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An Annotated English Translation
of Kumarajiva’s
Xiaopin Prajnaparamita Stitra

Huifeng Shi

ABSTRACT

KUMARAJiVA’s early 5™ century translation entitled the Xiadpin Banrudbsludmi Jing (/)N 47
W AR #E#K), ie. the Small Section Prajfidpdaramita Sitra, is the fourth of seven Chinese
translations of the early Mahayana text commonly known by its Sanskrit name the Asta-
sahasrika, or in English the Perfection of Wisdom in Eight Thousand Lines. While this text has
generated great interest among scholars of Budhism, many have relied on the Sanskrit
recensions, which are considerably later than the Xiadpin, representing an earlier source.
Even within the text as a whole, the first two chapters (of the Sanskrit) have been a focus of
numerous philological attempts to ascertain a possible ur-text. As such, the translation
here is of the corresponding Chinese content of the Xiadpin, namely chapters one, two, and
the start of chapter three. Before the translation proper, the Introduction discusses the
source and its editions, provides an overview of the doctrinal content of these two chapters,
and discusses the voice and policy of our translation. The English translation is not an
attempt to return to its now unknown Sanskrit original, nor by reading it through later
Chinese traditions, but as close as we can understand to KuMARAJIVA’s own understanding
and translation technique. The entire English translation is critically annotated, marking
significant points of interest both internally within the text, but also externally when

compared to the other Chinese translations and later Sanskrit recensions.
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INTRODUCTION

KUMARAJIVA’S XIAOPIN PRAJNAPARAMITA SUTRA TRANSLATION

The Xiadpin Banruoboludmi Jing (ZINi A I 4 % 4)," i.e. the Small Section Prajfiaparamita
Siitra, was translated by the Kuchan (4 %% [#) Tripitakacarya (—j&) Kumarajiva (M&BEZE A1)
and his translation team in 408cE, during the 4" month of the 10" year of Héngshi (5445), in
the Later Qin dynasty ({2 %%), at the Xiadyad Garden (1H3%[) near the capital of Chdng’an
(f%).” The Xiadpin is a translation of a text known more commonly in the West by the
name of its Sanskrit equivalent, the Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita, i.e. the Perfection of Wisdom

in Eight Thousand Lines.

The Chinese title Xiadpin, which we translate as Small Section, no doubt reflects the fact that
KuMARAJivA was well aware of at least two versions of the Prajiidparamita, this being the
smaller of the two. The same basic smaller text has been translated a total of seven times
into Chinese, both before and after KumArajiva’s efforts:’ 1. The Daoxing Banrud Jing (€47
W45 #5), attributed to LokaksEMA (ZHi Léujiachén 32 BLilE#), in 179cE during the Late Han.
2. The Damingdii Jing (KB FZ4X), translated at some time between 223-229ce.  The bulk of
this text was translated by Zui Qian (3Z#), though chapter one was most probably made by
KANG Sénghti (NATTIER 2010), and we shall thus refer to the two as Damingdii(A) and Daming-
du(B), respectively. 3. The Banrud Chdo Jing (f&# #44%), translated in 386CE most probably
by znU Faht (%7%7%), this is only a partial translation of 13 chapters. 4. The Xiadpin text
itself, by KUMARAJIVA.  Subsequenty, 5. and 6. the Dabanrudboludmidud Jing (KR I 4% 2 %

A note on the Hanyli Pinyin for the name of the text: While the two characters ft and # are now
individually pronounced as “ban” and “ru¢”, respectively, it is common in modern Chinese Buddhist idiom
to pronounce them as “bs” and “ré”, which is usually explained as being a uniquely Buddhist form.
However, the Chinese is a phoneticization of Sanskrit “prajiid”, or more likely actually some form of
Gandhari in the very early Chinese translation, such as “prafia” (FALK & KARASHIMA 2013; KARASHIMA 2013).
Thus, while “banrud” (#¢#+) itself would most likely not exactly correspond to the ancient pronunciation
of these characters, it is preferable as a transliteration to “boré”.
2 Referenced from LANCASTER & PARK (2004), according to Kaiytidn Shijiad Lii, fasc. 4 (B CRE# %) % 2 [ (/)
A AR ELD): 8 (B [(ERCEIERE), & (/5] T | iz DEr Chmgs) B (E
170 (HIEE) S5[RIA, H-EaEei-tlo], sMatHEANAHE, BA=1HE, R oM
$%. )] (CBETA, T55, no. 2154, p. 512, b7-9) [9]%+ (8 /\%& ) [ & I 7t M B 1; and Dazhou Kanding Zhangjing
Muli, fasc. 2 CRBATE R H D) 5 2. [CNMBEREEL), —HHE @EBEBIENE, FHik
REFEIARL, [4]—A AL ) ARZERLIATE WI[x AR R ZGEERE HRp5#%k | (CBETA,
T55, no. 2153, p. 382, a10-13) [3]8/\ 5= /\GHtHE URY (e [ ]). [4] (—EAHIUAD) — [KR]
oUW Y [*1-1] OB +4ELRY * [t] * [#] *.  See Rosinson (1967: 71ff) and LamoTTE (1998:
94ff; 2001: 900ff) who provide more details about both KumArajiva and his translation activities.
Refer CoNnze (1978), and ORSBORN = SHi (2012: 60-74) for details on the various versions.
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%), Assembly 4 and Assembly 5 respectively, by XUANZANG in 660CE. 7. The Fémii Chiishéng
Sanfazang Banrudboludmidud Jing (Fh Bk A =250 i & 2 22 45) by DANAPALA in 1004cE.
Apart from these Chinese versions, there exists a Tibetan translation by YE-SEs-sbe, the
Ses-rab-kyi pha-rol-tu phyin-pa brgyad stor-pa, from the 9™ century ct (CoNze 1978: 24). Our
commonly used Sanskrit source, the Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita, which is quite a late
recension from Nepal (Conze 1978: 46ff), can be found in several modern editions, namely
those of WoGIHARA (1932), MITRA (1888), and VAIDYA (1960), as discussed in CoNze (1978: 46-55).
In addition to these Sanskrit editions but also representing Indic versions, incomplete
fragments of a very ancient version in Gandhari have recently been discovered and are
presently under examination (FALK & KARASHIMA 2013).

