%, was formed within the Jingliang bu &%, Sautrantika nikaya, i.e. Gandharan
Sarvastivadins, Darstantikas, Sautrantikas. The oldest Chinese Lankdvatara
siitra, Gunabhadra’s Lenggie jing #5{ig, T. XVI 670, of 443 CE, comes too late for
Kumarajiva®. Kumarajiva never makes a clear distinction between Western
Sarvastivadins and Vaibhasikas. Kucha was an area of Sautrantikas. Is that the
reason why he does not stress the Vaibhasikas “orthodoxy”? He also clearly
mentions the seven abhidharma texts as two equal, separate groups. On the one
hand there is the Jaanaprasthana (body, sarira) and its new Mahavibhdsd. On the
other hand the six parts, “feet”, are mentioned as a separate collection (kaya).
Kumarajiva leaves no doubt about the Petaka, going back to Mahakatyayana.
The upadesas of this “abhidharma” are most likely Mahasanghika. Even
Kumarajiva’s own Da zhidu lun is an upadesa.
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Kumarajiva and Prajfiaparamita in China*
Bill M. Mak

Introduction

As the carrier of ideas and religious values, sacred texts provide the
religious institution identity as well as continuity and are thus of great
importance. In the case of Buddhism which flourished outside its homeland,
the translation of the Buddhist scriptures played a particularly important
role. Kumarajiva ‘s Chinese translation of the Prajfiaparamita (PP) texts is one
of such examples, of which many had surpassed their parallel translations/
retranslations. Some of his works such as the Chinese translations of the Lotus
Sttra and the Diamond Stitra are recited daily by East Asian Buddhists up
to this day, over 1500 years after their creation. These works have taken an
incredibly strong root in the East Asian cultures and continue to show vitality
not only as translations transmitting religious ideas, but also as works of great
philosophical as well as literary values.

In this paper, I would like to examine the relationship between Kumarajiva,
the PP texts and their Chinese translations during the crucial and formative
period of East Asian Buddhism, namely the Six Dynasties from 3% to 6t
century C.E. By examining the circumstances in which Kumarajiva produced
these important translations, I hope to answer the following questions - What
motivated Kumarajiva to undertake the retranslation of such voluminous texts
which occupied nearly half of the translator’s total output? And furthermore,
what are the reasons which make these translations last for such a great span
of time up to the modern age?

*1 thaqk Prof. Funayama Toru for his valuable comments and corrections while I was preparing a draft
of this paper. Needless to say all errors remain mine.
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1.0 Prajfidgparamita in China prior to Kumarajiva
1.1 The translations of Smaller and Larger PP and other philological works

By the designation “Prajiiaparamita texts”, werefer to abody of texts which
took up Prajiaparamita, one of the six paramita-s or Perfections in Mahayana
Buddhism, as its main subject-matter, reflected through their titles as well as
their contents.! Though there are no clear evidences as to when and where these
text were composed and/or compiled, archeological findings suggest that
Prajfiaparamita texts were in circulation in Northwest India and subsequently
in Central Asia by the 1% century C.E? During the 1% and 2™ century when
Buddhist missionaries from India and Central Asia entered China, PP texts
were amongst the earliest Buddhist texts introduced to the Chinese. In 179
C.E., the Yuezhi monk Lokaksema w33 translated Daoxing bore jing AT
24 known later as the Smaller PP. Subsequently, a number of retranslations
were made on the same text, each time supposedly an improvement of the

revious ones in terms of accuracy or style.> As Lokaksema'’s translation was
the first and had apparently the widest circulation, never supplanted by other
retranslations before Kumarajiva ‘s arrival in Ch’ang-an, Daoxing became
synonymous with the Smaller PP.

Despite the apparent success of Lokaksema’s Daoxing, Chinese Buddhists
from a very early age were well aware of the existence of a “larger” PP text of
which the Smaller PP was believed to be an abridgement. Demands for a “true”
and more complete PP manuscript in the Jegendary “West” continued to grow.*

1 For the most comprehensive, though somewhat outdated, survey of PP literature, see Conze 1978.
Amongst Kumarajiva’s PP-related outputs are the Larger PP Kff§#, the Smaller PP R,
the Diamond Satra (Vajracchediki-prajiaparamita) GRIEE, the Heart Stitra [ RS L
(Prajiaparamitad-hydayam) and the Commentary to the Larger PPRE Ehw ( *Prajiaparamitopadesa)
attributed to Nagarjuna. Furthermore, the Madhyamika treatises translated by Kumérajiva belong
also to the PP system of thoughts. ,

2 According to the Indian tradition as it was known to Kumarajiva through his translation of

*Prajfdparamitopadesa (Daizhidu lun), PP was preached by the Buddha himself in the second turning

of the Dharma Wheel: ¥R, KEEHE FR=: AR RS . (REE

sy %65 (43 EFEAER) T(1509)25.517a. Modern scholars however see the PP as a key work of the

Mahayana movement which emerged gradually out of the older Original Buddhism. Conze gave the

date of “the elaboration of a basic text” of PP as “ca. 100 B.C. to 100 A.D.” (Conze 1978:1). The earliest

fragments of PP manuscript to date belong to the first and fifth parivarta-s of the Gandhari Asta in the

“Split-collection”, carbon-dated to 1st or early 2nd century (Falk 2009:7).

The Damingdu jing RKIAFEAE was the first retranslation of the same text based on the same manuscript

but in a more colloquial language, made by Zhi Qian 37t in 225 C.E. According to the Chu sanzang

jijith = ER (CSZ]), at least three more translations of the Smaller PP, none of which extant, were
made by Zhu Shuofo Z#i#, Wei Shidu #+f and Dharmaraksa tvs

One should bear in mind that to the Chinese mind of 2nd or 3rd century C.E., the idea of the “West”

was still somewhat nebulous despite Zhang Qian’s 3% renowned exploration of Central Asia in 2nd

century B.C.E. Beyond the Jade Gate EFB (near today’s Dunhuang), the entire landmass of Eurasia
together with India was known as the Xiyu i3 or the Western Region. The idea of a sacred text in
the “West” had undoubtedly inspired dedicated Chinese Buddhist to seek out the true text as well as

stimulated public imagination.

