dozen or so occurrences in each text need be noted, or entries
on terms like pusa 357 or fo f#i will run for pages.)

(@) classical Sanskrit reconstruction (whole word), with indication as to degree of cer-
tainty, and sources for same. Tibetan equivalents to be listed in each case, also evidence from
other Chinese translations of the same text. This is especially important in doubtful cases
or where several reconstructions are possible. The use of classical Sanskrit here is of course
purely arbitrary, and is adopted for the sake of ease of reference. It does not imply any conclu-
sions as to the original form of the transcriptions.

(5) classical Sanskrit syllable, this list cross-referenced to (and possibly integrated with)
the whole word list (e.g., kse: see buddha-ksetra, Ksemarija).

(6) Pali and any other Prakrit equivalents which may be relevant.

(7) information on whether the transcription or the Sanskrit term also occurs in the
An Shigao corpus. Obviously one must distinguish where possible the transcriptions which
Lokaksema took over from his predecessors from those he devised himself, and which might
therefore reflect his own source and/or target dialect more closely.

(8) transcriptions for which no Indic equivalents can be identified, linked with the
single character list and with Sanskrit syllables or compound-elements wherever some kind of
partial identification is possible.

In its eventual published form, all this data could be indexed in at least two ways: by
Sanskrit alphabetical order (i.e., classical Sanskrit), by both whole words and syllables, either
two separate lists or a single integrated list; and by single Chinese characters (arranged ac-
cording to modern Pinyin transcriptions in English alphabetical order). One of these will have
to be regarded as the master list, and this should presumably be the Sanskrit word list, which
could also include single syllables and elements of compounds, suitably cross-indexed (e.g.,
kiita, see Ratnakuta, Grdhrakita, etc.). Most of the information detailed above could then be
arranged in suitable order under the head-word (i.e., classical Sanskrit “reconstruction” of the
word), with which the list of single Chinese characters would ultimately be cross-indexed via

the single Sanskrit syllable listing.
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Others may be aware of additional details which it would be helpful to record, or bet-
ter ways in which they could be presented. The authors of this paper would welcome any
such suggestions. At present it is intended to set the work up using a database program for
the Macintosh such as Hypercard or Filemaker Pro; the precise procedure to be adopted for

data-entry will also require further consideration.

II1. The DKP Mantra: Context

By way of a pilot study for the definitive survey of Lokaksema’s transcriptions outlined above,
and as an illustration of the hitherto untapped riches of that corpus, this paper presents
some preliminary research on the mantra passage in the Druma-kinnara-rija-paripycchi-
siatra (henceforth DKP), as it appears in two Chinese translations and one Tibetan version of
this early medieval Mahayana text. The first of the Chinese versions (T 624: Dun zhentuoluo
suowen rulai sanmei jing R ZHNZE T A4S, in 3 juan) is attributed to Lokaksema, the second
(T 625: Dashu jinnaluo-wang suowen jing {HEFEZEFT U1K =R, in 4 juan) to Kumarajiva,
thus providing us with a vantage point for comparison some two centuries later.” The Tibetan
translation dates from around the early ninth century, and for this a critical edition has
recently been published; see Paul Harrison, Druma-kinnara-vija-pariprechi-siatra, Tibetan
Text (Recension A) (Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 1992). The
mantra passage appears in Chapter 15, Section G (293-297). The state of the Tibetan text
reveals how premature any previous work on this mantra would have been, even if it had been
investigated before now. That is to say, the Tibetan version with its greater fidelity to the
Indic could be expected to provide us with definite pointers to the Indic sound values of the
mantra, yet it is only with recent advances in Kanjur research (for a survey of which see the
Introduction to the above work) that we have been able to see how problematic even this text
is. Thus, without a proper critical edition of the Tibetan (which in this case is extant in two
recensions), the Indic text of the mantra remains an unwieldy mess. Even with such an edition,
there are still many problems. The same is possibly true, albeit to a lesser extent, of other
Lokaksema texts, for which the Tibetan versions may not always be a completely reliable
guide to the reconstructions of proper names and so on. At the very least such reconstructions
are on a surer footing when one has established that there are no awkward variant readings
between the Them spangs ma and Tshal pa lineage Kanjurs (i.e., the Stog Palace, London ms,
and Tokyo ms on the one side, and Peking, Li thang, Co ne on the other, with Sde dge, Snar
thang, and Lha sa recombining the two lines), to say nothing of other Kanjur editions which

have not yet been definitively placed in the overall picture of the Tibetan Kanjur tradition

2 In this study T 624 will be referred to as L, and T 625 as K.
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(e.g., the Phug brag, Rta dbang, Newark, and Tabo Kanjurs). The consultation of these less
well-known editions (only Phug brag was collated for the critical edition, but unfortunately
it has a large lacuna where the mantra occurs) may well take us considerably further towards
reconstructing the Indic text used to produce the Tibetan version of the DKP mantra. Given
that very real possibility the present article assumes a certain degree of provisionality.

Since Lokaksema’s predecessor, An Shigao, is not known to have translated any Main-
stream Buddhist satras containing mantras or dharanis, the DKP mantra as it appears in L
is probably the oldest extant example of the genre in Chinese, and may even be the first Bud-
dhist mantra or dharani text to which we can assign a reasonably firm date (i.e., ca. 170-190
CE). This mantra, however, falls into the category known as 7aks or protective mantras, and
is thus in the same basic class as the well-known parittas of the Pali Canon, which are thought
to be very old. Although one need not thus invoke the notion of Tantrism or proto-Tantrism
to explain its occurrence in our text, the full significance and range of incantation practices in
Buddhism at this time (late second century CE) remain to be determined. It is certainly the
case that several of the sutras translated by Lokaksema refer to the use of such incantations,
dharanis in particular, in ways which suggest something quite different from the apotropaic
formula at issue here. For an illuminating recent discussion of the use of incantations in Bud-
dhism, see Peter Skilling, “The Raksa Literature of the Srﬁvakayﬁna,” Fournal of the Pali Text
Society 16 (1992): 109-182.

As mentioned above, the DKP mantra occurs in the final chapter of the text,’ as the
sutra proceeds through a number of more or less formulaic steps towards its conclusion.
Ananda is asked if he has “received” (i.e., heard and memorized) the satra, the great merits of
which are then extolled (15A-C). Communicating it to others is equated with giving the gift
of the dharma (dharma-dana), a practice which confers many benefits on bodhisattvas who
engage in it (15D-E). The gods Sakra (Indra) and Brahma then undertake to propagate the
text and protect those who receive it (15F). Following this, the Tibetan text (henceforth: T)

continues as follows (15G):*

3 The chapter and section divisions in the published Tibetan text have been inserted by Harrison. In their

existing form neither the Tibetan nor the Chinese versions are divided into chapters.

* See Appendix II for a romanized version of the Tibetan text.
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Then the Four Great Kings® said to the Lord, “Lord, we four kings and those great §ravakas of the Lord
[and we?],® so as to ensure that this discourse on dharma (dbarmaparyiya) endures, will apply ourselves
to its protection, preservation and defense. We will ensure that those in our retinue who do not believe
in the Buddha or the Buddha’s teaching’ also come to believe it, so as to apply themselves to the protec-
tion of the teaching of the Realized One.® Lord, in order that any unprotected bhiksus and bhiksunis,
upasakas and upasikas who are committed to the Buddha’s teaching and any others besides who believe in
the teaching of the Lord may be protected,’ the words of this mantra (Tib. gsang sngags kyi tshig = mantra-
pada) are to be recited.”’ By virtue of the words of that mantra, yaksas, raksasas, gandharvas, kinnaras,
mahoragas, kumbhandas and the like, human and demonic beings, and any others who commit acts of
hostility towards the Buddha’s teaching will be utterly subdued (Tib. #shar geod pa = Skt. ni Rgrab, etc.; cf.
Mvy 4542, 5358, 8350).!""

Then follows the transcription of the mantra itself, beginning with the word tadyathi
(“it goes like this”). Afterwards there is no further reference to it: the Buddha goes on to
entrust the satra to the bodhisattvas Maitreya and Divyamauli (15H), and to console the
grieving Mara by observing that his dominion will not be appreciably affected by the small

numbers capable of receiving such a profound teaching (15I). Members of the assembled hosts

S Cf. L: lUKF, K: IYRAE.
¢ The Tibetan text is apparently corrupt at this point, and cannot be made to yield perfect sense; the
words dang/bdag cag are perhaps to be deleted. Cf. L: “We and these disciples of the Buddha will all uphold this
dharma, we will protect it and ensure that it lasts a long time.” K carries much the same sense.

7 K: “who do not believe in this dharma of the Buddha.”

8 So also K, more or less. L differs markedly; see below.

¢ The first part of this sentence is entirely lacking in both Chinese versions; see below.

10" Tt is not clear from the Tibetan who is to perform the recitation, the Four Great Kings themselves or the
followers of the Buddha’s teaching who desire protection. Both Chinese versions are similarly ambiguous; see
note 12.