KUMARAJiVA’s translation of the Xiadpin took place several years after his translation of the
Mdhebanruoboludmi Jing (BE ML 45 I 4 % 45), i.e. an equivalent of the Paficavimsati Prajfia-
paramita, or Perfection of Wisdom in Twenty Five Thousand Lines, and a commentary to this text
attributed to Nagarjuna (#2181, i.e. the Dazhidu Lun (K% EE &), *Mahdprajiiaparamitopadesa.’
The fact that the larger Méhé text was translated by KumArajiva and company before the
smaller Xiadpin suggests the prevailing attitude toward textual provenance of the time,
namely, that while both were indeed the “word of the Buddha” (buddhavacana), the larger
texts held precedence over the smaller due to their more complete coverage of the
teachings the genre expounds. Other texts of the Prajfiaparamita family were also
translated at this time by KumARrajiva and his cohorts, such as the popular jin’gangbanruo jing
(&M 4), i.e. the Vajracchedika Prajiidoaramita, the Perfection of Wisdom that Cuts Like a
Thunder Bolt, and the essential Banruo Xin Jing (45 0>4%), i.e. the Prajfiaparamita Hrdaya, or
Heart of the Perfection of Wisdom.” KUMARAJIVA is of course also famed for his translations of
many other Mahayana sitras, such as, but not limited to, the Saddharmapundarika (Miaofa
Lidnhud Jing Wiki#E£4) and Vimalakiftinirdesa (Wefmdjié Sudshué Jing #EBE s Fr e £5),
important Madhyamaka works by Nagarjuna and Aryadeva such as the *Madhyamaka Sastra
(Zhong Lun "5#), as well as the Dasabhanavara Vinaya (Shisong Lii +5f) of the Sarvasti-
vada school.

CONTENT OF THE XIAOPIN PRAJNAPARAMITA, CHP. 1-2

Translation is not a purely linguistic or philological task, however, and the demands of the
hermeneutic circle require that the translator has a firm understanding of the doctrinal
content being presented in the text in question. Concerning the doctrinal content of the

Xiadpin and the smaller Prajiiaparamita in general, several years ago I gave a detailed analysis

*  For debate regarding authorial provenance, see LAMOTTE (1970: Introduction), YINSHON (1993), et al.

> The attribution of KUMARAJIVA as translator of the Xin (Hrdaya) is a matter under debate, see NATTIER

(1992).
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and reading of both the entire text and the two chapters in question through what I believe
to be its chiasmic, i.e. inverted parallel, structure (ORSBORN = SHI 2012: 113-209). While such
a structure can indeed help clarify certain key messages and provide parallel material for
the understanding of given passages, it is not essential to fathoming the teachings of these
chapters. Indeed, for several core ideas the chiastic method further confirmed the
findings of earlier studies. Below we identify and discuss seven core doctrinal ideas found
in the first two chapters of the Xiadpin, referenced by their Taisho page and column
numbers, e.g. §537a. Interested readers may also consult Conze’s overview, which while
based on the Sanskrit is still largely applicable to the Xiadpin (CONzE 1973: xi-xv).

Prajiiaparamita—transcendent knowledge

The first key idea concerns the title of the text itself. As a genre of Mahayana scripture
and also the doctrinal content, Prajfiaparamita has already found an established English
idiom, namely the “Perfection of Wisdom”. While “wisdom” has become the standard
translation for Sanskrit “prajia’, a more accurate cognate would perhaps be “gnosis” or
some form of “knowledge” or “cognition”. The use of “perfection” for “paramita” relies on
the etymology of “parami”, i.e. “perfect”, with abstract suffix “-ta”, hence “perfection”. It
is worth noting that the earlier Chinese translations of this genre of text, including those of
KUMARAJIVA, usually derive the term from “param”, i.e. “other (shore)” (bi'an 1§ j5), and “ita”,
past participle from root “vi” (or “Vya”), meaning “gone”, rendered into Chinese as “arrived”
(dao #]). While elsewhere KumArAjivA did translate the term in this manner, for the use of
“prajiiaparamita” in the Xiaopin text he consistently transliterated using the phonetic
“banrudboluémi” (WA Y% ZE % ).° 1t seems safe to say that he considered the term to be both
unique and particular enough to Indic Buddhism that any attempt to translate into natural
and more idiomatic Chinese would have led to an unacceptable result. This could be
translated into English as “transcendent” or “gone beyond”. This term was used in ancient
India to refer in general to the highest extent of some particular skill or learning, e.g. a
Brahmin who has “gone to the further shore of the Vedas”. In the Buddhist context,
however, it most commonly referred to the end of cyclic rebirth (samsara), namely the state
of cessation (nirodha) or extinguishing (nirvana). We will see below, in the definition of
“mahayana”, that this interpretation of Prajfiaparamita is perhaps more in conformity with

our text here, than the standard notion of “perfection”.

Subhiiti’s empowerment and Sakyamuni’s prediction

The second noteworthy content of the text is found immediately after the standard opening
which sets the scene, speaker and audience (§537a-b). The Buddha directs Subhtti to teach

¢ We have discussed the use of “banrud” rather than “boré” for Chinese “f£# " in the opening page.
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the bodhisattvas how to “go forth” (nirvya; chéngjii J&}t) in PrajAiaparamita, to which
Sariputra questions whether Subhiti will teach through his own power, or through
empowerment by the Buddhas spiritual might. Subhiti’s response is that the Buddha’s
disciples, having received the Dharma from the Buddha, thereupon train in and realize it,
thus making all that they teach in accordance with the nature of Dharma—this is what is
meant by being empowered by the Buddhas. In XUANZANG’s Dabanruo Assembly 5, the first
chapter is called the “Subhiiti Chapter” (Shanxian pin i ).

In all versions, near the end of chapter 2 (§541a), Sakra asks Sariputra where the bodhisattvas
should seek for Prajfiaparamita, and he is instructed that it “should be sought within
Subhiiti’s teaching” (subhiiteh parivartad gavesitavya, & *ZHEHEFTHEHK). The start of
chapter 3 (in the Xiadpin, end of chapter 2 in the Sanskrit) provides reference to a past life of
Sakyamuni that would have been well known in the Buddhist community. The Buddha
asserts that one who practices with Prajfiaparamita is like a Buddha, just as when he himself
received the prediction to future Buddhahood from Dipamkara Buddha in the city of
Dipavati in the distant past.