©w

'S

In 257 C.E., the Chinese monk Zhu Shixing %47 obtained the Larger PP in
Ifhotan, which was eventually partially translated by Dharmaraksa as Guangzan
]'mg JeisE in 286 C.E.° Five years later, in 291 C.E., the text Waé translateé;l in
its entirety by *Moksala 8 X% as Fangguang jing Bt4%, which was extremel

well received and was widely preached by Chinese monks in the subsequenz
decades. Fangguang jing, more expansive in contents, was believed to be a more
complete version of the shorter Daoxing jing, which was often criticized for its
obscure, and by then archaic language.® The availability of the translations
of the Larger PP together with the older Smaller PP translations in the earl

years of the 4™ century offered the opportunity of comparative analyses.” h}i
382 CE, a translation team consisting of Dharmapriya, Buddharaksa and Zhu
Fonian prepared a “critical edition” of the Larger PP through Con{parison of
the Sanskrit manuscript with the two, by then most authoritative PP texts, viz

Lokaksema’s Daoxing and Moksala’s Fangguang.® The result was essentialxll ;
retranslation of the parts which were found missing or different, together Wsifth
potes on variations. Such meticulous philological works reflected the intense
interest in these texts leading up to the end of the 4™ century.’ Yet the ultimate

- solution would be a complete retranslation of the two texts, a task which

awaited Kumarajiva seventeen years later when he was b .
of China in 402 C.E.10 as brought to the capital

1.2 Popularization and indigenization of Prajiiaparamita thoughts

To fully appreciate the atmosphere of the Buddhist community in
Chang’an before Kumarajiva’s arrival in 402 C.E., one should bear in mind
.tha’f starting from the early 4™ century, Chinese Buddhism underwent rapid
1ndlgenization through a process known as geyi #3. Though often criticifed
as misconstruction of Buddhist ideas as a result of misleading translation, and
that the discussion contained therein was driven by concerns of indige’nous

® As Tang had noted, Dao’an insisted on recordi i
: , rding all translations even if they were incomplet: i
is the case of‘ Guangzan, a partial translation of Larger PP of which Dao’an cheived a c;n v grff W?Ch
. after he received Fangguang (Tang 1938:208-9). pyonyyeRe
. SAeeZDhaitc;; an’1 s preface to the Daoxing jing in the CSZJ]. T(224)8.425a.
s aolin 3ZiE#k did in his Daxigopin duibi yaochao K/ ELEHP. Onl
: : Niika . the P i
. 'trlﬁe auﬂzlor himself survived and was recorded in the CSZ];TI T(2145;55 55&}17 ¢ Preface of this work by
e traditional attribution of this edition, titled BE:T#kEE# 1, to T i
, Kajiyoshi 1944:77-87; Yinshun 1981:602. YRR, to 1226 has been disputed, see
For a comprehensive review of the Chinese translation i
0 of PP texts, i arajl
. soee Kajiyoshi 1944:1-87, Yinshun 1981:591-619. et especially those prior to Kumaajiva,
r more precisely, the priority would be given a more thorou i
( gh translation of the Larger PP whi;
;x;a:hit f;y ra’ie t?;)ugght g) be th(zi basis of the Smaller PP. Kumarajiva did exactly just thit or poV;sibCI;
quest of his patron, and only 4 years after the retranslation the Larger PP
‘ : : . was ¢ let
(in tandem Wlth the translation of DZDL) did he begin on the retranslation 0% the Smaller %Y;I;: t]ice}
request of prince Yao Hong #k#iL. CSZJJ T(2145)55.54c¢.

160 | KUMARAJIVA

1
|

KUMARAJIVA AND PRAJNAPARAMITA IN CHINA | 161




scholars of Dark Learning %% rather than genuine Buddhist concerns," geyi
was nonetheless an important bridge that connected the Chinese intellectuals
to the foreign religious philosophy. With respect to the PP, this transitional
stage of indigenization was evinced by the emergence of the so-called Six
Branches and Seven Schools 7%t who proposed different interpretations of
the philosophy of the PP."? As the Buddhist community continued to mature,
geyi gradually phased out, and there was a greater desire to understand the
original texts and what they truly meant, thus demanding a more sophisticated
way of reading the texts. Amongst the most influential proponents of this idea
was Dao’an &%, who besides being a seminal figure in the history of Chinese
Buddhism, was also a lifetime preacher of PP texts. Dao’an was remembered
in particular for his observations through his long career working with the
translations of PP texts, of the “five losses and three things ought not to be
changed” Fi%k A=A+ %.* Up totheend of Dao’an’s life (c. 385), there was a feeling
within the Buddhist community that there was still much to be desired with
regards to the Chinese translation of PP texts. Besides the lingering problems
of geyi, the relation among the texts of different Buddhist schools was never
clear to the early Chinese Buddhist, in particular, the position of Mahayana.
In that regard, the obscure language of the early PP translations certainly did
not help. Doctrinally speaking, many of Kumarajiva ‘s translations have a
clear Mahayana orientation, which laid the foundation as well as some of the
subsequent development of Mahayana Buddhism in China.™

2.0 Kumarajiva and Prajiidaparamita

According to his biography in Huijiao ®#&'s Gaoseng zhuan w4 (GSZ),
Kumarajiva , who had an illustrious career as a learned monk and preacher
prior to his arrival in China, was well trained in the Agamas and Abhidharma
during his stay at various monasteries in Kashmir and Kashgar. Sometime
during his teenage years (c. 355-363 C.E.), Kumarajiva was converted to
Mahayana after his encounter with the monk Siiryasoma, a prince of Shache
75815 Subsequently, he returned to his native Kucha #i% and received his full

1 Zhou 1990:255ff.

12 On the doctrines of the various indigenous schools, see Tang 1938:229-277.

18 For a long time, this set of observations noted in his preface to Lokaksema’s Daoxing was understood
by both traditional Chinese and Western scholars as the “Five Losses and Three Difficulties”. I have
adopted Ochd’s suggestion that yi % should be interpreted verbally as “change” (Ochd 1958:251; see
discussion in Hurvitz/Link 1974:426) since it fits better to the context of the preface.

14 One of the main contributions of Kumarajiva’s translations from a doctrinal point of view is that for
the first time, Chinese Buddhists saw the difference between the Mahayéana and the Theravaada from
the point of view of the former. Subsequently, Buddhist polemics no longer followed the indigenous
paradigm of the Dark Learning but rather directly from the Buddhist perspective (Zhou 1990).

15 Shache 5% was first mentioned in Han records and has been identified by scholars as Yarkhand.
Pelliot reconstructed Shache as *Saka/Saka (Pelliot 1963:879).

ordination aF the age of twenty. For some years, Kumarajiva stayed in Kucha
and began his career as a preacher. It was during his twenty-six years’ stay in

his native land that a miraculous event concerning a manuscript of the Larger
PP took place:

WREERA, FFHS. BRFMNET, WEROUE. By, BATL, ER
S A (3] KRS, HOME. BERE WERL. MRESEEE, 7 WEEA, 7
[T 7 HFEL: 7 YoM, EREE, RO, R 7 S A, EEAT
e, WEAR, BTG SATE DAEEEN Y, TR o

[After being prompted by his mother to preach in China prior to her
departure to India, Kumarajiva ] rested in Kucha, staying at *Navavihara.
Later, inside a former palace next to the vihara, he received Fangguang jing [i.e.
the Larger PP] for the first time. As soon as he started reading it, the Marai
concealed the text, causing him to see only a blank manuscript. Kumarajiva
knowing that it was the doing of Mara, resolved to overcome the challenge.
?Fhe letters appeared after Mara departed and he continued to study and recite
it. [Some time later,] again he heard a voice from the sky saying, “You are
a genius. Why would you need to read this?” Kumarajiva answered, “You
petty Mara, begone without delay. My mind is imperturbable like the éarth!”
During his sojourn of two years, he extensively preached the Mahayana stitras
and commentaries, making their mysterious and profound meanings clear.