" Cf. L, which is rather problematic: “Anybody under our leadership who does not believe in the Buddha’s
dharma, be they dragons, yaksas, gandbarvas, kinnaras, maboragas, if there are unbelievers among them, we shall
make them believe. Then all [of us, or followers of the Dharma in general?] will speak, in accordance with their
ways [?], and utter an incantation (zhou ') as follows (yue H)...” Either something has dropped out of the text,
or Lokaksema has connected the list of potentially harmful supernatural beings to the unbelieving retinue of
the mahi-deva-rijas, who are to be made to believe. This is not difficult to account for in terms of sense, since
the four great kings are lords over the yaksas, gandbarvas, etc.; see, e.g., BHSD, sv. mahdrija(n). K suggests that
the bhiksus, etc., of T are a later interpolation, i.e., that this list of supernaturals originally followed directly af-
ter the sentence about the unbelieving followers: “Lord, any of our followers who do not believe in this dharma
of the Buddha, we shall subdue them and make them believe in the Buddha’s dharma, apply themselves to it
vigorously, love it and delight in it. Lord, if there are gods, dragons (or celestial dragons), yaksas, gandbarvas,
asuras, garudas, kinnaras, maboragas, and the like who are of evil intent, should one [or: we?] wish to subdue
them one should [or: we shall?] recite this incantation (zhow), as follows...” Despite the obscurities of L, both
Chinese versions appear to derive from an earlier and shorter recension of this passage, but given the repetitive
nature of the text, haplography in this recension cannot be ruled out altogether (i.e., between one occurrence
of buddha-sisana and another), so that T might even reflect an older version.
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achieve various realizations, followed by the usual cosmic quakes, rains of flowers, peals of
celestial music and so on (15]). Maitreya, Divyamauli and Ananda are given the title of the

text, and the satra concludes with the general rejoicing of the audience (15K).

IV. The DKP Mantra: Text

Let us turn now to the text of the mantra itself, which is short but extremely problematic. In
the critical edition of the Tibetan translation it occupies a mere six and a half lines, but there
are so many variants between the collated Kanjur editions that nearly every syllable is foot-
noted in the critical apparatus (see Appendix II). The selection of readings in the edition (an
attempt to establish the received text) is tentative in the extreme, and is not necessarily fol-
lowed in this study. Reconstructing the Indic underlying the Tibetan is thus far from easy, but
we are helped by the fact that much of the mantra is intelligible, especially the later sections
(these take up some of the themes of the preceding prose passage translated above). Further,
it appears that the phonology (if not the grammar) of the text which the Tibetan translators
used was Sanskrit, rather than Prakrit, although it is quite possible that this may have been
the result of a process of regularization or Sanskritization applied to the whole satra. In what
follows, a Sanskrit reconstruction based upon the Tibetan transcription is used as a basis for
the study of the two Chinese versions, L. and K. We note that L transcribes the first part of
the mantra, then switches approximately halfway through to a translation. The text of K,
by contrast, maintains transcription longer. This raises the thorny question: where does the
mantra end? If we go by the Tibetan text, which remains in transcription mode longest, we
see that the mantra passage finishes abruptly without closure of the usual sort (e.g., svahi), to
be followed by the commencement of the next section of the text. In the absence of any such
closure, and given the intelligibility of at least some of the later phrases, it was clearly anyone’s
guess where the actual mantra ended, and thus Lokaksema and Kumarajiva have reached dif-
ferent decisions on the matter. In one sense the Tibetan represents the most cautious solution,
by running the transcription as far as it can possibly go. This situation ought to make it easier
for us to reconstruct the later sections, since we have both Indic text and Chinese translation
for them, but in practice it turns out to be just as difficult to reconcile the three versions with
each other. What might also help us is the fact that in all editions of K the transcription is
divided into numbered sections (1 to 19); in the Korean (i5) and Shogo-zo (2E) editions this
numbering is carried over into the final prose sections (20-21), but this is not the case with
the “Old Song Edition” (&) and the three editions of the Song, Yuan, and Ming (=), or the
Jisha () edition, which has also been consulted by the authors. (For information regarding

these sources, see the explanation of abbreviations used in the edited Chinese versions below.)
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Partially Reconstructed Sanskrit Version (after the Tibetan)"

tarabe arabe anobe sarabe hulu mahahulu hulu hulu avatte vikatte [emend to vivatte?] paricchedani
nigrhnati praghatani itti itti vitti vitti acche gacche mara-nigrahana sarva-parapravadi-nigrahana
sarva-mithya-prayatana(n)-nigrahana sarva-bhata-nigrahana sarva buddha-varnita dharma-
niyatasaya aya[m] bhutan [or: buddhana?] buddha-varnitan catur-maharaja-nirde$ana mantra-
balan avatara-preksina-nigrahaya.

Chinese Versions

Our preliminary critical readings of these texts are based directly on the 7zisho versions and

critical apparatus, combined with our own collation of the Jisha version.

Abbreviations used in the edited Chinese Versions

T 28~ JT B =7 the “Three Editions” of the Song, Yuan and Ming dynasties, i.e.,

R the “Song Edition” of 1239

JuA the “Yuan Edition” of 1290

BHZS the “Ming Edition” of 1601

& HHEEA the Korean Edition of 1151

HNAEEEAR (BARA) the “Old Song Edition” (1104-1148 CE) belonging to the

Library of the Japanese Imperial Household

B IEATREEREEA (RFEELE)  the Tempyo mss. (CE 729-) and the Chinese mss. of

Sui (581-617) and Tang (618—822) dynasties, belonging to the Imperial Treasure

o F gl

I

House Shoso-in at Nara, specially called Shogo-z6
H FREE R AS the 1974 Taiwan reprint of the thirteenth century Song Jisha edition,

printed in Suzhou
L: (T 624.366¢.23-36729)

VAR B0 o HSF 2 0heh T o P EZI TR o B M A ME - HE SRl £ o MEPhE o
HERI R SE AR EL PEZR IR « G AME3 « FE (5 o QIR 5 o BEEE M - 35 H

2 S A G B R BB S D R SR R B P R B (B B ] I (i R BE AR FR B RS TR 2T
[ 0 O WA O PR 25 [ 17 4 JEE 2 G o

HECERAREEARER TSI - HEMX BN - T HER « B HE il PhmaEE ik o
PR Pt o TUR LR « RN B ©

12 Parentheses enclose letters in the transcription which may need to be removed. Square brackets enclose
emendations and other notes.
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Critical Notes: (1) = ~H1:55:Q) = Q) K- EE-m i@ R-EF- B HF 21 (5) K
BE~ @) BE o (7) R RS T B S H I Q) =Rl 1 (9) SR L (10) SR

.

R A F A 2) S8 E R omit i 13) =R 14) =S E S omit =
K:(T625.388b11-24)

FIRFTUAR R O o B o PEFIY T o 2 PR R [ BT - R R MR SR AT - Bt B
BAMEOLIEEHEIR AT o PR T E IR L 22 58 o THRE o F5 15 R AEE R S HZ L2 T (E 2
TELZE AN AR I W ZE (NS » L0 o B IRE I I e FTRE 2 4 (—) PHEL () AR (
=) BEZEUL () R (L) R R () BN BE () 2 /) R E L) e T >
FEfesoARye” (+) BemEe’ (+—) mfpamts (F) “BfRr (H=) BlEs () 28 (1) B
ZeFHROYST B (7<) B L W W H IR () T S ) R w22 A0 (/) BT A
ELE LA FER eSS (Tu) TR R E R R ITA) () W SR DR ACRERRERR IR (=
+=)

Critical Notes: (1) &) = FE12:Q) = pfiE@) BEiZG) = F 1§ ©)
= EH @) m T WES®) AR BRI B e cEE T R (9) =B EE T insert
A0y BB~ IR (1) 1 omits: AP (12) =~ BE S read B for m s (13) = BE B (14)
SoENEENRIZRI(1S) =R BRI A6) = IR ERERER T ERT I AD =
BB omit: 5 (18) =~ omit: —f—

A reconciliation of the two Chinese versions with the Sanskrit as reconstructed on the
basis of the Tibetan is impossible in many places, especially towards the end of the mantra,
where one easily loses the trail. However, a preliminary attempt is made below, in the hope
that the collation of as yet inaccessible Kanjur editions might later clarify problems with
the Tibetan text, while further study of Lokaksema’s and Kumarajiva’s transcriptions might
throw new light on the Chinese.

In the following comparisons, provisional phonological reconstructions are given for
the Chinese graphs. The reconstructed forms supplied for the L text have been posited for the
late Han Buddhist transcriptional dialect (BTD). This reconstruction is discussed in detail
in a recent article.” Phonological reconstructions for the K version are given in a different
system, called “Old Northwest Chinese” (ONWC), representing the dialects of Chang’an and
the Gansu Corridor in ca. 400 CE Details of the ONWC reconstruction have been presented

in an earlier monograph, and the entire system has been modified and further developed in a

3 W. South Coblin, “BTD Revisited: A Reconsideration of the Han Buddhist Transcriptional Dialect,”
Bulletin of the Institute of History and Philology 63 (1993): 867-943.
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more recent work."* It should be noted that, in both the BTD and ONWC systems, the dental
stops are assumed to have had “post-dental” allophones of some sort before front vowels. It is
possible that they were in fact phonetically retroflex stops here, though some authorities argue
for a palatal stop value. Qieyun System (QYS) reconstructions are cited in this study according
to Karlgren’s “Ancient Chinese” system, as modified by F. K. Li. They are given solely as
a convenient reference to the sound categories of the QYS; we do not assume that they are

“correct” or represent any actual form of early Chinese.

L:
tarabe arabe anobe sarabe
% [x]#% I 2L PrT [HEFRVD > R

ta [x] pie ’am: pie °a lap pie [’am: pie] sa lap pie

tarabe: There is probably a missing graph between % and # here. The contrary possi-
bility that the Chinese form reflects a shorter form such as *tarbe or *tabbe seems
slight, since parallel arabe and sarabe, containing the syllable ra-, are intact in the
Chinese transcriptions.