There are potential parallels between on one hand the relationship between Sakyamuni
Buddha and Subhiiti at the start of chapter 1, and between Dipamkara and Sakyamuni
Bodhisattva at the start of chapter 3 of the Xiadpin (§541c). Such an attitude toward what
constitutes authentic and legitimate teachings opens up greater potential vistas than a
narrow and overly literal notion of the “word of the Buddha” (buddhavacana; féshus 1#5ft).
From the position of modern Buddhist studies which considers the PrajAigparamita and other
Mahayana texts to have been composed at least several centuries after the historical Buddha,
one can easily argue that such an attitude was given to legitimize such later compositions.
But whatever the case, this opening to the text and the closing scenes of the introductory
chapters clearly show the importance given to the continuation of the Buddhas’ teachings

through empowerment and predictions to future awakening of the Buddhas’ disciples.

Purity of non-mind mind

A third point of interest concerns teachings on the “essential purity of the nature of mind”
(prakrtis cittasya prabhdsvard; xinxiang bénjing {CAHASF) (§537b). 1t is of particular interest
because Conze and others considered that “[t]he idea of an absolute Thought which is
perfectly pure and translucent (prabhdsvara)” was something that “the Mahayana gave it a
central place in their scheme of things” (Conze 1962: 196). However, if such a position did
in fact become “central”, it now appears that it was not so in the earliest Mahayana, as while
the passage is present in the Xiadpin, it is absent from our earliest witness, the Daoxing.
This idea is included in the text with a discussion on the “mind (citta; xin :(») which is

non-mind (acitta; feixin JF:(»)”, a rather perplexing phrase, perhaps more coherent as “mind
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without thoughts”. The English language usage of “mind” as agent and “thought” as its
activity causes a subtle but important difficulty in accurate translation of Sanskrit “citta” or
Chinese “:.t»” (xin), which in Buddhist philosophy refers to a discrete event rather than an
agent-activity relation. 1 have reason to suspect that another shade of meaning is
indicated in our passage here, based around the entire text’s signature rhetorical formula of
“XY is not Y”, and the fact that the original Prajfiaparamita text was in a Middle Indic, most
likely Gandhari, and not in our present Sanskrit (FALK & KARASHIMA 2013). (We shall see
some clearer examples of this below, in the definitions of “bodhisattva”, “mahdasattva” and
“mahdyana”.) While the Sanskrit “citta” has been uniformly rendered into some term for
“mind”, it is worth noting that in Prakrits such as Gandhari or Pali, “citta” could also derive
from Sanskrit “citra”, i.e. “variegated” or “manifold”, used to refer to taints of the mind, the
afflictions (see PED 256f, “Citta & Citra”; SN iii 151). Thus, rather than the Sanskrit “mind
which is non-mind”, from a Prakrit source it could potentially be “mind (citta) which is
non-variegated (acitra)”, a deliberate play on the ambiguity between the two term. This
would fit well with the text’s own description of this state as being “pure and translucent”
(prabhasvara; bénjing A#) and “undiscriminated” (avikalpa; bufenbié AN43fll).  While this
is by no means certain and further examination of this potential reading is called for, I feel it
worth raising this last point given the attention that several scholars have given to this

passage in the context of translation.
Samadhi of not grasping at anything

A fourth point, and one which has been used as a base to argue various historical strata
within the text, is that of the “samadhi of the non-seizing of all dharmas” (zhifd wiishou
sanmel #7552 —B£) (§537¢-538b).  While KUMARAJivA has translated both appearances of
this term identically, the Sanskrit has two different terms, “sarvadharmaparigrhito nama
samadhih”, i.e. “the concentration named not attached to all things”, and “sarvadharmanu-
padano ndma samdadhih”, i.e. “the concentration named not clinging to all things”,
respectively.” It entails not only not clinging to the five aggregates as representative of all
phenomena, but also not clinging to the very notion of the five aggregates, their existence
or non-existence, their impermanence or eternality, their being dissatisfactory or
satisfactory, their emptiness or self-hood, their generation or cessation, and so forth with
other antithetical pairs. To so mistakenly perceive the aggregates is to “course in a sign”
(nimite carati; xing xiang 17 #fH), i.e. to engage in the signs and conceptualization of

phenomena, and not to course in Prajiidparamitd. Even to perceive of oneself as a bodhi-

Using Chinese sources other than Xiadpin, YINsHUN cites the two distinct names of the samadhi to argue
that: “These two forms of samadhi, are from different recited traditions of the same teaching, but have
been brought together by the compilers of the sitra, who consider them as being Prajfiaparamita” (YINSHUN
1980: 635).
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sattva who courses, or the Prajiaparamita in which one courses, are likewise coursing in

signs.

Near the start of chapter 2, we have a similar passage, wherein Subhiiti explains to the god
Sakra how the bodhisattva is to stand or abide (Vsthd; zhit 11) in Prajiiapdramita by standing
or abiding in emptiness (§540a-b). They do so by not standing or abiding in any
phenomena at all, not even the conditioned or the unconditioned—general terms for the
mundane state of the deluded and the transmundane position of the awakened—for the

Buddhas also neither stand or abide on either of the two.

Hlusion and the illusory person

Fifth, the conditioned aggregates and also the various transmundane fruitions of the holy
ones mentioned in the meditative cognition above are described metaphorically as
“illusions” (maya; huan £J). Near the center of chapter 1 (§538b-c), we learn that to the
bodhisattva, form and the other aggregates are illusions, and there is no difference between
the bodhisattva who so contemplates and an illusory person. In the middle of chapter 2
(§540c), the range of this metaphor is extended to the realizations of the four stages of
sanctity that culminate in the state of an arhat, also in that of a pratyekabuddha and a fully
awakened Buddha. Nirvana itself, we are here told, is also an illusion; and so too anything
that may surpass even nirvana. Just like the passage on the purity of mind, above, Conze
and others also considered this notion of illusion to be a core Mahayana teaching. He saw
the idea of nirvana as illusory was a “novelty”, “so startling” that it needed an apocryphal
appeal to the Buddha’s authority, a “shocking departure from accepted ideas” (Conze 1967:
126-7). I have elsewhere demonstrated that the Prajfiaparamita use of the illusion
metaphor was not at all a Mahayana creation, but had a long history in pre-Buddhist and
early Buddhist thought (SH 2016). Despite it not being entirely novale, it is still a powerful
idea, and the illusion which is at once both perceived to be real yet remains elusively insub-

stantial has continued as a crucial metaphor for the otherwise ineffable Prajfiaparamita.