The King of Kucha made a Lion’s Seat in gold, covered with fine Roman textile
and made him ascend on it to preach.*®

With regard to the actual source of Kuméréjiva’s PP manuscripts, there is
very littlewe cansay for certain since they were apparently already in circulation

6 While we do not doubt that the account given in GS istori i
gfgg%g'%cg%z?n Efomoe v 3 sty it rge v reading:Z was based on elements of historical veracity,
4 MTERTEROE. B, BEAROr. MRS, fHRENA. B0aE. BEEE. 8 G
e : . 4 : ’ ! = ° FHE. B N
;ﬁ?jé%;ﬁj(i@@ BEEPREE. AN, LG, fHE. WRANE. BREE, o, *gi?%ﬂ%%zf}g
Sengrui’s passage presented to us a number of key differences: Firstl i
m%raculous event recounting Kumarajiva’s mother}’f s bidding to his s}c;,nﬂilse gi::iigge I;Zii;cg?rg :;2
miraculous event consists in fact of two parts which took place in two different plac/eS' thirdl}/ the
laudatory passage following the miracles is also missing. Though CSZJJ] and GSZ weJ;e comy;sed
ioughly at the same time in early 6th century, considering Huijiao was still in his twenties I:/vhen
e worked on GSZ while Sgngyou was fifty two years older than the former, GSZ is likely the one
to have borrovyed its materials from CSZ]JJ. As CSZ]] was a work concerning translations and their
translat0r§ while GSZ focused on the monks as eminent figures, it is understandable that GSZ would
want to highlight to its readers the remarkable events concerning the individual. If this was indeed
Fhe case, GSZ had very likely deliberately conflated the events presented in CSZJJ and turned them
into a Qramatic series of interconnected events, showing the connection between Kumarajiva, PP and
the arrlval'of both into China. In connection with Kumarajiva, it may also be noted tl]mt ;niracles
were associated not only with the Larger PP, but also the Smaller PP (T2145.55.54c; Chen2001:51). F
further remarks on the difference between the two narratives, see Lu 2004:18-21. , R
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in Central Asia in the early 2™ century C.E., particularly in places like Khotan
where Mahayana Buddhism flourished as a new religious movement."” From
a textual point of view, of great interest and importance was Kumarajiva’'s
translation of *Mahd Prajiiaparamitdopadesa/ Daizhidulun *%&#&# (DZDL), a
commentary to the Larger PP attributed to Nagarjuna. According to Sengrui
and also an anonymous postscript in the tenth fascicle of CSZ]JJ, the hundred
fascicles of Kumarajiva’s translation of DZDL amounted only to less than a
tenth of original of 100,000 slokas.® The extensiveness of this commentary
suggested a strong tradition of PP scholarship up to 4* century C.E. in India.”

3.0 Kumarajiva’s translation of Prajiaparamita Texts

On 8* February, 402 C.E., through the arrangement of Yao Xing ##, the
Later Qin King, Kumarajiva arrived in Ch’ang-an, after having been captured
by Li Guang £t almost twenty years earlier when Fu Jian 778 attacked
Kucha. Kumarajiva was in his late fifties then and was almost immediately
sent to work as the chief translator at Ximingge Fi¥iH of Xiaoyaoyuan iH#R in
the capital Chang’an. Kumarajiva examined the existing Chinese translations
of various Buddhist texts against the Sanskrit texts he had access to. The result
was that many discrepancies were found and new translations were deemed
urgently needed.

During the first year of his stay in Ch’ang-an, Kumarajiva was apparently
still improving his Chinese.” As much as he wanted to be engaged in the
translation of more challenging works, he completed only a handful of shorter
texts, including Zuochan sanmei jing A = BRASY, Amituo jing FISAIEAS™ and Xianjie

7 As pointed out earlier, Khotan was where Zhu Shixing found a copy Larger PP. For the development
of Mahayana in Central Asia, see Hirakawa 699-704.

18 See Sengrui’s preface to DZDL. T(2145)55.74c. For a detailed studies on this preface as well as its
background, see Shih 1980.

19 Amongst the most widely accepted theory concerning the authorship of DZDL was Lamotte’s claim -
“I’apres les indications fournies par Vauteur, il semble avoir exercé son activité au début du IVe siecle
de notre ére, dans le Nord-Ouest de l'Inde.... en égard a son époque et aux sources qu'il utilize, il semble
que l'auteur du Traité fut un sarvastivadin acquis peut-tre tardivement au Mahayana.” (Lamotte
1970:IX-XIV). For an alternative view which disputed the concept of authorship and suggested to
approach the issue as a “historical event”, see Chou 2004

» Sengzhao's 42 account of Kumarajiva’s Satasastra suggested that an earlier translation (402 C.E. or
before) was deemed unsatisfactory due to his lack of mastery of Chinese, but by 404 C.E. Kumarajiva
and his team were able to revise the text to make satisfactory T(2145)55.77b. The account suggested the
rapid improvement of Kumarajiva’s Chinese and/or the proficiency of his translation team. See also
Jizang's i account T(1827)236a.

21 In three fascicles by *Sangharaksa. According to LDSBJ, Kumarajiva's translation was completed on
the 5th day of the 1st month of Hongshi 3.4 (402 C.E)- T(2034)49.78a. ,

2 *Gykhavaty-amrta-vyiha-sastra, also known as Wauliangshou jing #E 4 in one fascicle. According to
LDSB], it was translated by Kumarajiva on the 8th day of the 2nd month of Hongshi 3.4 (402 CE)
and was thought to be the same text as translated by Sanghavarman in the 4th year of Jiaping #F
252 - T(2034)49.78a.
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jing (*Bhadrakalpasamadhi-siitra) B#)4”, before he started translating the
monumental DZDL of a hundred fascicles in the summer of the same year. The
translation lasted three and a half years and was completed toward the end
of 405 C.E. Shortly after the translation of DZDL began, Kumarajiva started
’Franslating the Larger PP (403-404 C.E.) concurrently, revising it against DZDL
in tandem. During all this time, Kumarajiva was engaged in the translation
of other texts as well, most notably the Sarvastivada vinaya and Aryadeva’s
Satasastra (402/404 C.E.). After completion of the content of DZDL and
the Larger PP, Kumarajiva translated a number of shorter, but important
siitras, namely the Vimalakartinirdesa #BEFTER#E of three fascicles and the
Saddﬁarmapundarika SRR of eight fascicles. He then made a revision of the
meditation text Zuochan sanmei jing before he spent about three months in 408
CE retranslating the Smaller PP. According to CSZJJ, Kumarajiva completed
in total the translation of thirty-five titles, amounting to 294 fascicles, almost
half of which were the PP or related commentaries. ,

Year (C.E.) Title No. of | Translation | Revision Team
fascs. (months) (months) | members

402/404 wi# Satasastra 2
402-405 K s DZDL 100 42 ' ¢. 500
403-404 KiE Larger PP 24 8 4 c. 500
408 /N Smaller PP 3 3 224
409 -+~ FM& Dvadasamukha- 1

Sastra
409 - #3 Mulamadhyamaka - 1

karika
407 &RIEFE Vajr. PP 1 ?