I #4: This form does not appear to correspond to anything in the Indic version, but see
sub anobe below.

anobe: The Chinese has nothing opposite this word. But it seems possible that ### above
is in fact the corresponding form and is out of place in the Chinese version. It may
represent a variant or corrupt reading such as *amzbe.

sarabe: The graph ¥ here is perhaps a erroneous reduction from earlier 2*. And %, which
stands immediately before ¥ in the received text versions may be an excrescent

2N

form mistakenly added due to similarity with %

K:

tarabe arabe anobe sarabe

ZEHER(—) P CEHER(E) PHR(Z) B2 (M)

ta la pie ’ii (~ $9!) pie il na- pie sa la pie

arabe: Chinese {#* and its variant {ff appear a number of times in this text opposite for-
eign a- or 4-. They seem to be errors for some other graph.

anobe: Chinese /Il here suggests a possible *znabe in K’s text.

* W. South Coblin, Studies in Old Northwest Chinese, fournal of Chinese Linguistics Monograph Series, no. 4
(Berkeley, 1991); and A Compendium of Phonetics in Northwest Chinese, Journal of Linguistics Monograph Series,
no. 7 (Berkeley, 1994).
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sarabe: %% is probably an error for £

L:
hulu mahahulu  hulu hulu avatte vikatte [vivatte]

REE ERRE PIREE DS [ o e

hu lou ma [x] hu lou hu lou -?- lou °a wa téi ui wat téi

mababulu: There appears to be a graph missing from the second position in the Chinese
form.

hulu (1):  Chinese £ may be a corruption of earlier {K.

bulu 2):  The graph Z (BTD *khén/khén//QYS khien) also seems to have been substituted
for some other Chinese form.

vikatte: The Chinese transcription appears to reflect an underlying form such as *vivate.

The same Indic word seems to have been present in K’s text.

K:

hulu mahahulu hulu hulu avatte vikatte [vivatte]

WPEE (L) EEMIEEL(S)  PREENEEECE) (L () B2 ()

ho lou ma ha ho lou holou ho lou so ba te bii ba te

vikatte: K’s transcription, like that of L, suggests an original *vivatte here. Vivatte is highly
likely. Avatte vivatte may have been Prakrit third person plural optatives for Skt.
a-vrt- , vi-vrt-, i.e., “May they turn away, may they turn back.””

L:

paricchedani nigrhnati praghatani

AR FEHR JEEE[ R (~F) IEGE

pa li- tShe da na- ni gie tShe (?) pa kia (~ka) [>ga] san- na-

s In this line stands for Tib. gri (= Indic gr). And we may note that other Chinese
syllable types, for which no such r-like element is normally posited by Chinese
historical phonologists, can also serve in the early transcriptions to render Indic
syllables of the sort in question here. Cf. for example #] (BTD *gia/ ONWC
*gia// QYS *gji) standing for g7/ in the K version of the mantra. In fact, it seems
likely in such cases that r- was actually represented as -i- in the underlying Indic

texts. For example, compare from the Gandhari Dharmapada: akida (= Skt. akrta),

5 Cf. Richard Pischel; trans. by Subhadva Jha, A Grammar of the Prikrit Languages (2nd ed., Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1965), 329.
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apa-kica (= Skt. alpa-krtya), gibi (= Skt. grbin), etc. (all examples after John Brough,
The Gandbart Dbarmapada [London: Oxford University Press, 1962], Index). Bur-
row has noted that the regular treatment of original r in Gandhari is 77, written 77,
7, and 773’ but it is especially noteworthy in connection with the present case that
underlying r after velars is always realized as a vowel, rather than as 77 or the like,
in the Dbarmapada.

na: It is possible that this syllable is actually represented by Chinese Jfff, which was
subsequently anteposed by scribal error.

% The reading of the Chinese text seems quite uncertain at this point. Also possible
is the variant form %, which has a number of QYS readings: t4:, td-, ta, tha, tshje:,
tshja:, tshii-. And there is the further possibility that some other graph, such as
#% (BTD *de://QYS dje:) was the original form. The Indic is not at all clear;
one ought to note the confusion in the Tibetan text at this point. The selected
reading nigrhnati is that of LST (except that S has the obvious error nighyhnati
and T similarly nigrhnati). On the Tshal pa side CJN have nigranibite, Q has
nigraninhditi, while the more edited texts D and H read nigrbnite and nigrnibate
respectively, presumably via conflation with the Thems spangs ma reading. Therefore
nigrbnati was probably the reading of the somewhat more edited Therm spangs ma
(but perhaps not of recension A of the DKP), while nigranibite may well have been
the reading of the Tshal pa, and thus of recension B. Neither form fits those of
the Chinese versions. Grhnati is attested as third p. sing. present (cf. Edgerton,
BHSG, 210), but nigrbnati could also be present participle, feminine vocative.
The sense is obscure; paricchedani (or dani) could be a verbal form or the locative
singular (i for e, see BHSG, 53) or neuter plural of a noun. Note that K groups it
with the following word in its section 10.

28 (~#): Itis possible that both these readings are errors for fill (BTD *ga).

A The use of this syllable to transcribe foreign ta n- is quite interesting. It seems
possible that it represents the secondary frication of intervocalic -#- which some-

times occurred in the northwest Prakrits.'”

' "Thomas Burrow, The Language of the Kbharosthi Documents from Chinese Turkestan (Cambridge: The Uni-
versity Press, 1937), 2.

17 On such intervocalic fricatives cf. Brough, Dharmapada, 94-95, and Gérard Fussman, “Gandhari écrite,

gandhari parlée” in Colette Caillat, ed., Dialectes dans les littératures indo-aryennes (Paris: College de France,
Institut de Civilisation Indienne, 1989), 433-501.
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K:
paricchedani nigrhnati praghatani
g fEl el JEIARE () BOWEFEH>RME (H—)

pa le tsha da [ni] ni gio na- néi pa ka Sa [> da- ?] néi
It is possible that one & has been deleted here by haplography.

e - As is common in early northwest transcriptional texts, the mouth radical is added
here to show that Chinese initial /- is to be pronounced as an r-like flap or trill
rather than as a plain lateral.

praghdtani: Chinese & may be an error for K. Alternatively, however, it might be correct and
represent a northwest Prakrit frication of intervocalic -z, as is perhaps also the
case in the L version. K, and to a much lesser extent L, although obscure, suggest

the possibility of a string of verbal forms with the ending -ani.

L:

itti itti vitti vitti  acche  gacche

FFITE A R e  EHBE

il li- i li- ud Li- ’at tShe tat tShe tat

itti: The use of Chinese initial /- opposite Indic ¢ and 4 is fairly common in Han-time

transcriptional texts and probably reflects a Prakritic shift to a lateral such as / or
/in the underlying language of the text.

vitti vitti:  Both Chinese versions indicate a version with only one vitzi.

guacche: The Chinese transcription may reflect a variant form *tacche. It would seem that

K’s text also had this variant. Final #H seems to be excrescent.

K:

itti itti vitti vitti acche gacche

mRAR (F2) BR (=) PEm) 23R

hi dis hi dis bii dio "a tSha ta tSha

acche: The appearance of Chinese E. opposite -cche here is curious, since in other texts K
normally uses this graph to render foreign syllables such as cha, ccha, etc. It seems
possible that K’s text read *accha taccha.

guacche: As in the L version, the Chinese transcription here points to an underlying *tacche

~ taccha, or the like.
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L:

mara- nigrahana
BEE e

ma la ”ii da

s SN
WES

Mara:

mara-
Lot

JEE 2

ma la

I
I

L:

(ERLi2eS

This (or Mara if we follow the reading of CHJN, as is found in the Gandhari
Dharmapada, v. 297) is clear enough, but the next two syllables are problemat-
ic. One notes that £ is also used by Lokaksema for -ya- in ayatana (see e.g., T
624.358a23-24), so one very hypothetical reading of L here would be mariyatta
(i.e., mara + ayatta), “under the sway of Mara.” The same syllable appears at this
point in K too (see below), and since elsewhere in K it appears to be used for Indic
a or 4, another—equally tentative—reading would be as a compound with zdi
as the final member, on the model of Sanskrit maridayab, i.e., “beginning with
Mara,” “Mara, etc.” This is perhaps marginally more likely, given that L ends

the transcription at this point, and switches to translation with & &< F ML,

“(They) shall all be made to have faith in the Buddha’s dharma.” This could be an
attempt by L to unpack the meaning of the unknown verbal form represented in

K, which continues to transcribe but is equally obscure.

nigrahana

(AL A /1] 7 AV

’ii ? néi ga you

See above.
At this point both Chinese texts become difficult to account for. Perhaps some
Prakrit form of the verb ni \grah underlies K’s forms, but L appears not to have

preserved it.

sarva-parapravadi(na?)[-nigrahana]
HAREAESILG

“Any who have heterodox ideas shall all be made true in heart.”
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K:
sarva-parapravadi (na?) [-nigrahana]
LR > W] B (HE)

sat ba buat  buat déi na-

Iy : This graph may be an error for I, which seems to be used for foreign elements

such as -pra- and -para-, var-, etc.