Good and bad friends

Drawing close to the center of chapters 1 and 2, the sixth doctrinal point is where reference
is made to both the bodhisattva’s good friend (kalyanamitra; shan zhishi ¥%15%) and bad
friend (papamitra; é zhishi FE%15%) (§538c). While the good friend is exemplified by the
Buddha himself, the description in the Xiaopin is whoever both encourages the bodhisattva
toward the ultimate goal of full Buddhahood by constant engagement with the Prajfid-
paramitd, and also schools them in identifying the devious ploys of Mara and how to evade
them. Mara being, of course, the epitome of the bad friend. It is worth noting that while

the Xiadpin and the other Chinese sources make mention of Mara as the bad friend near the
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center of chapter 1 (§540c), it is absent from the Sanskrit (and thus CoNnze’s translation).
While these passages in the first two chapters are brief, the entirety of the Xiadpin Sttra
features several entire chapters named after and focused on descriptions of the “Deeds of
Mara” (Marakarma; Mdshi JEE$). These chapters also describe how the Buddhas (as the
good friends) will lend aid to the aspirant. Mara also has his nefarious role to play in the
Avadana at the end of the text, where Dharmodgata Bodhisattva features as the good friend
of the lead hero Sadaprarudita. We may thus see how these two forces, for good and evil,

are important themes in the smaller Prajiaparamita.

Definitions of bodhisattva, mahasattva, and mahdyana

The seventh and final point of note content and doctrine wise is that of definitions of three
key terms—bodhisattva, mahasattva and mahdayana—located at the center of chapters 1 and 2
(§538c-539a). These three terms, along with sarvajiid, the “all gnosis” of the Buddhas, were
also identified by Conze as perhaps the core material of what he thought to be the ur-text
(1967: 124ff). Conze and others have typically translated these terms as “awakening being”,
“great being”, and “great vehicle”, respectively. However, in the particular usage of the
Prajfiaparamita here, it will be more prudent to first examine the meaning of these terms in

more detail before selecting a definitive English translation idiom, if one can be found at all.

For “bodhisattva” (pusa 1) (8538¢), the text defines them as one who trains in all pheno-
mena “without obstruction” (wiizhang'ai fE[&5E), KUMARAJIVA's translation of what is most
likely the Sanskrit term “asakta”. But what is the connection between the bodhisattva and
asakta? Despite the differences between a strict Sanskrit sattva and $akta, a reflection on
what these would be in Middle Indic Prakrits like Gandhari is necessary, i.e. satta and again
satta. Thus, the bodhi-satta is asatta, where the former refers to an “awakening being”
(sattva = satta), but the latter to “unattached” (asakta = asatta). It is an etymological type
definition, common in such ancient literature, which also has a didactic function. It can be
described generically as being in the rhetorical form “XY is not Y”, or “XY is Y-less”.
Though the element “Y” is not necessarily identical in meaning in the former and latter

parts of the formula.

A similar etymological definition is also given for “mahdsattva” (méhesa EEFTE) (§538c).
First, they are foremost among the assembly, a typical usage of “superior” for mahd.
Second, they cut off (literally—duan k) the various wrong views of the belief in a being
(sattva; zhongshéng .E), a soul (atman; ws %), an individual (pudgala; rén \), and so forth.
In other words, they are without “being-view”, which again implies the negation of a sattva.
Third, they are, in KumArajiva’s idiom, adorned with the great adornment (dazhudngydn K
jEJE). The Sanskrit term for this is mahasamnaha, which usually refers to some kind of

armour to be worn by a warrior in battle, hence Zui Qian’s and XUANZANG’s use of kai $&,
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“armour”, and likewise CoNzE’s translation from the Sanskrit of “armour”.  The Damingdu(B)
translates mahdsattva as kaishi [#] -z, which perhaps hints at the connection to kai #% as
“armour”. We can never perhaps know for sure why KumARraJivA chose his particular
terminology which differs so much from the other witnesses. Ancient armour is of course
affixed or tied (samnaddha) to the warrior’s body, though the siitra tells us that the armour of
the mahdsattva is “neither bound nor released” (abaddham amuktam; wifui wiijie 48 M fi#).
This is again a formulation in the rhetorical mode “XY is neither Y nor not Y”. Fourth, the
mahdsattva “mounts upon the mahayana”, the translation of which we shall return to in a
moment. Lastly, when describing how the bodhisattva vows to liberate immeasurable
sentient beings in nirvana without remainder, all the while not holding the view of a
sentient being, a metaphor is given of a magician who creates the illusion of a crowd of
people, only to cut off their heads. The question is then asked: has anyone actually been
decapitated? No, for there are in reality no such beings. A mahdsattva is yet without the

view of a sattva, a being.

We lastly turn to the “mahdayana” (dashéng K3fg; méheydan FEFIAT) itself (§539a), which is
typically translated rather insipidly as the “great vehicle”. How are we to translate the
term? Reflecting not only on the term itself, whether in Sanskrit, Chinese or Tibetan, and
given the broader context of the definitions above, we can already start to see a central
metaphor beginning to take shape. That is, the unattached bodhisattva mounts upon the
mahdyana, dons his armour for battle, and goes forth to cut of the heads of wrong views of a
self. The mahdyana is a “great chariot”, and a war chariot at that. KumArajiva’s Chinese
term “shéng 3" includes this more specific sense. The Hanyii Dacididn (55 K5 #) gives
as its first definition for “shéng 3¢ the reading “Carriage. During the Spring-Autumn
Period this mainly refers to a military chariot, including a single chariot with four horses”
(1. B2 IE, B —HJUE); supported by the second definition. We thus
take the meaning of the character alone as “réngché B H.”, i.e. “military chariot” (bingché
ItH), We may thus also note that the “great being” (mahdsattva), has another potential
reading. Sanskrit sattva and satva are interchangeable, and by merely modifying the final
sound of satva, quite possible with the Middle Indics to Sanskrit, we arrive at satvan, i.e. a
“warrior hero”. The mahasattva(n) is a “great hero”, hence the armour, war chariot and all
the cutting of sattvic heads. Back to the mahayana, the text has Subhti ask four questions
(a list which increases in the later recensions): What is the great chariot? What is the
setting forth on the great chariot by the bodhisattva? Where does this chariot abide (or
stop)? Where does this chariot go forth from? The Buddha replies that: The chariot is
immeasurable, it sets forth from the three fold world of samsara and stops at the all gnosis of

a Buddha; though ultimately the chariot is a non-chariot, “XY is not Y”.  All four questions