Kumarajiva's translation of PP texts and other Madhyamika commentaries

.Or%e should bear in mind that PP was, by far, not Kumarajiva’s only
spec1ahzat19n as demonstrated by the great variety of texts he had translated,
encompassing the entire range of Buddhist literature - $astra, vinaya and

= Fjrs’c translated by Dharmaraksa as Xianjie jing B#)# in seven fascicles in the 1st year of Yuankang
JCRE (390 C.E.) - T(2145)55.7b. According to LDSBJ, the Kumarajiva's retranslation of Yanjie jing irox
ten fascicles was completed on the 5th day of the 3rd month of 4th year of Hongshi 4 (402 C.E.)
- T(2034)49.40a: By the time of Sengyou (¢.510 C.E.), this retranslation, which was marked as hav.in.
. gﬁz fﬁ:en fasc1ilf§, V;ras niy longer extant - T(2145)55.10c. s
may expect the trans ation team of these smaller works be significan
Kumarajiva moved from Xiaoyaoyuan to Dasi to continue his transla;gign wofli%’lfxegg’:ciia?aiggrgﬁé

S g s he LO us S S la p 181 w E alld
to Sengrui account % t tatra was trans ted Wlt]l ﬂle }lel O (;ellelal Ya() f;o g E
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commentarial works.> Nonetheless, PP-related texts did occupy a significant
place in Kumarajiva’s career as a translation, in terms of time spent on the
translation as well as actual output. In particular, DZDL and the translation
of the Larger PP might be considered Kumarajiva’s first major achievement as
a translator. His retranslations of the PP-texts were seen as a solution to long-
standing textual problems of the Larger vs. Smaller PP. Perhaps even more
importantly, his translation of the commentarial works including DZDL* as
well as Satadastra, Dvadasamukhasastra and Milamadhyamakakarika were seen
as important contributions to what was believed to be the true understanding
of Mahayana philosophies.? Bearing this in mind, as far as the technical side
of these new translations were concerned, Kumarajiva’s main objective was
to bring out what he believed to be the intended meanings of the original
text through careful reading, which contrasted with the more literally minded
Xuanzang two centuries later. But more important, as pointed out earlier,
the translation of these PP and Madhyamika texts was part of Kumarajiva’s
effort to establish “true” Mahayana Buddhism in China through “correct”

translations.

4.0 Characteristics of Kumarajiva’s translations

Given the historical background of the translation of PP texts in China
prior to the arrival of Kumarajiva, it is not surprising to see that both King
Yao Xing and the Chinese Buddhist community in the early 5th century had
very high expectations of Kumarajiva’s retranslations, together with the
new translation of works such as the Madhyamika commentaries. Yao Xing
supported a large team of scholarly monastics during Kumarajiva’s sojourn in
Ch’ang-an, as King Fu Jian did during the time of Dao’an, heralding a new age
of state-sponsored translation.” The scale of Kumarajiva’s translation team
was however unprecedented, with over five hundred monks collaborating
on the translation of DZDL alone. As a result, the final products of some of
the best minds and most educated elites in Ch’ang-an were of much higher
quality in various aspects than the earlier works, which were expected then to
be replaced.

% In fact as Kamata has pointed out, Kumarajiva’s translations gave access to the Chinese Buddhists
for the first time the comprehensive outlook of the Tripitaka - siitra, vinaya and abhidharma (Kamata
2004: 35).

2 As Chou pointed out, “the exposition of the DZDL put the Chinese Buddhists’ groping for the meaning
of prajiidparamitd to an end. Whatever later Chinese Buddhists were baffled about what the mind in the
enlightened state is like, they just read the DZDL. The DZDL became the solely authoritative work to
answer this religiously ultimate question in Chinese Buddhism.” (Chou 2004:326).

% Before all the Madhyamika commentaries were translated into Chinese, we have an account of Jizang
5 that in 405 C.E., an Indian Ksatriya %] arrived in Ch’ang-an through the sea route, examined
Kumarajiva's understanding of Mahayana doctrines utilizing Satasastra and Millamadhyamakakarika,
and was thoroughly impressed. According to the account, these two commentarial works were
extremely important to Kumarajiva #7081 A 2 RMHTH? LA EH. T(1824)42.4c.

» T’ang 1938:219-227; Ziircher 1972:200-204; Hurvitz/Link 1974:407.
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To examine the characteristics of Kumarajiva’s translation of PP texts, I
would like to follow the tripartite standard of translation, viz., 1) Faithfulness
%, 2) Intelligibility i#; 3) Style #.%

4.1 Faithfulness

A large part of what motivated the retranslation of PP texts during
Kumarajiva’s time was the inadequacy deemed of the earlier translations.
Other attempts at retranslating the Larger and Smaller PP texts were made but
were either considered unsuccessful or unable to reach a wide audience and
subsequently became lost. Decades before Kumarajiva’s arrival in Ch’ang-
an, as summarized by his view of the “five losses and three changes-ought-
not-be”, Dao’an’s advice to his disciples concerning the need for better and
more accurate translations was undoubtedly a response to not only Dao’an’s
personal conviction, but also to the demands of a growingly sophisticated
audience.® At any rate, the conditions where these new translations were
produced were by far more favorable than before. To start with, Kumarajiva
himself had an excellent training in Buddhist texts of different schools and
even non-Buddhist texts in Sanskrit. Secondly, Kumarajiva was able to make
use of the extensive commentary of DZDL to verify and edit the content of the
Larger PP, which in turn served as a basis to his later translation of the Smaller
PP. Thirdly, with a large team of collaborators who served to cross check
the translations against the old ones, Kumarajiva strived to clear all possible
doubts which might arise from discrepancies with either the Indic original or
the earlier translation. Thus, according to Sengrui, his disciple:

EEIFHINA. AERS. WERE. TRXE. 2 WER. BEBR. &
Hilig. HEER. EEEEREDFTRES. ){Lgc 7%3%$3§}§5%23§*% &;ﬁﬁg% 1;;2
. k. BB, EE. ERSnEAN. FRRE. FH0R. R/BEZ. (€SI

[1]8K: #YM [2]#SYM: #K [B]HEIT. BHK '

The Dhrama Master [Kumarajiva] with the Indic text held in his hand,
spoke in Chinese. Going back and forth between the two languages, he
examined the meaning of the text. The King of Qin [Yao Xing] read the old
[translation of the] siitra to determine its merits and demerits. By inquiring its
way of interpretation, its meanings were made plain. Together with over five
hundred people, including those senior Sramaria -s who were experienced with
doctrinal matters, such as Shi Huigong, Senglue, Senggian, Baodu, Huijing,
Faqin, Daoliu, Sengrui, Daohui, Daobiao, Daoheng, Daozong, [Kumarajiva]

» Th0}1§h‘considered by many as clichf amongst Chinese scholars, the three difficulties in translation
(%‘%%ﬁ’r;:%&) ?roposed by Yan Fu #i#f (1854-1921) in the preface of his Chinese translation of Evolution
and Ethics in fact overlaps with the concerns of Dao’an and Kumarajiva without the specific religious
ones.