From this point on, after the possible end of the mantra—at least as far as L. was con-
cerned—the Tibetan text appears to represent an amplified version in which a long compound
or string of words has been broken up, with nigrabana inserted after each member. Although
it is difficult to be sure, in K we seem to have only the original compound or string. In this
instance, therefore, K may carry a transcription of pa(r)ap(r)avidina, i.e., an in stem extended
by a; cf. Pischel, Grammar, 290 and Edgerton, BHSG, section 10:3; or, alternatively, an in
stem in gen. pl.; cf. BHSG, section 10.204 (but only #zetri causa according to Edgerton). It all
depends on how one construes the text, but given the numbering of K, it is obvious that there

is no verbal form following.

L:

sarva-mithya-prayatana(n) [correct form?] [-nigrahana]
HAERMY M

“Any self-willed yaksas...”

K:

sarvami  thya -praya tana(n) [-nigrahana]

GELEHRF]  HLIR [>]05 ] EZ I XGUAY)

sat ba mie li- tSha buat ia ta na-

F: This graph is anomalous and seems to be intrusive here.
thya: The use of Chinese H. to render this syllable implies an underlying Prakritic *cha.
g This is clearly a special graph, constructed to transcribe foreign -ya. It is note-

worthy that some text versions read not M2 but tf/% here. This curious variant
reading is almost certainly a special fangie gloss, added as a phonetic annotation on
the graph M. Thus: ONWC *jfa: + kbja — ia. It would seem that this fangie note
was mistakenly copied into some recensions of the text, whereupon the preceding
il was deleted. The graph Mi is of some interest from the standpoint of early
northwest phonology. It has been formed on %, which is a popular variant writing
for ¥ (QYS d7 ja) “snake.” Now there is considerable evidence that throughout

78



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

the medieval period the colloquial pronunciation for “snake” in the Chang’an and
Gansu Corridor areas was not the expected ONWC form *7Za but rather *ia (=
QYS jia), a reading which is actually attested in the later dictionary Fiyun 5
and identified as a colloquial reading of the Guanzhong B+ area (see Coblin,
Compendium, and “Remarks on Some Early Buddhist Transcriptional Data from
Northwest China,” Monumenta Serica 42 [1994]: 151-169). It would appear that
this pronunciation underlies the special graph 1 here.

K lacks an equivalent for nigrabana here too. The Indic form is obscure. It could be a
form of mithya-prayata, “gone astray” (cf. Pali duppayata, s~. payata in the Pali Text Society
Dictionary), possibly another gen. pl. in -#na (the final -z in the Tibetan transcription is
mysterious, and may have become attached from the next item). Michapayitina would fit K
perfectly.

L:

sarva-bhuta-nigrahana sarva buddha-varnita dharma-niyatasaya

BAEES o B EO T -

“..will all cease being puffed up about themselves. They will all be made to praise the Buddha
and protect the dharma.”

Various interpretations and emendations of the Indic may be proposed, but none can be
upheld with certainty, given the ample likelihood of corruption and the multiplicity of possible
Prakritic forms. Sarva-bhiita-nigrabana is attested only in the Them spangs ma tradition (from
which Derge has apparently borrowed it), and may perhaps be deleted. Sarva buddba-varnita
may be read as a complete sentence (“All [become] extollers of the Buddha.”) or, reading
varnita, as an adjectival phrase qualifying something else (“extolled by all Buddhas”). Should
we emend what follows to read dbarma-niyatisayi (“[ They become] those whose resolve is set
on the dharma”) or dbarma-niyatds [cJaya[m], supplying a missing ca, and taking ayam (“this”)
with what comes next (“And [they become] devoted to the dharma. This...”)? At this stage
these are little more than stabs in the dark, which is only likely to be dispelled by the discovery
of a better Tibetan text or of parallel passages in other works.
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K:
? sarva-bhuta [-na?] buddha-varnita
FIIFE B EEEZL PR FEZ (/1)

’a na- "u (~ "u) ta la sat ba buk ta na- but da buat ni ta

Could the first portion of this passage represent Skt. # na uttara or anuttara® Recon-
ciliation of the three versions is virtually impossible around this point. Indeed, all three may
have been based on seriously corrupt exemplars, given the wide scope for dittography and
haplography presented by this section of the text.

L:

aya[m] bhatan [or: buddhana?] buddha-varnitan catur-maharaja-nirde$ana mantra-balan

ya sl el = A ULt N e ==

“This is the essence, expounded by the Buddha(s), the incantation of the four celestial kings

consists in these words.”

K:
aya[m] bhatan [or: buddhana?] buddha-varnitan catur-maharaja-nirde$ana mantra-balan

VAR A T 5 EA) (=)

“The incantation text revealed by the four great celestial kings.”

K has nothing for the first part of the section in the Indic, but haplography may have

occurred, given the repetition of buddha-varnitan/-~varnitiana.

L:
avatara-preksina-nigrahaya
HARNEE &

“Any who seek out the weaknesses of others must all be defeated.”

K:

mantra-balan avatara-preksina-nigrahaya

T AT RIS BERR (T —)

“The awesome power of this incantation can subdue all those who wish to seek out the weak-

nesses [of others].”
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V. Conclusion

As a highly tentative first try, the above attempt to reconcile and render intelligible the three
texts of the DKP mantra is to be taken merely as a basis for further study. Much of it is
sheer guesswork, the product of desperation rather than inspiration, and the authors would of
course be delighted if other scholars with a better grasp of Sanskrit took the time to correct
its mistakes or suggest improvements. After all, those with a greater familiarity with mantra
texts may well know of parallels which we have overlooked. In addition, the collation of other
ancient Tibetan Kanjur manuscripts may well clear up certain problems with the Tibetan
transcription, which must remain our starting point. Nevertheless, even this preliminary at-
tempt is not without its results, both in the fields of Chinese and Indic phonology.

On the Chinese side we may in particular draw attention to two points. The first is our
new evidence that Kumarajiva probably knew an ON'WC reading *ia (corresponding to QYS
jia) for ¥ “snake,” a northwest dialect pronunciation for which there is support in other early
sources. The second is the use of the word & (QYS gjie*) BTD *gie opposite Skt -g7-. Now,
in recent years it has become common in certain quarters to cite cases where Division III
chongniu T4t words transcribe Indic syllables in -7- as evidence that such chongniu syllables
had 7-color or rhotacism of some sort in late Han and Six Dynasties dialects. But no notice
is ever taken of cases in the same texts where Division IV syllables, such as I, also serve this
function. Such cases do however occur in the relevant texts, as our example illustrates. And in
this connection we further note in our material that £ (BTD *gia/ ONWC *gia// QYS gji),
for which no one to our knowledge has ever reconstructed r-like features in early Chinese,
can also serve this same function. And, in fact, in early northwest materials such cases are ac-
tually rather common. And, lastly and ironically, we have observed that the relevant underly-
ing Prakrit forms in such cases may never have had an -7- or “ri-like” sound in the first place!
Instead they may have had plain, “i-like” vowels. In conclusion, then, it would seem that the
use of Buddhist transcriptional evidence to support the reconstruction of rhotacism in Divi-
sion III chongniu syllables should be reconsidered.

On the Indic side one could mention the following points. In the forms for nigrbnati,
as we have just noted, both L and K suggest that Indic -7- was in fact something like -7- in the
underlying text, i.e., L: JEB[JF1#Z ni gie na- tshe ; K: JEWIHLIE ni gis na- néi . This is a fea-
ture of various Prakrits (cf. Pischel, Grammar, 51-57). The renderings of praghatani possibly
point to fricativization of underlying intervocalic t-, i.e., L: J[fil&FAB pa [ga] san- na- ; K:
HEE Ve pa ka $a néi. This may be a northwest Prakrit feature (Brough, Dbarmapada, 94-5).
In L, the forms for ##ti and vitti show a lateral opposite Skt. tt-, i.e., FFFIHEF] °ii li- ui li-. The

change of intervocalic -#- to -/- is a well-known Prakrit feature (Pischel, Grammar, 172). Text
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K, on the contrary, seems to indicate change to -d- or -dd- here, i.e., ArFFE 5} hi dio [déio] bii
dio [déia]. Finally, opposite Skt. -thyiz- in mithya K has #i #ha. Cf. corresponding Gandhari
micha (Brough, Dbharmapada, 306). Palatalization of this type is widely seen in the Prakrits (cf.,
for example, Pischel, Grammar, 197, section 280).

These results may seem disproportionately small for so much work, but further study
may well unlock more of this enigmatic text, especially if new materials come to hand. In this
regard the complete study of Lokaksema’s transcriptions adumbrated above will, it is hoped,
throw further light on the portion of the mantra which he chose to render phonetically. The
same applies to Kumarajiva’s transcriptional corpus. At the end of the day, the results may
still be small, but they will at least be solid, and thus provide a firmer foundation for the

continuing study of the linguistic interface between Indic Buddhism and Chinese culture.