®  The character “J¢” appears as either a verbal form pronounced “chéng”, or noun “shéng”.
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and answers form around two complementary root verbs, to go or move (Vya; chi ), and
to stand or abide, set forth or stop (Vstha; zhtt {¥). The former is the same as the root used
at the very start of chapter 1, where the Buddha exhorts Subhiiti teach how the bodhisattvas
should “go forth” into Prajfiaparamita (see above), as well as the very root of the term for
“chariot” (yana). The latter matches the notion of how the bodhisattva is to “stand” in
Prajiiaparamita by standing in emptiness, i.e. by not standing or abiding in any phenomena
whatsoever. The complementary nature of the two terms—vya and Vsthd—moving and
stopping, and their negations, again gives us the rhetorical form of “XY is not Y” or “XY is
neither Y nor not Y”. We can clearly see by this point just how significant this type of
apophatic rhetorical expression is for our text, and one which must be well understood if a

translation is to faithfully preserve the underlying meta-structure of the doctrines taught.

The definitions of these three terms in the Xiadpin is both linguistically and also philo-
sophically dense. This poses a range of problems for any translator, whether KumArAjiva
or myself. 1believe that this is one reason why KuMARAJIVA often transliterated these terms,
rather than translating them proper. Although for mahayana Kumarajiva does at several
points translate by using “dashéng K", rather than transliterating. While the various
shades of meaning are not too difficult to untangle from the Sanskrit, once in a vastly
different language such as Chinese, the (pseudo) etymological definitions and lack of
linguistic cognates would easily be altogether lost to even an intelligent reader. Another
reason for his transliteration policy would simply be established usage, the terms already
being settled in place as standard Buddhist idiom in Chinese by the time of his translation
activities. As for our English, as above, here we are content to follow KUuMARAJIVA's own
lead, mainly for specialist and philological purposes. A more fluid translation targeting a
broader audience would have the unenviable task of finding English terms that could
contain or at least hint at the etymologies given in the Sanskrit. I wish such a future
translator the best of luck, and hope the above discussion can provide grist for the

translation mill.

Several of the above themes found in these two chapters of the Xiadpin, such as samadhi,

illusion, the good and bad friends, as well as the oft used rhetorical formulation “XY is not Y”
found in the definitions of bodhisattva, mahdsattva and mahayana, are found throughout the

remainder of the Xiadpin Sitra. Indeed, a very similar structure can be also clearly seen in

the Avadana of Sadaprarudita situated at the end of the text. However, this is far more

than we have room for here, and I directed interested readers to my detailed treatment of

this in my study of the chiasmic structure of the entire smaller Prajiiaparamita siitra (ORSBORN

= SHI 2012).
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ENGLISH ANNOTATED TRANSLATION

The annotated English translation of the Xidopin presented here is based on the Chinese text
sourced from the Chinese Buddhist Electronic Text Association (CBETA), 2014 edition. This
is in turn based on the early 20" century Japanese Taisho Shinshii Daizokyo (K 1E#i i K
%), though corrections have been made and modern punctuation added in the CBETA
edition over and above that found in the Taisho. The large Prajiaparamita family of texts
are located in volumes 5-8 of the Taishd, with the Xidopin found in volume 8. The text of
the Xidopin in the Taishd is in turn based on the Song (%), Yiidn (JG), Ming (#), Gong (&)
and Shéng (%) canons. In addition to the notes found in the Taishd and CBETA versions, in
our translation we have made our own amendments in about a half dozen locations, which
are all referenced and discussed in the footnotes. For ease of reference to the Chinese, we
have included interlinear references to the Taishd volume 8 page number and column in
bold angle brackets taken from the CBETA edition, e.g. <537a>, as the default standard.
Where considered important, the original Chinese of the Xidopin may be referenced and
discussed in the footnotes, though these have been kept to a minimum, as a comparison
between the original and the English translation can easily be followed with the above
Taisho references. For comparison between the Xidopin’s Chinese and the Sanskrit, a large
number of references to VAIDYA’s (1960) edition of the Astasahasrika Prajiidparamita have
been included and discussed in the footnotes. In particular where the Chinese and Sanskrit
differ, and also when KuMmARAJivA’s translation of the Indic terms is of particular interest.
When citing the Sanskrit in long passages that do not entirely match the Chinese, the
corresponding words and phrases have been underlined. Also, as CoNzE’s 1973 translation
from the Sanskrit, The Perfection of Wisdom in Eight Thousand Lines & Its Verse Summary, is the
only full English version available, Conze’s own sub-chapter headings, have been included
here in braces, e.g. {= Conze 1:1 Introduction}, for ease of reference at the equivalent point of
the text.

What we have and have not translated

Our translation of the Xidopin here is only of fascicle 1 and a small portion at the start of
fascicle 2, out of 10 fascicles for the entire sitra. This contains the whole of “Chapter 1,
Introduction” (Sarvakarajfiatacarya Prathamah Parivartah; Chii Pin Diyi #1] it %5 —) and “Chapter
2, Sakra, Lord of the Gods” (Sakraparivarto Dvitiyah; Shitthudnyin Pin Di'er FEFEAE A 4 2H ) in
fascicle 1, and also the start of “Chapter 3, The Stapa” (Aprameyaguriadharanaparamitdastupa-
satkdara Parivartas Trtiyah; Td Pin Disan 3% i 25 —) at the beginning of fascicle 2, out of the
Xidopin’s total of 29 chapters (compare 32 chapters of the presently extant Sanskrit text).
For all three of the earlier versions of this text before the Xiadpin, the first chapter is simply

named with the same name as the entire text, e.g. “Dadxing Chapter” (&1T /), or some

197



Asian Literature and Translation Vol. 4,No 1, 2017 187-236

variant thereof, potentially supporting the notion of this chapter as the ur-text. YiNSHON
has offered a back translation of the chapter title, or entire text in the case of the Daoxing
itself, into Sanskrit as “Sarvajfia(ta)carya” (YINSHON 1980: 562ff). This is based on “dad” (1)
as an old translation idiom for “sarvajiia” (or “bodhi”) and “xing” (1T) as “carya”, which would
be very close to the later Sanskrit recensions available, which have “Sarvakarajiiatacarya”.
The reason for adding the start of fascicle 2 / chapter 3 of KUMARAJiVAs Xidopin translation is
that it corresponds to the end of chapter 2 according to the Sanskrit, Tibetan and some
other Chinese versions. The various versions of this text often differ considerably in
where exactly they delineate their chapter breaks (LANCASTER 1968: 30). Together, our
range of textual material to translate is thus the equivalent of the first two chapters of our
present Sanskrit text, so chosen because in part or in whole this has been claimed by a
number of scholars as being or containing the “ur-sutra” of the complete text, such as
KajryosHr ([1944] 1980), CoNze ([1952] 1967), HIKATA (1958), SCHMITHAUSEN (1977) and YINSHUN
(1980), though not according to Vaiya (1960).”