¥ See Hurvitz/Link 1974:427-30.
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thoroughly examined its meaning according to the text before committing it
into writing.

While a detailed comparison of Kumarajiva’s translations and the older
ones or the extant Sanskrit versions would be beyond the scope of this paper,
suffice it to say that from a text-critical point of view, these different translations
should not be construed as similar. For both the Larger and Smaller PP,
chaptering and even the contents of Kumarajiva’s translations and the earlier
ones reveal significant differences, suggesting that the exemplars they were
based on were not the same to start with.* Earlier in 382 C.E. Dharmapriya’s
translation team had no doubt noted the problem of textual discrepancies and
took the more scientific approach of separating out minor variants (wordings)
from the major variants (passages);”> Kumarajiva on the other hand took a
bolder approach, presented what he believed to be correct and judged the
works of his predecessors as inaccurate, or in some cases, simply as wrong.

At any rate, the Indic PP texts in Kumarajiva's possession were taken as
definitive, as his treatment on the discrepancies in chaptering would indicate:

() BAE R ah s PTERBRECR . RIBEFMEL. SEEBABIFBME . EHHLZ R
fillo MEFFFF. IEEH. (CSZ]))

[1[#K.: %YM [2]E=EK. ET: ZSYM [3]FK: #SQYM

In the Indic text, only the prefatory chapter, the chapter of Avaivartika and
the chapter of Mara contain the name [of the chapter], while the rest gave its
chapter number only.* Dharma Master [Kumarajiva] believed that the names
were not given by the Buddha, therefore beside the title of the prefatory
chapter which he kept, the other two titles were eliminated.**

3 Inthe case of the last three chapters of the Smaller PP, viz., the story of Sadaprarudita and Dharmodgata,
as Lancaster noted, a significant different plotline was presented in Lokak+ema/Zhi Qians’ translation,
which differed from all subsequent translations (Lancaster 1968:220). In the Appendix sample (2),
one can see the description of dhydna varies from the fourth and the third in the Chinese translation,
while the Sanskrit recension, clearly the latest one, gives the reading of the first (prathama). Kumarajiva
obviously had not taken into consideration the possibility of such textual development.

2 Commenting on a certain abridged (re)translation of PP by Dharmapriya et al, Dao’an wrote, “...as
for the parts whose meanings diverged, not knowing which one is correct, both were kept in parallel
against each other, with notes frequently made underneath. This amounted to four fascicles. In case
when there are differences of one sheet [or] two sheets, [such passages] were translated separately as
one fascicle, totaling thus in five fascicles.”.. .. B RN mMPEHE, [1JIsmRES, RIEEHIIET. AN
. BBl MAEE, Bk —%. T55(2145).52b. [118K]: #Q(TNTZ) [214#4EQ(T) (TZ): ##K] [3]—
HMOARRE U R/ ESZQYM(TZ): — R EH A —EKL: —&JK2(T)

% Amongst the PP mss. extant which belong to the Large PP system, there is none which contains
heading titles for each chapter. Conze reconstructed the headings based on Tibetan translation (Conze
1978:41-45).

% In the current Chinese canon, however, heading titles are given to each chapter, which according to
this description, could only be a later addition.
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Given our knowledge of the Indic PP texts, the textual variants contained
in Kumarajiva’s manuscripts must be considerable, as shown by the fact that
Kumarajiva himself found it necessary to modify his translation of the Larger
PP on the basis of the commentary DZDL.*

4.2 Intelligibility

One of the greatest criticism Dao’an directed toward the older translations,
Daoxing and Guangzan, was their awkward phrasing and obscure choice of
words. Kumarajiva was undoubtedly trained in traditional Indian linguistics
and was thus made aware of the importance of the unity of word ($abda) and
meaning (artha). His concern with faithfulness was nonetheless predicated
upon this belief in word-meaning unity and that the ultimate acid test being
the intelligibility of the final product:

HEUZ ZREAFEE. SRZEMUSTEZHH. MEAKFS. LHEER. YWERY
BAER. BTREE. #ulllh. 28R, RIVERE. EXURZ, BRI4EE. &
ZUFE. AEE. BmEz. BRURLRR. [2JAFHRE. FREEZAM., $%2 8
. (CSZJ])

[1JEEAK: BAT [2]#K: #YM [3]4KT: ESYM

As for doctrinal and numerical items which did not match the older
version®, all were corrected by the Dharma Master based on their [true]
meanings. For example, for terms such as yin [&, ru X\, and chi #, where words
and meanings diverged from each other, they were amended based on the
meaning. Yin [% became zhong % (skandha); ru \ became chu # (ayatana); chi
## became xing t; jietuo il became beishe ¥ (vimoksa); yinru 2\ became
shengchu [B53% (abhibhvayatana);” nianzhi became nianchu #5& (smrtyupasthana);
yiduan ¥E7 became zhenggin F#) (samyagvyayama); jueyi #% became puti i
(bodhi); zhixing 47 became shengdao %i¥ (aryamarga). Besides these, there were
many such changes. When the [correct] Indic sound waslost [in the translation],
one corrected it with the correct Indian [sound]; when the Chinese word was

% Though the text was roughly settled, when it was examined with the commentary, there were still
places requiring improvement. Therefore, as one translated the commentary, one corrected [the
translation of the stitra] at the same time (CSZJ]).SCifH . DUEEMHIEY . ML R, UL %, WHE
Z. Given the above example, however, it is conceivable that there are considerable amount of variants
among even the source texts.

%I took shishu ## as expressing two concepts, namely, doctrinal items and numerical items.

¥ The Taisho reading churu A is not found in either Guangzan or Fangguang. On the other hand,
yinru B2\ is noted in Guangzan : % i [2 A\ T(222)8.174a. The here does not however agree with
Kumarajiva’s translation of abhibhvayatana as shengchu [ 4 as in “eight controls of perceptions”. The
only item associated with eight in the list of dharma in Guangzan and Fangguang were youxing 47/
daoxing 1T and IEA7 /%% /\#i# respectively which are the translations of astamakamarga. As far as I
can tell, abhibhvayatana was either not translated or not found in the manuscript which Guangzan and
Fangguang were based on. Sengrui’s understanding could therefore possibly be incorrect.
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wrong, one corrected it with the [actual] meaning of the word. Those which
could not be changed were written out [as it sounded]. The;efore new wgrfis
appeared in great number, over half of which were of Indic phogeﬁc origin.
That was in fact due to the strictness of the craftsman and the consideration of

the scribe.