Appendix I: List of Chinese Forms

This Appendix lists all Chinese transcriptional syllables found in the comparative section of
Part 4 above. The arrangement is alphabetical, according to modern readings as spelled in
the Pinyin system, with tones indicated by numbers. For characters which occur in both texts
L and K, the following reconstructed forms are given: *“BTD/ONWC//QYS. For characters
found only in K we give *ONWC//QYS forms.

beil B *pie//pjiet hou? Wz *you//you pi2 B2 *bii//bi

bol % *pa/pa//pua hul ¥ *ho//xuo poZ %% *ba/ba//bua
chel i *tha//tshja jit 15 *ge/gellgje:? qi2  I5 *gie/gie/gjie*
chil & *tshe/tshe//tshje jial 1l *ga/ga//gja qi2  H *gio//gji

chiZ ¥ *dio//di jial 28 *kia/ki//ka qianl Z *khén/khén// khien
daZ 7H *tat/tat//tat jiaZ 3 *ka//kja sat  [E *sat//sat

dat K *da-//da- i2 1§ cf. B *le//lje sant # *san-/san-//san-
dil 42 cf. BF *téi/tei//tiei li4 A *1-/1i-//1i- shal ¥ *s1a/si//sa

di3  ng ? lie4 J§ *lap/liap//ljap shel 2= *§a//dja

duol % *ta/ta//ta louZ & *lou/lou//lou shi3  {# *so://si:

e2 U *at/at/at luoZ Z& *la/la//1a suol 2 *sa/sa//sa

faZ Wk *buat//bjwot mi2 7 *mie//mjie* tiZ2  #E *dei//diei

fo2 f# *but//bjot mo? JE& *ma/ma//mua tuo? PE *da/da//da

fut 18 *buk//bjuk nat Jf *na-/na-//na- weiZ f *ui/iui//jiwi

gel 2 *ka/ka//ka niZ2 & *ni/ni//ni xil 75 *hi//xjei

hel 1] *ha//xa ni2 g *ni//ni xiul R *hu/hu//xjou
heZ #F *wa/yua//yua 82
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yil B difii/it
cyil G )Pt

youl 45 *u/ou//’jou

youl & *u/ou//’jou

yued # *wat/uat/junt
zhil #] *te/tje

? % see fa2 mk

? B cf. i *khio//khji-

Appendix II: Tibetan Text

Introductory Note: This is a roman transcription of Section 15G of the Tibetan text of the
DKP exactly as it appears in Harrison 1992, pp. 293-297; no changes have been made in the
selection of readings. The dual critical apparatus is also reproduced, the first being the prin-
cipal apparatus, which gives variants shared by two or more witnesses (keyed to superscript
arabic numerals in the text, here numbered consecutively rather than by page, as in the origi-
nal), the second presenting single readings, attested by only one witness (keyed to superscript
roman letters). The latter is taken from Appendix A, p. 340. When variants occur the reading
of the text is that of all witnesses except those which appear in the relevant note in the appa-

ratus. The sigla used are as follows:

Co ne

Sde dge

Lha sa

Li thang (‘Jang Sa tham)
London ms

Snar thang

Peking

Stog Palace ms

H Qo ZeT D o0

Tokyo (Kawaguchi) ms

It is unfortunate that this section of the DKP is not extant in either the Dunhuang ms
or the Phug brag ms (see p. 295, n. 12). The readings preferred are generally those of LST
(representatives of the Them spangs ma tradition), except where otherwise noted, but the edi-
tion is in any case somewhat tentative: a definitive treatment of this portion of the text must

await the collation of other, as yet unavailable, Kanjur manuscripts.
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Text

[15G] de nas bcom ldan ‘das la® rgyal po chen po bzhis ‘di skad ces gsol to

bcom Idan ‘das® rgyal po' bzhi po bdag cag dang | bcom Idan ‘das kyi nyan thos chen
po de dag dang I* bdag cag gis chos kyi rnam grangs ‘di® ring du gnas par* bgyi ba’i slad du
I bsrung ba dang 1° sba ba dang 1”7 bskyab! pa la brtson par bgyi’o Il bdag cag gi¢ ‘khor gang
dag sangs rgyas dangf sangs rgyas kyi bstan pa la ma dad pa de dag kyang I® ci’ nas de bzhin
gshegs pa’i bstan pa bsrung'® ba’i slad du brtson' par ‘gyur bar dad par bgyi'o || bcom ldan
‘das¢ dge slong dang 1'? dge slong ma dang " dge bsnyen' dang 1" dge bsnyen'é ma gang"
dag sangs rgyas kyi bstan® pa la brtson'® pa dang | gzhan yang bcom ldan ‘das kyi bstan' pa la
mngon par dad pa srung" ba?® ma* mchis pa de dag’ bsrung?? ba’i ched du gsang sngags® kyi
tshig ‘di dag’* kha ton du® bgyi’o I* gsang sngags® kyi tshig de’’ dag gis gnod sbyin dang 1%
srin po dang 1% dri za dang I** mi ‘am ci dang I*! Ito ‘phye chen po dang | grul' bum la sogs™
pa dang I** mi dang” mi* ma yin** lags¥ pa dang | gzhan yang sangs rgyas kyi bstan® pa la zhe
sdang bar bgyid pa rnams*® shin tu*” tshar gcod®® par ‘gyur ro® |

tadya tha | ta ra? be’” a ra” be* 1" a no be* I* sa ra be** | hu lu¥ maha** hu lu 1** hu
lu* hulu | a* bad te | bi kad te | pa ri tstshe’® d@’! ni | ni gri*? hna® ti** | pra®” gha tani | id
t1’® id t1* ¥ bid ti bid ti*® | ad tshe* ghatstshe® |y ma® ra ni gra ha na |9 sarba pa® ra* pra ¢
ba‘* di® ni® gra ha na |9 sarba mid® thya® pra ya’® ta”’ nan ni gra ha na |** sarba bha’* ta ni”®
gra ha* na 1*7”bud dha’® bar ni’”’ ta’® dha” rma® ni* ya® ta sha® ya 1% bha** tan® [%¢ bud®
dha* bar ni*¢ tan® | tsa tur maha® ra dza® nir** de¥ shan” | man tra” ba lan”? | a ba ta ra”

96

pre’* kshi” na® ni’”” gra”® ha ya lak

1. Principal Apparatus

(1) CDHJNQ insert: chen po; (2) CDHJNQ omit: /; (3) CDHJNQ insert: yun (in Q rnam
grangs ‘di yun compressed in small letters, suggesting correction on basis of J); (4) CJ insert:
/; (5) CDHJNQ omit: /; (6) CDJNQ omit: /; (7) CDJNQ omit: /; (8) CDHJNQ omit /; (9)
CDJNQ: ji; (10) LT: srung; (11) JN rtson; (12) CJN omit /; (13) CJN omit: /; (14) J'T: snyen (C:
b- inserted beneath line); (15) CJNQ omit: /; (16) J: snyen (C: b- inserted beneath line); (17) CJ
omit: gang; (18) JN: rtson (C: b- inserted beneath line); L: bzson; (19) Q: bsrung; LT srungs; (20)
Tt ma for ba; L omits: ba (suggesting that its exemplar also read a4); 21) CDJ omit: ma; (22)
CDJN: srung; (23) CJ: sngag; (24) CDHJN insert: /a; (25) LT omit: du; (26) CJ: sngag; (27) HN:
di; 28) CJNQ omit: /; 29) CJNQ omit: /; 30) CJN omit: /; 31) CJNQ omit: /; (32) CJNQ
omit: /; (33) CJ omit: dang mi; (34) CDHJNQ omit: yin; (35) CJ: lag; (36) J: rnam; C: rnams,
with -5 inserted below; (37) CJQ: du; 38) CJNQ: chod; 39) DHQ insert: /; (40) CJ: pa; Q; pe
(?); 41) CJN omit: /; (42) LQ(?): pe; CJ: pa; (43) CJN omit: /; (44) CJ: pa; LQST: pe; (45) QS
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insert /; (46) HJLT ma ba; (47) CJN omit: /; (48) CJN insert: /; (49) CDHJN: #; (50) C: cho,
HJN: tshe, Q: tshee (tshe with subscript 'z chung) for tstshe; (51) CHJNQ: da; (52) CJNQ: gra;
S: ghr for gr (r represents reversed gz gu); CHJNQ insert: nz; (53) D: bpi, CHJN: ha, Q: nba,
Tz hna for hna; (54) CDHJN: te; (55) Q: bra; SCYT: phre, L: pre for pra (reading of CDHJN ac-
cepted); (56) CIN: re; (57) JN: ti; (58) C: ni, NS: te for ti; (59) CDHJNQ: gad tshe for ghatstshe;
(60) CHJN: ma; (61) LST omit: / (reading of CDHJNQ accepted); (62) JLQS : ba; (63) C(?)
JQ: bra; (64) H(?)N: pa; (65) CJN: de; (66) CJNQ insert: /; (67) CJN omit: /; (68) CDHJNT:
mi; (69) LST: rya for thya (reading of CDHJNQ accepted); (70) CHJNQ insert: /; (71) DQ:
td, CHJN: ta for ta; (72) DH: bhi; (73) DH omit: ni; (74) CJNQ omit: sarba bhi ta ni gra ba
na /; (75) Q inserts: sarba; CJN insert: sarba /; (76) LST insert: ha; (77) DQ: ni; LST insert:
/; (78) LST: da; CDHJN: ta (reading of Q accepted); (79) LST: dba, CJ: dbar, Q: dbar for dba
(reading of DHN accepted); (80) CJLQST: ma; (81) LST: yan (reading of DHJNQ accepted);
(82) CHJNQ: sha; (83) CDHJN omit: /; (84) C: bhyu (P—unclear in J); (85) JQ: tan; CHN: ta
nay (86) LST bud dba na tor bhi tan / (reading of CDHJNQ accepted); (87) CJN: bbad; (88)
C()JQ: tan, LT ta na, HNS: ta na for tan (reading of D accepted); (89) DCH(?)LQT: ma hi;
(90) LQ: shan, S: sha na, CHJN: sha na for shan; (91) DH: mantra; (92) CJLNQST: lan; H: la
na (reading of D accepted): (93) CDHJNQ insert: /; CJNQ repeat: 2 ba (CJN: bya) ti ra /; (94)
LST: pri, CJNQ: pree (pre with subscript # chung) for pre (reading of DH accepted); (95) Q:
kee; CHJN: kse; L1 kshi (sha not inverted); (96) CHJNQ: na; LST: na; (97) LST: na (reading
of DHJNQ accepted); (98) LST: g7/ (reading of DHJNQ accepted).