At present, academic or lay readers who have an interest in either the entirety of the
smaller Prajfiaparamita or in the first one or two chapters often touted as the ur-sitra must
rely on CoNze's translation alone if they lack the requisite ability with the canonical
languages of Sanskrit, Chinese or Tibetan. For the matter of comparative work, there is a
distinct lack of material critically translated from the early Chinese sources, the later
Chinese sources and the Tibetan being very similar to our presently available Sanskrit
manuscripts. A full English language translation of the entirety of the Xiadpin would
naturally be ideal, but due to space consideration I feel that a separate and detailed version
of chapters 1 and 2 (by the Sanskrit divisions) would be of most value, and hence the range

of the text selected for translation here.

A Preface (Xii JF¥) to the Xiadpin Siitra was composed by KUMARAJIVA’s student SENGRUI (f#%5))
after translation, which can be found in the Taisho and CBETA editions before the siitra itself.
While this Preface provides valuable insights into how the text and translation was perceived
and accepted by the Chinese Buddhist scholarly elite of the time, we have not included it
within our translation here. There is quite some difference in the historical and
philosophical context of the Indian Xiadpin Siitra and its Chinese Preface, despite the latter
ostensibly being an introduction to the former. We hope in the future to give the Preface
the full and detailed treatment it deserves through critical translation and analysis in a

separate published article.

®  Refer OrsBORN = SHI (2012: 87-102) for discussion and critique of these various ur-siitra theories.
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Which translation voice?

Even when translating any single text, there is always a question of which actual
“translation voice” one is to translate from. There are a range of potential voices, which
lie along a spectrum—at one end, there is the voice of the original author situated within
their historical and cultural mileau; at the end of the range, the possibility of bringing the
text into the present. Another spectrum is that between the source language and target
language, which may range from the word-for-word translation, to the literal, the faithful,
and then the semantic translation on the source language side; then for the target language
moving into a communicative translation, an idiomatic and then a free translation, finally
reaching an adaptation (NEWMARK 1988: 45). When it is a text such as the Xiadpin which is
itself already a translation, one is faced with even further possibilities and complications to

these two spectrums. Let us consider just several of the possibilities.

(1) Should one render the Chinese back to a supposed Sanskrit (or other Indic) original, and
translate that text in its Indian sitz im leben at the point of composition? This would be no
easy matter, for while we may compare with the later Sanskrit manuscripts of the Asta-
sahasrikd there are places where the Xiadpin obviously differs. We do not possess the Indic
text that KUMARAJIVA used, and ascertaining the actual Indic text behind the Xiaopin would
involve no small amount of conjecture. Even if we did have such a text, would we
ourselves read the Indic text in the same manner as KumArajiva, given our own

understanding of the language and concepts involved?

(2) Thus, should one take the voice of KuMARAJiva himself and his coterie of translators as
the basis for a modern translation? It would at least overcome the question of whether our
reading of his Indic text would differ from his. But even this approach itself could easily
diverge into two positions, as KUMARAJIVA’s own understanding and reading of the text as a
native of Indic language and culture in addition to his depth of erudite Buddhist training
would differ considerably at times with that of his disciples such as SENGRUT or SENGZHAD.
How do we separate the two streams? While we possess the very short and brief Preface
mentioned above, to securely and confidently take the voice of SENGRUI or SENGzHAO would
ideally require a commentary composed by the translation office, something similar to the
Notes on the Vimalakirtinirdesa (Zhtt Weimdjié Jing J¥4EEEFEAL) by SEnczHAO (f%) written
when KuMARAjivA and the same group of translators were working on that text. There is no

such reference point.

(3) A potential third general voice—actually another set or range of voices—for translation
could be any one of a number of later Chinese understandings of the text. For example,
how it could have been read by the likes of a Tiantaf Zuivi Ok 5 %8H), a Tang dynasty Chén
master like HUINENG (B2 §E) or Hudydn scholar such as FAZANG (£7&), and so on.  This would

be a kind of standard Chinese Buddhist sectarian reading. While we often know enough
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about such Buddhist luminaries to be confident in our understanding of their thought world
in general, we would again often still lack specific material to guide a translation or

interpretation of individual passages throughout the Xiadpin.

(4) Finally, one could render the text into a modern voice, leaving aside the time and place
of either the original unknown author(s) or KUMARAJIVA’s translation bureau or later Chinese
Buddhist tradition. Of course, any sort of translation into a modern language other than
Chinese will have this latter voice to some degree. This would differ from recent efforts in
China and Taiwan to render classical scripture into modern Chinese, often by employing
classical Buddhist terminology but with modern grammar and sentence structure.
However, a full transition to the present day world would also necessitate greater changes
above and beyond the mere words and sentences of the text and into its meta-structure and
core teachings. For example, the common use of metaphor in the text may require a shift
to an entirely different metaphor. Not just the occasional metaphors found in certain
chapters of the text to elucidate given ideas, but more challengingly the underlying and
pervasive cognitive metaphors of Buddhism itself that act as models for core Dharmic
axioms and paradigms. For example, the notion of paramita as “crossed to the other
(shore)”, originally most likely a reference to crossing a swirling river (samsara) in flood
(augha, ogha), so appropriate to the Gangetic plains. Another place that may require such
wholesale modernization would be use of gender, from a predominantly masculine to a
gender inclusive form; or even the change of gender roles of the characters in such
narratives as the Sadaprarudita Avaddna at the end of the entire sitra—perhaps a female
lead can be accompanied by a wealthy young man and his manservants? Similar
arguments for such meta-structural and deep level changes could also be made for our third
potential voice, above. From NEWMARK’s list of translation types given above (1988: 45), we
can easily see how that which leans heavily to the target language (and historical period)

quickly becomes more an “adaptation” than a “translation” proper.