The examples given in Sengyou’s Preface illu.strated Kumarajiva’s mjgaT\ic.
approach toward intelligible translation delivering the .mtended meaning: );z
% Therefore, while a word like skandha (lit., “sheat ") being tran.slated as yin (&
(“shade”, “hidden”) in the older translations should not be considered wrong,
for Kumarajiva, zhong % (“collection”, “aggregate”) accord?d be’cter.to‘ the
doctrinal interpretation. In the case of proper names, phonetlc. transcriptions
were chosen for ananda, Garigadeva, Aksobhya, while ’cra‘ms‘latlon was given
Suvarnapuspa®® As for technical terms, phoneicic transcription was given to
anuttara samyaksambodhi, while literal translation x'/yas p.referred in the‘cas;e
of aryamarga. These examples reveal that Kumarajiva did not have a sing le
strategy to achieve his goal of intelligibility; instead he carefully evaluated his
choice of words on a case-by-case basis as any translator would do under the

best circumstances.*

4.3 Style

With a highly qualified translation team supportipg Kumarajiva's \_Nork,
his translations strove to be not only faithful and intelligible repl'resenta’uon of
Buddha’s words, but also products of literary merit. Gix{en the highly affec”ced
formalism (e.g., pianli Bif#) which dominated .the htgrary world during
Kumarajiva’s time,* his translation free of stylistic verbiage must have bee?n

erceived as a major innovation.” As the main purpose of rellglqus texts in
a foreign land is to proselytize and is therefore functlopal, t.he:' main criterion
for the success of Kumarajiva’s translations is their intelligibility. Pr19r to
Kumarajiva, Dao’an in his observation of “five losses.”, had notec% that Chinese
translations turned the prosaicness of the Indic text into something elaborate,

% dix sample (1).

39 éﬁl’siizwould r?a’cu(ra)lly say that Kumarajiva’s style is inconsistegt. Thus, Xuanzang over ;cwo hlt}l?drii
sixty years later would choose a more literal approach, placing more emphasis on form than

40 11;11:1?:1‘11?5 a style which pairs up sentences which show nearjs.ymmetry in terms f’f content aIId”parti
of speech. Hu Shih described the style as the most “superficial, @amral ar}d. incorrect style evli1
created in Chinese literature. As it was impossible for translated literature to fit in such literary mold,
these new works had no choice but to adapt a freer form (Hu 1927:229).‘ ‘ 1088220

41 For discussion of the impact of Kumarajiva’s impact to Chinese colloquial literature, see Hu :

243.
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resulting in some inevitable “loss”.* Kumarajiva was aware of his limitation*?

“and took a pragmatic approach by striking a balance between literality and

artistry.44 .

At any rate, the translation was a collaborative effort®® and the final
products, in particular, his translation of the PP texts turned out to be highly
successful due to their stylistic traits.* Despite the prosaicness of these
translations, they were readily received by the Chinese readers for a number
of reasons as pointed out by earlier scholars including Chen Yinke, Hu Shih
and Jin Kemu. First, the largely dialogical framework adopted by the PP texts
was analogous to didactic works like Analects and Mencius which had a long
tradition in China. Secondly, it reminded the Chinese audience of a form of
dramatic prose known as fu fit which the literate Chinese were already familiar
with.* Such works contained distinct elements such as characters, dialogues,
setting and a plot, dramatic elements not unlike the PP texts. In particular, this
literary form contained a lot of repetition as narrative effects, a noteworthy trait
of Mahayana literature in general as well. Finally, the content of Mahayana
texts themselves was fascinating to the Chinese readers - drama filled with
witty dialogues interspersed with miraculous episodes. Thus, with literary
prototypes to model upon and contents which captivated the imagination of

* “Secondly, the Indic stitra has preference over prosaicness while Chinese prefers an elaborated style.”
AR WA MG, R E. HimkAEM. An example would be Zhi Qian’s Damingdu
jing, which is essentially a retranslation of Lokak+ema’s Daoxing using the same manuscript but with
anew literary language.

*# Thus in CSZJ], Kumarajiva described translation as “chewing up rice to offer to others, which lost not
only its original flavor but also induced disgust.” {EEk S, SHME, MAAE, BECH. HLIBK
BEA, ARfERE, 4B, T(2145)55.101c.

# The balance between the two styles are well known in Chinese literature as noted in the Analects &
BSOS, SUBFECRISE (REBeEts) . In a well known anecdote in GSZ, Kumarajiva once commented
Dharmaraksa’s translation of a passage in the Lotus Siitra as too literal and approved Sengrui’s
proposal of a more eloquent expression H2E# N (EEELeZHR) Z: 7 KRN, ARK” . fHEE
2, TiE:  WERETEER, BEFEE. 7 AV OEEARSE, WEMR. 7 HEE “ER, HEE
B, BUbiEd. “T(2059)50.364b. Though the alleged passage was not attested in the extant translation
of Dharmaraksa, it nonetheless reflected the attitude of Kumarajiva and his disciples concerning style
(see Hu 1928:242 and also comments in Yoshigawa/Funayama 2009-10 I1:284 fn2).

* From various passages, Sengrui appeared to be one of the main embellishers of Kumarajiva’s translation
(See T(2145)55.101c; T(2059)50.364b). The large assembly of monks, as many as five hundred during
the translation of DZDL and the Larger PP, must have played an important role as well. The lack
of division of labor and a clear workflow resulted however in various pre-approved versions of the
Greater PP “leaking out” before the final proofreading took place - T(2145)55.53b.

* One may detect a somewhat apologetic tone of Sengrui in his preface to Kumarajiva’s Larger PP in
CSZJJ - “We hope that the wise [readers] who believed in faithfulness toward the original text would
evaluate carefully to realize its [true meaning] and not to be misled at the prosaicness of the translation,
or to become annoyed by the textual variations and become intimidated.” ST AZ B, [1]HTaE
Z, AUSCHERA, BEERRMESR. [1HEZ(T): #K [2]#KZ: ESYM - T2145.55.52¢.

¥ Fu emerged during the late Warring State Period (3rd century B.C.E.) and continued to be developed
throughout the Three Kingdom Period (3rd century C.E.) An example of works quoted by Prof. Jin
Kemu included Song Yu’s 5% Gaotang fu (& /&) , Sima Xiangru’s FBMH0 Zixu fu (FEBE) , Mei
Cheng’s #3% Qifa (-£:52) and Cao Zhihi’s ¥ Luoshen fu (#%#8) (Jin 1982:134).
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the audience, Kumarajiva’s new translations must have struck the audience
at that time as something both new and strangely familiar. Unremarkable as
they are in the vast world of Indian narrative literature, the translations of
Mahayana texts, especially those of Kumarajiva’s, opened up a new genre
in Chinese literature characterized by romantic fantasy, dramatic plots and
dialogue and elegant prose - a genre which continued to thrive throughout the
subsequent ages, harking back constantly to their foreign prototypes.”