2. Single Readings Apparatus

(a) S inserts: /; (b) J: bzhi (with small -s inserted later?); (c) H inserts: /; (d) Q: skyab; (e) S: gis; (f)
H inserts: /; (g) H inserts: /; (h) J: stan; (1) J: stan; (j) C: dang / for dag (dag in J could easily be
misread as dang /); (k) J: /; (1) J: gru; (m) J: sog; L: logs for la sogs; (n) H inserts: /; (o) J: stan; (p)
L: ‘gyuro; (q) H: re; "1t tar for ta ra; (r) H: re; (s) T repeats sa ra pe /, omits: hu lu; (t) Q inserts:
/; () T omits: hu lu /; (v) Q inserts /; (w) Q omits: / (end of line); (x) C: #sho; Q inserts: /; (y) Q
omits: /; (z) Q: bar for ba ra (?); (aa) C: ya; (ab) Q repeats: 7 na na ni gra ha na /; (ac) D: ha; (ad)
H: buddhba for bud dha; (ae) Q: ni; (af) H: buddba for bud dha; (ag) D: ni; (ah) C: ja; (ai) Q: na ra
for nir; (aj) D: ni rde for nir de; (ak) T: //.

85



John R. McRae and Jan Nattier, eds., “Buddhism Across Boundaries,” Sino-Platonic Papers, 222 (March, 2012)

ASVAGHOSA IN CENTRAL ASIA:

SoME COMMENTS ON THE RECENSIONAL HisTORY oF His WORKS
IN LicHT OF RECENT MANUSCRIPT DISCOVERIES

Richard Salomon

University of Washington

Abbreviations

BC Buddbacarita
CA Central Asian text(s) of BC or SN

H Jens-Uwe Hartmann

] E. H. Johnston(’s edition of BC or SN)
N Nepali recension of BC or SN

SN Saundarananda

SP Sariputraprakarana

W Friedrich Weller

I. Introduction

Beginning in 1911 and continuing up to the present, several manuscript fragments discovered
in Central Asia of the poetic and dramatic works of the renowned Buddhist author Asvaghosa
have been published by Heinrich Liiders, Friedrich Weller, and, most recently, Jens-Uwe
Hartmann. Although these remains are still quite scanty, there are by now enough of them
to merit a general review and comparison with a view to evaluating their significance for
the textual and historical study of Asvaghosa’s texts. This is what is being undertaken in the
present paper, which, it must be acknowledged from the outset, is based very heavily on the
works of the aforementioned scholars, and also on those of E. H. Johnston, who published
the standard versions of A§vaghosa’s two mahikivyas before the publication of their Central
Asian fragments.! Whatever new is said here is hardly more than a footnote to their ground-
breaking work. Nonetheless, it is hoped that this paper may at least serve to bring these

studies into a broader perspective which may help to direct further studies of the subject.

U The Buddhacarita: Or, Acts of the Buddha, (2 vols.; Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press for the University of the
Panjab, Lahore, 1935-1936); The Saundarananda of Asvaghosa [text edition] and The Saundarananda: o1, Nanda
the Fair [translation], (London: Humphrey Milford for the University of the Panjab, Lahore, 1928 and 1932).
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II. The Works of As§vaghosa: Summary of the Testimonia from South and Central Asia

In the present study, I will be referring only to those literary compositions which are gener-
ally agreed by modern scholars to be the authentic works of the “original” Asvaghosa, who
is usually held to have lived in or around the first or second century CE. These are the two
mabakavyas, the Buddbacarita [hereafter BC], “The Life of the Buddha,” and Saundarananda
[SN], “Handsome Nanda,” and the drama Sariputraprakarapa [SP], “The Sariputra Play”
(plus, possibly, fragments of other dramas; see below). The many other works, such as the
Vajrasiici and Mabayana-sraddhotpiada, which are attributed by Buddhist tradition to A§vaghosa
but which are not thought by most modern scholars to belong to him, are not considered here.
Of these “authentic” works of Asvaghosa, the two k#vyas are known principally from
the Nepali manuscripts on which Johnston’s standard editions and translations are based.
Johnston’s [hereafter J] and other printed texts of the SN are based on two such mss. The
older of these (J’s ms. L) is a palm-leaf ms., dated ca. 1165 CE, complete but with many lacu-
nae caused by ants; the second is a late (ca. eighteenth century) paper ms., complete and intact
but textually much inferior to L and derived more or less directly from it, and hence not really
a separate testimony to the text. Thus the SN was edited from what amounts, in effect, to not
much more than a single defective ms. with many uncertain and probably corrupt passages.
Since the publication of Johnston’s edition, two further fragments of mss. of the SN
have been discovered in Central Asia.? The first of these, published by F. Weller in 1953 is
a single folio of a ms. in Central Asian Brahmi from Sortug, “not older than the 6th century
AD,”which contains the text corresponding to SN IV.39a-V6c¢ of J’s ed. The second fragment,
which was originally published in 1971° but identified only in 1988 by J.- U. Hartmann,® is
an early palm-leaf ms. in Kushan script of about the second or third century CE, also found

at Sortuq but probably originally written in India. This ms. contains a partial text of SN

2 For a summary of the manuscript remains of the SN and BC, see Table 1 below.

3 Friedrich Weller, “Ein zentralasiatisches Fragment des Saundaranandakivya.” Mitteilungen des Instituts

fiir Orientforschung 1 (Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin), 1953, 400—423 [hereafter “Ein
zentralasiatisches Fragment”].

* Weller, ibid., 401.

> In Ernst Waldschmidt, with Walter Clawiter and Lore Sander-Holzmann, Sanskrithandschriften aus den
Turfanfunden, "Teil 3, Verzeichnis der Orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland 10, no. 3 (Wiesbaden:
Franz Steiner Verlag, 1971), 176178 and pl. 66.

¢ Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Neue Asvaghosa und Mityceta-Fragmente aus Ostturkistan, Nachrichten der Akad-

emie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, I.Philologisch-historische Klasse, Jahrgang 1988, Nr. 2 [hereafter Neue
Fragmente].
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XVI.21c-33a.

The original Sanskrit text of the Buddhacarita is also principally attested by Nepali
mss., but only incompletely. The published editions are based essentially on a single incom-
plete ms. (J’s ms. A) of about 1300 CE, comprising BC 1.8-24 and 1.40-XIV.31; portions of
sargas 1 and XIV and the entire second half of the poem (szrgas XV-XXVIII) are lost in the
Nepali recension. The three other Nepali mss. of the BC are derived directly from this ms. A
and hence are of little editorial value. J’s definitive edition of the BC is thus essentially based
on ms. A, but he makes extensive use of the Tibetan translation, and to a lesser extent of the
Chinese version, as a check on the Skt. ms.

But we now also have fragments found in Central Asia of a few more mss. of the BC.
The first two of these, published by Weller in 1953, contain partial texts of the passages cor-
responding to BC II1.16b-29a of J’s edition and to XV1.20d-36d of the Tibetan translation,
this latter part of the text being lost in the Nepali mss. These fragments are also from Sortug,
and seem to be of about the same age as Weller’s SN fragment, i.e., not older than the sixth
century.®

Hartmann (Neue Fragmente, 57-66) has now published fragments from two other
BC mss. The first of these, Cat. no. 2250 + 2054a/b, consists of fragments from two folios
of the same ms., containing partial texts for BC 11.48a—54d and XIII.66d-XIV.1a written in
calligraphic North Turkestan Brahmi. This ms. was apparently found at Singim (ibid., 57).
The second new ms. is a palm-leaf ms. in Indian “Gupta script” of about the sixth century,
containing (among other material; see below, Part IV.B.2) parts of BC XIII.28-29, 58-59,
67-68, and 70-72. This ms. was found at Qyzyl, but presumably came originally from India.

Unlike the two kavyas, Asvaghosa’s dramatic work(s) have been preserved only in the
two fragmentary manuscripts found in Central Asia, published by Heinrich Liiders in 1911

We have no record or mention of these drama(s) in Indian sources.!” These mss. (Liiders’ K

7 Friedrich Weller, Zwei zentralasiatische Fragmente des Buddbacarita. Abhandlungen der Sichsischen Akad-

emie der Wissenschaften, Philologisch-historische Klasse, Band 46, Heft 4 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1953)
[hereafter Zwei zentralasiatische Fragmente).

8 Weller, ibid., 25.
* Heinrich Liiders, Bruchstiicke Buddbistischer Dramen (Koniglich Preussiche Turfan-Expeditionen, Klei-
nere Sanskrit-Texte, Heft I; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1911) [hereafter Bruchstiicke]; “Das Sariputraprakarana, ein
Drama des Aévaghosa” (Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich Preussichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1911, 388-411
[hereafter “Das Sariputraprakarana”]).