Between the two ends of the above spectrum if potential translation voices, older studies
that now make up the canon of modern Buddhist studies itself, often incline heavily toward
a supposed “original text”, an attitude largely under the influence of classical philological
ideals. This approach, while very valuable on many levels, I feel best to be undertaken
based on very ancient Indic language manuscripts while comparing with later versions and
translations, and best left to the philological holy grail of reconstructing the “ur-text”,
something akin to NEwMARK’s “word-for-word” or “literal” translations, rather than an
exercise in translation proper. In our case here, that would focus on analysis of the recent
Gandhari text discoveries. We cannot do this securely using the Xiadpin, however, which is
several centuries removed from its original composition and already translated into a
language entirely foreign to its original linguistic community. At the other end of the

spectrum, while a Chinese translation is obviously ripe to translate through the voice of
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later Chinese traditions of whatever school, I also have strong reservations about such an
approach. While recently examining a number of English language translations of the
Prajfiaparamita Hrdaya, i.e. the “Heart” Siitra, translated from Chinese and Tibetan, I noticed
the strong tendency to read the text through the light of whatever Buddhist tradition the
author and translator was associated with. Any efforts to read such a Mahayana text
within its own historical and cultural context were largely set aside, and often even the
text itself seemed to be half ignored at times, as Nagarjuna, some other other Chan or Zen
master, or late Tantric teaching like Mahamudra, or some other tradition, was overlaid upon
and read into the text. While I am sure that readers who are practitioners of those
Buddhist traditions may derive much benefit from such interpretations, I think that we
should have confidence in the text in question and other materials that hail from the same
time and place and ways of thought to be coherent and rich enough to speak for themselves,

rather than requiring a later spokesperson to stand in their stead.

Given the range of possible translation voices, and my reserves for several extremes within
them, I have chosen here to take the voice of KUMARAJIVA as my basis for translation. Or
rather, as close as I can reasonably get to him. Our Xiadpin in Chinese was translated by
him, therefore we do not need to conjecture about what an earlier text may have said or a
later commentator could possibly say. As a translator himself who was fluent in both the
Indic original language and also the Chinese (to a sufficient degree), KuMARAJivA’s choice of
Chinese terminology provides us with an excellent tool to understand and translate terms
and ideas. That is, when comparing with the later Sanskrit manuscripts that we have, a
given Sanskrit term still has a range of meanings, which shade of meaning do we use to
translate into English? KuMmArajiva’s equivalent Chinese term also has such a spectrum of
sense, giving us a a number of possibilities. By triangulating between the Sanskrit and the
Chinese, we can narrow in on how KumARAJivA understood and interpreted a given term or
passage, and from there render a suitable English term, expression or sense of meaning.
We can further strengthen our confidence in his usage by referring to his other translation
works, such as the Saddharmapundarika, where we can see which Sanskrit terms lay behind
his choice of Chinese in translation. KuMmArajiva is thus not only the translator, but also in
a sense the author, of the Xiadpin. If we may be permitted an indulgence, we hope that our
Engish translation is that which KumArajiva himself would have produced had he been
translating into English in the early 21% century. Such is our ideal here, subject to all the

usual caveats.

Some may point to NATTIER’s (1992) thesis that this text was composed not in India, but in China. 1am
aware of this thesis, and it is well worth bearing in mind. However, I have also yet to see a study which
reads the text from the time period and cultural circumstances and that such a Chinese composition
would entail.
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Some policies of our translation

Such an explicit decision to chose a particular translation voice has real implications for
how we go about our translation policy. For example, like most earlier and subsequent
Chinese Buddhist translations, KuMARAJivA’s Xiadpin is liberally peppered with trans-
literations of Indian Buddhist terminology, terms considered too important or difficult to
translate that they were instead phoneticized. This includes not just technical terms such
as “banrudboluémi” MW AEH for Prajiiaparamita itself, and “sanmei” =B for samadhi,
but also terms which are now common as to be seldom thought of as transliterations, e.g.
“f6(tud)” #(F¥) to transliterate buddha, and “pu(t)sa(dud)” F(3&)iE (M) for bodhisattva,
which have long since entered into the Chinese language as household words.

Taking KUMARAJIVA’s voice as our point of departure, our own policy of translation or trans-
literation also typically applies the distinction that KumArajiva himself made. That is,
where KUMARAJIVA transliterated, the present translator has given the appropriate Sanskrit,
and where KUMARAJIVA translated, a full English translation proper has been given. The
overall effect in English translation is that of drawing the reader toward the Indian original,
in much the same way that the Chinese readers were and still are also drawn into the Indian.
While in some quarters that wish to preserve at least some small degree of philological
purity this may be regarded as only proper, we must also acknowledge the drawbacks of
such an approach. For example, making the text overly full of foreign and ancient
religious jargon which is often quite problematic for a non-specialist readership. It is

intended that our translation of the entire Xiadpin text will be more general reader friendly.

Another example of how choosing KUuMARAJivA’s voice as our basis leads to a specific
approach for our translation is that of metaphors. There are a number of key metaphors,
one could call it a system of metaphors, that lie at the heart of these first two chapters of the
Xiadpin, and these metaphors are also connected with etymological definitions of key terms.
We have already mentioned these above, in the warrior hero metaphor for bodhisattva,
mahdsattva and Mahayana. We can, if we look carefully, feel KumARAjJivA’s struggle to simul-
taneously be faithful to his Indic original, render the entire form of the individual
metaphors and the underlying structure, but also present all this in coherent Chinese. Our
own attempts parallel this, and we hope to show both KuMARrAjivA’s successes and failures in

this regard, while providing further details on our own reading of this material.
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<537a>

XIAOPIN PRAJNAPARAMITA SUTRA
FAscicLE 1

Translated by Kuchan Tripitakacarya Kumarajiva of the Late Qin

CHAPTER ONE—INTRODUCTION®?

{= Conze 1 The Practice of the Knowledge of All Modes}

{= ConzE 1:1 Introduction}

Thus it was heard by me. At one time,” the Buddha dwelt at the city of Rajagrha, on
Mount Grdhakiita, together with the great samgha of bhiksus, one thousand two hundred
and fifty people in total, all of who were arhats, had exhausted the influxes, were like
trained elephant kings, had done what was to be done, had abandoned the heavy burden,
had reached their own benefit, had eliminated the bonds of existence, were released by

right gnosis, and had attained freedom in mind—with the only exception of Ananda."