5.0 Legacy and Influences

Due to the great fame and achievement of Kumarajiva, his translations
had undoubtedly gained popularity even during his lifetime, and had spread
through his disciples to the rest of China. A further thrust of the popularization
of these works took place a century later when Emperor Liang (reigned 502-
549 C.E.) converted practically his entire kingdom into Buddhism. Amongst
the Mahayana texts which Emperor Liang preached personally was the PP, to
which he wrote a lengthy preface. By the time of the T'ang Period, Kumarajiva’s
translation of Vajracchedika PP had become widely popular among the Chinese
gentry.® Like his predecessors, Xuanzang found discrepancies between the
older translations and the latest Sanskrit manuscripts he brought with him
from India and justified to the emperor of the time the need for retranslation.”
Despite Xuanzang and his contemporaries having the opinion that Kumarajiva
sacrificed accuracy for the sake of style, Xuanzang’s retranslations never
superseded Kumarajiva’s with the sole exception of his retranslation of the
Heart Siitra which remains probably the only widely known translation of
Xuanzang.

® Cf. classical fantastic works such as Liexian zhuan (Bl , Xiyou ji (FaiEEeY and Fengsehn zhuan {3
Fhy (Hu 1928:248). ,

 The traditional account of Huineng the Sixth Patriarch of Chan attaining Enlightenment through
hearing Kumarajiva's translation of the Vajracchedika-PP attests to the popularity as well as sanctity
attributed to his works.

5 Xuanzang's criticism toward Kumarajiva’s translation of the Vajracchedika PP asnoted in his biography
Datang daci'ensi sazang fashi Shuan 3 B % ST is mainly toward the missing words/ phrases.
Emperor Tai’s criticism of “distortion of meaning through embellishment” is also of interest and such
sentiment was also echoed in other supporter of Xuanzang'’s new translation (See next note). # X f:

(OB — Yt R, BT, InESar i, HEWSRiL. mLAEEL, MEERTEE
B, REGFE, CRAR? EAHE. EHETNES. Fy 2 NS, SIRES, R, #
HALZE [EEEBEE] , HEHE [SRRCE] . SOEEUTAREE, sl 2, BEER, MEAAT
A RIE, TAKRET, WE [RETSRIRE]  MAMBERRET Y. Wi Fx, ZHE-—, 8-, Ui
=, W%, HEmpReEe, BXAmEmEs, S, wH: M, EEH, MRERZAL.
REARE, FUAMHTTIREL. WSHH (REESHAE) HikrA. Ez, WK, T50(2053)25%.
Xuanze Z B/ in his preface to the second division of Xuanzang’s “Great PP of sixteen parts” made the
following comparisons between the three versions of the Greater PP: “Though [Kumarajiva’s] Greater
[PP] when compared to [*Dharmarakiia’s] Guangzan [jing, may be considered] as much more beautiful
as enriched by great degrees in terms of dictiont K T R FIET M, B (R
Y, CMATEE, SR, SAEH. T(220)7.220.1a

After Kumarajiva had passed away, his three thousand disciples, mcludmg
Sengzhao f#%% and others continued to preach Madhyamaka philosophies
based on Kumarajiva’s translation of PP texts and commentaries. Subsequent
to the political turmoil toward the end of the Six Dynasty Period, Madhyamaka
teachings continued to spread throughout China and in the Sui Dynasty, the
School of Three Treatises =3u%% was founded by #i# (549-623 C.E.) with the
support of various emperors. The school continued to grow throughout the
T’ang Dynasty until Emperor Wu's destruction of Buddhism (841-846 C.E.).
Nonetheless, Kumarajiva’s translations became firmly established as part of

the tradition, absorbed into all indigenous Buddhist schools including Tiantai
Pure Land and Ch’an. ’

Conclusion

Though Kumarajiva’s contribution to Chinese Buddhism was multifaceted
and the Buddhist texts he brought to China were of a great variety, ranging from
stitra to vinaya, and from dhyana-texts to abhidharma, PP and Madhyamika
texts held a special position in terms of his personal history, his career as a
translator, as well as a legacy to Chinese Buddhism and society. The large
success of Kumarajiva’s translation of PP texts was closely connected to the
development of Chinese Buddhism when new translations of PP texts and
a more refined hermeneutical language were urgently sought after by the
increasingly sophisticated Chinese converts and gentry audience. With royal
patronage, Kumarajiva and his large team of collaborators produced some of

the finest prose translations of his time, half of which turned out to be PP-
related texts and Madhyamika commentaries.

From a more personal point of view, Kumarajiva from a very early age
took a keen interest in Madhyamika commentaries as a basis of his Mahayana
faith and philosophy. The miraculous incident associated with Larger PP and
not other texts during Kumarajiva’s earlier years in Kucha, though somewhat
exaggerated in the hands of Chinese writers, pointed nonetheless to his close
relationship with the PP. Kumarajiva’s new translations, done in an innovative
colloquial yet artistic style, were well received by the Chinese readers anci
remained unrivalled by the subsequent retranslations. These texts were
subsequently absorbed into all schools of Chinese Buddhism in the following
1500 years and became part of not only Chinese Buddhist tradition, but also
the wider Chinese literary tradition whose impact continues to be felt.
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ABBREVIATIONS
AP - Astasahasrika Prajfiaparamita
AdP Astadasasahasrika Prajidparamita
CsZj] Chusanzang jiji (i ZRGTE) by Sengyou 8 (T2145). Early 6% c. (51? C.E.)
DDJ Daodejing CGEFELD
DZDL Daizhidulun (FEpzs#) attributed to Nagarjuna, trans. by Kumarajiva (T1509)
GSZ Gaosengzhuan (#4) by Huijiao iz (T2059). Early 6% c. (519 C.E.+)

KYK Kokuyaku issaikyd HER—I#&
KYSJL Kaiyuan shijiao lu (M7uR#%) by Zhisheng %5 (T2154). 730 C.E.
LDSBJ Lidai sanbao ji (EA=%4C) by Fei Changfang #&# (T2034). 597 C.E.