10" There are, however, references in Dharmakirti’s Viadanyiya and elsewhere to a (lost) Rastrapalanataka by
Asvaghosa; see Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, “A New Drama of A§vaghosa,” Fournal of the Greater India Society
5 (1938): 151-153, and Biswanath Bhattacharya, Asvaghosa: A Critical Study (Santiniketan: Santiniketan Press,
1976), 101ff.
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and C) were found at Ming-Oi, near Qyzyl, but since they written are on palm-leaves they
presumably originally came from India."! Moreover, both were originally written in Indian
Brahmi of the Kushan period, i.e., about the second century CE,"” but were rewritten at a later
date in an early form of Central Asian Brahmi.

From these fragments we have relatively substantial, though still very incomplete
records of one or more dramas attributable to Asvaghosa. In particular, we are fortunate
enough to have, in Liders’ ms. C, a relatively complete folio (C 4) of the concluding portion,
with colophon, of what is identified therein by two alternative titles, Szriputraprakarapa or
Scimdwtz‘pmkﬂmm. Besides this drama, there are also in ms. K, which according to Liders
was a “Sammelbandschrift)” fragments of what seem to be two other dramas, quite likely also
by Asvaghosa.” Thus we have from the Central Asian tradition authentic specimens of one
or more of A§vaghosa’s dramatic compositions which were evidently lost in India and Nepal.

Though not unique like the dramatic texts, the Central Asian fragments of the two
mahdkivyas are nonetheless of great importance for textual and critical study, as a balance
and supplement to the more complete but often unsatisfactory Nepali mss. For, small as these
fragments are, all of them provide a surprisingly large number of variant readings'* which are
often preferable to those of the Nepali mss. and (in the case of the BC) of the Tibetan and
Chinese translations.”” Thus we are now able to clarify several knotty problems concerning
readings of these texts, and especially to solve several cases of suspected interpolations. Fur-
thermore, while it was clear from the outset' that the Central Asian mss. represent indepen-
dent recensions of the texts in question, the subsequent discoveries have somewhat clarified
the situation in this regard, such that it is now possible to undertake a tentative reconstruction
of the recensional history of the poems. In the case of the SN particularly, these recensional
differences have the potential to be of major significance for our knowledge and understand-

ing of the text.

W Bruchstiicke, 1; “Das Sériputraprakarana,” 389.

12 Loc. cit.

3 It should be noted, however, that the situation here is not completely clear, and some scholars, notably

Biswanath Bhattacharya (Asvaghosa, A Critical Study, 90-101, esp. 99-100) have presented cogent arguments
that all of the materials in the mss. concerned are part of not three, but of two, or perhaps even only one drama,
namely the SP.

1 Cf. Weller, Zwei zentralasiatische Fragmente, 12.

B Weller, op cit., 14; Hartmann, Neue Fragmente, 60.

16 Weller, op cit., 14.
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II1. Texts and Recensions of the Saundarananda

A. Weller’s fragment (SN IV.39a-V.6¢)

The first Central Asian fragment of the SN, published by Weller in 1953 (“Ein zentralasiatisches
Fragment”; see n. 3 above) contains—besides numerous more or less trivial graphic variants
and scribal errors, especially incorrect notation of vowel length (suggesting that the scribe
was not a native speaker of an Indian language)—several significant variants from the Nepali
text [hereafter N]. These variants were carefully evaluated by Weller, with his customary
precision and acumen, as to their superiority or inferiority to the Nepali readings.

The results of his examination were mixed. In several cases, e.g., IV.40/42b," priyi-
tor bharyi- of the Nepali recension, or vicakrame for pracakrame in 1V.43/45a, there does not
appear to be any way to determine which reading, the Central Asian text’s [hereafter CA] or
N, is the original one and which is the result of scribal or editorial alteration.”® But in a few
cases, such as IV.44/46a-b, muktamanam pitrnagare bhigati(siclm gatabbimdinam for muktamai-
nam pitynagare’pi tathagatabbimanam of the Nepali text, the reading of the CA fragment is
evidently preferable. Also in IV.40/ 42d, the fragment has the stylistically preferable" zarams
for turams of J’s edition.?°

Finally, in several places the reading of the CA fragment is evidently corrupt and
inferior to that of N, as for example in IV.39/41c, na tu tat tatarpa for N na tatarpa nandah.*'

Of particular interest in this small fragment is its disagreement with N in regard
to the inclusion of possibly spurious verses. On the one hand, the Central Asian fragment
has an additional verse, IV.45, at the end of the sargz which does not appear in N, and which
is patently a spurious interpolation.” On the other hand, the numbers of the verses of sarga
IV in the fragment (disregarding the aforementioned inserted verse at the end) are each two
lower than the corresponding verses in N and J’s ed. (cf. n. 17 above); thus, for example, the
tirst verse of the fragment, IV.37, is equivalent to verse IV.39 of J’s text ed. This implies that

7" In the discussion of this fragment, the first verse number is the number as given in the Central Asian ms.

itself, and the second the verse number in the Nepali recension (and hence also in J’s edition); see below for an
explanation of the discrepancy.

18 See Weller, “Ein zentralasiatisches Fragment,” 415.

9 Ibid., 415-416.

2 Here J’s reading is from his preferred ms. L, but curiously enough the later and generally inferior Nepali

ms. P agrees with CA in reading tarams.
2l For other examples see ibid., 420-421.

2 [bid., 421-422.
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two verses in the earlier portion of szrgz IV of the N recension are later interpolations which
were not in the CA recension (though it should be noted that, since we have already seen that
CA also contained interpolations, we cannot be absolutely sure of the situation).

Weller (pp. 422-423) suspected that IV.10 and, less certainly, IV.7 are most likely to
be the spurious verses, but I disagree here. At least one of his doubts about IV.10, namely that
the expression “standing atop a mountain waterfall” (girinirjbarasthan) in the simile of the
Kinnara and Kinnari (kimnarikimpurusav ivobbau) “corresponds... to nothing in the statements
about Nanda and Sundari,” is unjustified, as the implied comparison here is to the balcony
(prasadasamstho, IV.1; cf. also barmyopari, V1.1) on which the lovers were playing. I would rather
point to the peculiar verse IV.3, citing in an uncharacteristically stilted manner Sundari’s nick-
names, which are unmentioned elsewhere in the text, as a very likely interpolated verse. The
other interpolated verse could be IV.11, which is not only problematic and evidently corrupt in
N, but is also clumsily repetitive of themes introduced in the preceding passage (IV.7-10, espe-
cially 9); it reads like a pattern-imitation of the type seen elsewhere in the mss. of A’s poems, as
for example in the clearly spurious BC III1.21 (see below, Part IV.A) and XIIL.72* (see IV.B.2).

B. Hartmann’s fragment (SN XVI. 21c-33a)

If the comparison of Weller’s fragment with the N recension of the SN is inconclusive, the
case is very different with the newly published fragment of sargz X VI of the SN (see n. 6
above). Here the divergences from the published additions are not only more numerous, but

also, in several places, clearly superior. To mention a few examples:*

XV1.22a, rosa[*dbike janmani tiJor[*aJrosa for rosavikai janmani tivradosa of
Nepali ms. P (this portion is lacking in the superior Nepali ms. L). Here J’s emendation
dosadbike...ttvradosa is shown by the new ms. to be incorrect, while Gawronski’s

suggestion of tivrarosa for the last word (see J’s text notes) is proven to be correct.

XVI1.23b, tadiatmyato for tadigamo (emended by ] to tadigamad) of N (ms. P
only).

XVI.28b and 29b, antariksam for N antariksam. Though perhaps only an
orthographic variant, this is still interesting and significant, as the spelling antariksa-
is characteristically Buddhist** and occurs elsewhere in A’s works (BC II1.9). It is thus

2 See Table 2 for a complete comparison of the two ms. traditions.

# See Franklin Edgerton, Buddhbist Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary (New Haven: Yale University, 1953), s.v.
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likely to be the correct (i.e., original) reading here.

In some other cases, the variants are indeterminate. In XV1.25a, for example, the new
ms. has samyak instead of saumya of N/J. Here Hartmann (Newe Fragmente, 69, n. 59) tenta-
tively prefers the former reading, but saumya occurring again in XVI1.47a could be taken to
support the N reading. Since samyak is a “key word,” repeated many times in this chapter, it
could here be a lectio facilior resulting from careless copying; if so, this would be a case of a
corruption arising independently (and early) in the CA recension, though this is by no means
certain.

Some other probable wrong readings are noted in CA, such as XVI1.30b, prasamas
trikalpah, which should probably be emended to prasamatrikalpah®; and 30d, trppramukbe for
tripramukbe. But these are relatively trivial scribal errors or orthographic variants, and do not
seriously mar the textual integrity of CA or cast into doubt its obvious superiority to N.

In any case, the really important—and surprising—feature of this new text is its reading
for the crucial passage XV1.30-33, in which the Buddha expounds to Nanda the principles of
the Eightfold Path. Here there are several striking variants (see Table 2 for details). First of
all, verses 32 and 33 of N/J, describing the subcategories within the Eightfold Path of jiizna
and yoga respectively, are in reverse order in the new ms. (though only first word of J’s v. 32 is
preserved). This latter arrangement appears to be a priori correct, as the three subdivisions
(Sksis) of the path are introduced in v. 30 in the order prajiid (/jiiana), prasama (/yoga), and sila (/
vrtta). Verse 31 then enumerates the categories belonging to the last of the three subdivisions,
vrtta, so that evidently they are being described in the reverse order; then, according to the
new ms., v. 32 describes the second topic, yoge, and v. 33 the first, jii@na, as might have been
expected stylistically. This order also accords with the description of the functions of the
three siksas in the following verses, viz. sila, samdidhi, and prajiid in vv. 34-36 respectively. It is
thus virtually certain that the order of verses in the new fragment is the original one, and that
verses 32 and 33 were somehow, presumably unintentionally, switched in the N recension.”
But the matter does not end here, for there are other notable divergences in this passage.
First, instead of sz bhavaniyo of 30c in N, CA has tau bbavaniyau, which is clearly superior?;
for the phrase refers, not to the mrga in general introduced in a, but rather to the first two

subcategories, prajiia and prasama mentioned in b, and balanced by the third, s7/a, referred to

¥ Hartmann, 69, n. 62; but cf. n. 28 below.
26 Cf. Hartmann, 69, n. 62.

27 Hartmann, 69, n. 63.
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in d.”8

Secondly, and more significantly, for samyaksmrtib samyag atho samaidhib of N/J XV1.33b,
CA has in 32b [*smyr]tih samadhis ca parakrama[*s ca]. Here we are dealing with a variant which
can hardly be attributed to normal scribal error or miscopying, but which rather indicates
intentional editorial changes in the transmission of the text in the Nepali recension. For evi-
dently in the original text sumyak-parakrama was classed under yoga, but at some point in the
N recension it was switched to the prajiia group, necessitating, among others (see below), this

change in wording.” Thus the original text enumerated the elements of the Eightfold Path as:

prajiida/iiniana prasamalyoga sStlalvrtta

(2 members) (3 members) (3 members)

drsti smrti vakkarma

vitarka samadhi kayakarma
pardkrama ajrvanaya

But these were re-arranged in the Nepali recension as:

prajiida/iiana prasamalyoga sStlalvrtta

3 members) (2 members) (3 members)
drsti smrti vakkarma
vitarka samadhi kayakarma
parikrama ajrvanaya

This change also explains the variation in 30b between prasamadvikalpah of N and
prasamas [sic] trikalpab of the new ms. On the basis of these attested variants, we may confi-
dently reconstruct (following H) the further original reading *prajiiadvikalpab instead of N’s
prajiidatrikalpah.’® We can also assume that idam trayam and idam dvayam of N’s 32¢ and 33c
must have been switched from their original positions, and that pardkramas ca in N 32b must
have been substituted for something else in the corresponding passage (not preserved) in the
33b of the new ms., which cannot be reconstructed.’

% In light of the reading ...prasamas trikalpab, dismissed above as a probable scribal error for prasamatri-

kalpah, perhaps we should entertain the possibility that the original reading of 30b in the fragment was [*prajiia
dvikalpa] prasamas trikalpah. This would confirm and clarify the reading tau bhavaniyau.
2% See the reconstructed text in Hartmann, 68—69, and Table 2 below.

% Jt may be noted that ]J’s ms. P here actually reads prajiidtikalpab [sic].

3 Hartmann, 70, n. 68.
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The question naturally arises of how such wholesale and, moreover, doctrinally sig-
nificant tampering with the text could have taken place. Hartmann (69, n. 62) is no doubt
correct that the problem is based on a mixing up of verses 31-33. One can easily imagine how
thesimilar endings of verses 31-33 (-parigrabiya / —parigrabiya / —pariksayiya) might have
misled a scribe into switching two of these verses, especially in an old-style ms. in which each
verse constituted a separate line of the ms. Thus the confusion seems to have begun with a
transposition of the original verses 32 and 33. But this change would not, in itself, have caused
the other changes, actually observed or presumed, noted above. For the transposition of 32
and 33 would produce merely a slight, perhaps even unnoticeable stylistic infelicity, in that
the order of enumeration of the three $iksas would be inconsistent with the order of their
introduction in v. 30. But there would be no problem as far as the number of items (“sarmzyak-
s”) within each s7ksa.

So there must have been some further confusion involved, and I suspect that what
happened was that in the process of reversing vv.32 and 33, or through a subsequent error
by another scribe, the words #rayam and dvayam were also interchanged, or perhaps rather
left in their original positions while the rest of their verses were transposed, resulting in the
hypothetical intermediate text presented in Table 2. This too is a very easy error, since the
words in question are in parallel phrases (idam dvayam / idam trayam) in parallel positions
(beginning of pada ) in their respective verses; and if, as surmised above, the prototype ms.
had one verse per line, these words would have been more or less directly above one another.

Unlike a simple reversal of verses 32 and 33, this additional transposition would
result in an unacceptable, self-contradictory text (“Right doctrine and right thinking...; these
three...” / “[right] attention, concentration, and effort; these two...”; see Table 2), and this
defective text must be what was evidently re-written by some attentive and well-meaning
editor somewhere along the later line of transmission in the South Asian recension(s) of the
SN. In this connection it is interesting to note that in the Abbidbarmakosa-bhasya (11.25)*
there is an incidental reference to the prajiia-skandbha comprising “right views, intentions,
and effort” (samyakdysti- samkalpa-vyayamds ca prajiida-skandba uktiah). We can imagine that
our presumed editor might have worked under the influence of this or some similar text or
tradition which included ‘right effort’ (pardkrama / vyiyima) under the heading of prajiia,
rather than under yogz as did Asvaghosa originally.

The upshot of all this is that we now know that at least one doctrinally significant
dislocation occurred in the Nepali recension of the SN, wherein an original mechanical scribal
error (the transposition of two verses with simultaneous or subsequent further switching of

32 This reference was noted by Johnston in his translation notes to v. 31 (p. 91), where he expressed his

doubts about this passage and suspected, rightly as it turns out, that vv. 32-33 might have been transposed.
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a key phrase [trayam / dvayam] between the two verses) led to a blatant textual incongruity,
which was at some later date incorrectly smoothed over by re-editing, possibly probably under
the influence of a different doctrinal tradition regarding the Eightfold Path. Moreover, if my
reconstruction of the process as detailed above is correct, the initial corruption must have
arisen quite early, at a period when the old tradition of writing mss. with one verse per line
was still in effect; to judge from the better-attested inscriptional parallels, this practice seems
to be widely observed only until about the fifth century CE.* This is sufficient to seriously
undermine our confidence (never very high to begin with) in the integrity and reliability
of the Nepali mss. of the SN. If this small fragment of a very early Central Asian ms. has
several significant scribal variants and one clear case of a doctrinally important editorial
rewriting, how many more such cases would a complete early ms. of the text reveal? In short,
the implications of the discovery of this new ms. of the SN are at once more exciting and more
disturbing than might have been expected.

Finally, we can now begin to sketch, in a very rough way, the outlines of the recensional
history of the SN. It is evident that there was a recensional split at a very early date between
the Central Asian transmission of the text and a presumed Indian recension or recensions.
The latter was presumably the ultimate source—through what developmental processes and
complications we cannot even begin to guess—of the medieval Nepali recension, which, we
now know, was subject to extensive corruption, evidently from an early period. From the
Central Asian tradition, we now have two small but nonetheless revealing exemplars: one
very early and apparently very reliable (though not perfect) specimen, originally imported
from India, which may be only a century or two younger than the original composition
of the poem; and another fragment, several centuries later, which is notably inferior to it.
We may tentatively suppose that the latter item is in the same textual tradition as the early
fragment, i.e., is likely to be derived, directly or indirectly from it (although since there is no
overlapping of the portions of the text preserved in them this is really only a guess). The later
CA ms. being, as far as we can tell from the small piece of text preserved, not much superior
to the Nepali recension, we must conclude that—unfortunately but not surprisingly—the
CA recension developed numerous corruptions of its own in the three or more intervening
centuries between the two surviving mss.

Nonetheless, if we were to have further specimens of even this later, corrupted CA
tradition, no doubt many of the problems of the text based on the Nepali recension could be
solved. And if, by some miracle, more of the old ms. (or one like it) were found, we would be in

an even better position, not only to reconstruct the text itself but also to address larger histori-

3 See the comments by H. Luders in Epigraphia Indica 24 (1937-1938): 198-199.
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cal and Buddhological issues, for instance the long-standing but inconclusive argument as to
Asvaghosa’s sectarian affiliations. Thus while we can regret that we have so tantalizingly little
of the old ms., we should still be thankful that we have even this small specimen of something

which seems to be very much like the original SN as composed by Asvaghosa.

IV. Texts and recensions of the Buddbacarita

Although, unlike the SN, the Sanskrit original of the BC is only partially preserved, the tex-
tual condition of its surviving portion is in general considerably better than that of the other
poem. This is because, first of all, the Nepali mss. of the BC are less corrupt than those of the
SN, and secondly because the Chinese and especially the Tibetan translations provide valu-
able assistance in textual reconstruction. And thirdly, we now have additional (though still
very fragmentary) remains of mss. of the BC from Central Asia, including, though a stroke

of luck, specimens of two different early mss. containing parts of the same passage from sarga
XIII of the BC.

A. Weller’s fragments

The CA fragment** corresponding to BC III.16b-29a contains several readings which are
superior to those of N, as discussed in detail by Weller (op. cit., 14-21); for example, [*v/
atapanaib for vatayanaih in 111.20b,% and prayantam instead of prayatum in 111.26¢.°° But the
most important datum in this fragment is the absence of v. 21 of the N recension, confirming
J’s strong suspicions (translation notes, p. 36) that this verse “can hardly be authentic.””’
The verse, as noted by ]<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>