PP Prajiaparamita
T Taisho shinshii daizookyd O IEHf FEAE
X Wanxuzang it

XGSZ Xu gaosengzhuan (@ 14#%) by Daoxuan #E (T2060). Mid 7 c. (645 C.E.+)
Z Ziircher (see below)
ZZML Zhongjing mulu (F4EH#) by Fajing et al. w45 (T2146). 594 C.E.
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APPENDIX

( Sample 1)
" *Moksala T221 PRERTHE: RAEMEAN, ERLEEDR, sz &M, WHTE, FIE
e B, BNy, RHETW, %R R E, R EERT. REEET
2 BereRTER, AR
& Kumarajiva T223 PR, R, KA R EER, WZRRE, e, &

wZ NER LS, ZETH, R RO SR IR, R ERAT. B
i, REEAKEL, TREE,

Xuanzang T220-2
(cf. T220-3/T220-4)

FRF RS B E . AR LR R, BRI EIESE, HaEw, B
gehdi, WEERM, SR, RERBRE LY, BILED, EREH,
s, AMERL. HILAD, AR REINR, MEIE, %5, BEE
W, A ATEIEIRAT . SR B9

Sanskrit (Kimura ed.)

evam ukte bhagavan ayusmantamanandam etad avocat: iyam
ananda gangadeva bhagini andgate ‘dhvani  suvarnapuspo
nama tatha gato cerhan samyaksambuddho  loke bhavisyati
tarakopame kalpe ceyam ananda etasyd garngadevaya bhaginyas
caramah straibhivo bhavisyati. iyam ananda gangadeva bhagini
stribhavam vivarjya purusabhavam pratilabhyaksobhyasya
tathagatasydarhatah samyaksambuddhasya buddhaksetre
upapatsyate abhiratyam lokadhdtau, sa tatra brahmacaryam

carisyati.

*Lokakgema
1224

. SRmEERE, EER, SEEH. BORHG, L&HEH. BE
ERBEELANE, BZETY, B E TR TR .

Zhi Qian
T225

dd Te[ews

PhEmTEE. RIERBEL, WERERY, LR, PEHLEN, RHEE
iR, Bk, REEREHRN A

Kumarajiva T227

PpaspE: EEARELA, E R B R TR, SEETE. S
o g, BABET, EMEkE, RERAEEIT.

Xuanzang
T220-4

WS B EE, SRR, HRMA IS, he R,
Yl WEEM, SUKL, HERETZLS, s, 254,

SRR, AR, RMRT, A RO AR B A, AT
BRAT. Mg, B St

*Danapala
T228

%%:W%,%%%ﬁ@@ﬁk,%%ﬁﬁ,%EE%%%Z%,&%W%
ﬂﬁm%%ﬂ¢,mﬁw%,@&,E%E%%,%m&%@%%ﬁn%ﬁ
ﬁa,ﬁiﬁﬁ%%ﬂ¢,W%ﬁ”%%£~%m,ﬁﬁ%iﬁ%%%,ﬁ
%%%ﬁﬁ&%a%w@%¥£§ﬁaﬁ,ﬁ#%%é“%%yE%Q%
Exﬁm,éﬁﬁkﬁﬁm%o¢“%%§“%ﬂ,K%%%,Bém%%
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ*%ﬁ&%,%ﬁﬁm%,@ﬁ,ﬁ%ﬁﬁ,%ﬁﬁ,%ﬁ,ﬁ@
%,ﬁii%@i%yikﬁ,%,ﬂg,&ﬁﬁﬁo

Sanskrit (Ghosa ed.)

evam ukte bhagavan dyusmantamanandam etad avocat: tyam
ananda gangadeva bhagini anagate wedhvani suvarnapuspo
nama tathd gato bhavisyati arhan samyaksambuddho
vidyacarapasampannah sugato lokavid anuttarah
purusadamyasarathih Sastd devanam ca manusyanam ca
buddho bhagavamlloka utpatsyate, tarakopame kalpe cenuttaram
samyaksambodhimabhisambhotsyate. seyam ananda gangadeva
bhagini stribhavammvivartya purusabhavam pratilabhya itas
cyutva aksSobhyasya tathagatasyarhata samyaksambuddhasya
buddhaksetre abhiratyam lokadhatav upapatsyate.

Sample 2) 3)
= | *Moksala FRBEZBNERT 1&i Y i
5 S 5 SRIT e R I Rk . B OCRINE T8 M
°§ T221 EREZER. BEAFK. Eﬁ/ﬁ ERECHEAME. ﬁ%ﬁ&%@ﬂuttigé
; i, YESE: BOAWRELHETSE.
g
Kumarajiva ERT. MUERER | s EERE R i
: DR B ERERER. ONRE. B
T223 %/ﬁé&a PRFT, Bl | EABZTERLZR. REFERS: %%%1%?%%%
BHlA. ARERE. HREMREE. FEAC TESE.
Xuanzang (*220 1) Y, =&
( - , BHT! (*220-1) wams, HomERERER i& Ry
T220-2 Yi%ﬁu%%ﬁﬁ%i&ﬁ%%ﬁ RN, BORE, %ﬁ&a@;@%ﬂ:ﬁ%@@%
(of. T220-3/ @iz AABZEN. BERD, (fREE: REIE
. CEEMEIE, AAT | REMGEWEEETER, RS0, BEF
) ey E%iﬂi&ﬁﬁoﬁ PEEEER. (ERST, BET
Sanskrit - -
(Kimura ed.)
o | *Lokakéema BHRTF, BEERTE. 1 R o i
g Fo BAERT®. M | RNEREHEERTELA. BERNE. RO
2 | To24 REGTREEEAE. | EABGEE. 02 REAATRE L. &
= HRH M, Bk FHENGE. P BHEAIRR R
o e,
" | Zhi Qian ERSHEETE. HE | MEtRiEL., ER
= PEAE A ° o $7A ° M. & F: 5
T295 Rirki-He. W T S AR R B
Kumarajiva RMERT. WU DEERE. Bt AgE TR
Pl M & ° {% ~ ° & ﬁ: #
T227 g#%ﬁ.ﬂ%%‘éiégﬁéiz TER EREHEEE. ED%‘Tif;géﬁﬁﬁﬁg
. ; ME A LRNES. SHEEEREY. B
2%, TR FE.
Xuanzang - -
T220-4
* Danapala RMIER IR BRE | MRRD. HWEEE: L -
LhR L W g 24 ° =] ﬁﬂ%c‘“&" °
T228 . {’tlﬂzfﬁﬁﬁmﬁl . BB EE TS, wugéggigméﬁﬂit%
B KRG ERE. EaE. WIRAAERE. WEES. BNk EEE
PERE. RESBAMRERELN. RRFCE
B TE. BEMRRDSER.
Sanskrit (Ghosa ed.) | tena hi tvam kulaputra | saha darSanenaiva ca tasyaivamripam

etenaiva viryena
etenaivotsahena
etayaivarthikatayad
etayaiva
cchandikatayd
anubadhya piirvam
eva disammgaccha.
asti kulaputra itah
paficabhir yojana-
Satair gandhavat?

nama nagart

sukhamm sampratilabhate sma. tadyathapi
ndama prathama-dhyana- samapanno
bhiksur ekdagrena manasikdrena drstva
casyaitad abhiit. na mama pratirﬁ};lc.zm
etad bhaved, yad ahammrathagata eva
dharmodgatam bodhisattvam mahasattvam
upasamkrameyam yan nv aham rathdad
avatareyam sa tato rathdd avatarat.
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