Thereupon,” the Buddha said to Subhiti: “You who delight in teaching, teach for the

" The Taisho adds “BEF Mdhe”, i.e. Sanskrit “Maha”, and has a note stating: “The Danbén adds the two
characters “/Nily” (Xiadpin) after “Mohé”.” Here, “Danbén F+74” refers to the Qidan Canon (FZF}ji);
and see below at the title of Chp. 3.

= VAIDYA (1960: 1): “sarvakarajfiatacarya prathamah parivartah[” Conze (1973: 83): “The Practice of the
Knowledge of All Modes”. Xiadpin and earlier translations forgo a formal name, using just “First Chapter”
(W& Chi Pin).

Our reading of “Wf&FKE—H5...” = Vaya (1960: 1): “evam maya Srutam ekasmin samaye..” is taken
considering the Upadesa, which KumARrAJivA would have taken as definitive. Rather than “Thus it was
heard by me at one time: ...” together, the Upadesa explains “Thus it was heard by me: At one time ...”
separately. See Upadesa, fasc.2 KRB FEF) &2 (1 o) [TW2dkE: [23] -] SEHER. |
(CBETA, T25, no. 1509, p. 66, a27) [23] (—Ff) —[RILTCIIHIIL=].  But note that it is only the Taisho
reading which adds “—}”, “one time”, at this point, no doubt under the influence of the alternate
reading. Our personal understanding would be more inclined to the former.

= VAIDYA (1960: 1): “evam maya $rutam| ekasmin samaye bhagavan rdjagrhe viharati sma grdhakiite parvate

mahata bhiksusamghena sardham ardhatrayo dasabhir bhiksusataih, sarvair arhadbhih ksindsravair nihklesair

vasibhitaih suvimuktacittaih suvimuktaprajfiair Gjfiair ajaneyair mahandgaih krtakrtyaih krtakaraniyair apahrta-

bharair anupraptasvakarthaih pariksinabhavasamyojanaih _samyagajfiasuvimuktacittaih _sarvacetovasiparama-

12

paramipraptair ekam pudgalam sthapayitva yaduta ayusmantam anandam||
" Daoxing adds (TEATCAAL) % 1 (1 EATEL): [ H T HEHUR: | (CBETA, T08, no. 224, p. 425, c8-9): “At
the time of the full moon, on the 15", the time of the recitation of the pratimoksa ...”
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bodhisattvas <537b> how they should accomplish'® Prajfiaparamita!”

Sariputra thereupon conceived the thought: “[Will] Subhditi teach through his own power,

or empowered by the Buddha’s spiritual power?”"’

Subhiiti knew the thought conceived in Sariputra’s mind, and he spoke to Sariputra, saying:
“Whatever the Buddha’s disciples may venture to teach, all is [through] the Buddha’s
power.”® For what reason? Those who train in that Dharma taught by the Buddha are
able to realize” the nature of Dharma. Having realized it, whatever they proclaim and
teach none is contradictory with the nature of Dharma, through the power of the nature of

Dharma.”®

{= ConzE 1:2 The Extinction of Self}

Thereupon, Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! The Buddha
empowers me to teach the bodhisattvas how Prajfiaparamita should be accomplished.” 0
Blessed One! ‘Bodhisattva’, ‘bodhisattva’ it is said,”” what dharma is meant by ‘bodhi-
sattva’?” 1 do not see any dharma which is known as a ‘bodhisattva’. O Blessed One! 1
neither see a bodhisattva, nor apprehend a bodhisattva; neither see nor apprehend Prajfia-
paramita. What bodhisattva should I teach Prajfiaparamita? If a bodhisattva hears of this
statement, and is neither startled, nor afraid, nor dismayed, nor turns away,” and practices
according to what has been taught, this is known as teaching a bodhisattva Prajfiaparamita.
Moreover, O Blessed One, when a bodhisattva practices Prajiiaparamita, they should train in

this way, and not conceive the thought: ‘This is the mind of a bodhisattva.” For what

= VAIDYA (1960: 2): “niryayuh” = “they went out”, seems to conform to the later use of H{#% “go forth (on

the Mahayana...)”.

7 =VAIDYA (1960: 2): “buddhanubhavena’.

= VAIDYA (1960: 2): “purusakaro”.

1 Skt adds, VabYA (1960: 2): “dharayanti ... dharayitva” = “and bear [in mind] ... having born [in mind]” to
“realize”.

2 =VAIDYA (1960: 3): “dharmata” = “nature of dharma”, simple abstract “-ta”.

2L Asabove, VAIDYA (1960: 3): “niryayur” = “go out”, seems to conform to the later use of %% “go forth”.

2 0r: “The Blessed One says ‘bodhisattva’, ‘bodhisattva’, ...”

» =VAIDYA (1960: 3): “katamasya etad ... dharmasyddhivacanam yaduta bodhisattva”, = "synonym of what dharma

is bodhisattva?”. Xiadpin often uses this & for “adhivacanam”. Also, compare this statement with

*CintaviSesabrahmardjapariprecha Sitra, fasc. 3 (R &3 (7 @) [HRSTHED

e (B PrE g, [oFpEH A TaHE? 1] (CBETA, T15, no. 586, p. 48, b13-14) [ & =& ¥

wE (2] .

“ Bljing AN, bubu AN, bumd A%, butul AR, The Skt has only three terms here, VADYA (1960: 3):
“notrasyati na samtrasyati na samtrasamapadyate”. All are Vtras, in increasing intensity, i.e. ut®, sam’,
sam°avpad. See MALL (2003: 89-93).

# = VAIDYA (1960: 3): “yathd asau Siksyamanas tenapi bodhicittena na manyeta” Note: Chinese has >

(puisa xin) “*bodhisattvacitta” not FHHELs (puiti xin) “bodhicitta”.  Conze (1973: 84) takes “manyeta” as Vman,
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reason? Because this mind is mindless, due to the essential purity of the nature of mind.”*
Thereupon, Sariputra said to Subhiiti: “Does this mind which is mindless exist?””’

Subhiiti said to Sariputra: “That mind which is mindless, is it apprehendable as either

existing or not existing?”**

Sariputra said: “Indeed not!”

Subhiiti said to Sariputra: “If the mind which is mindless is not apprehendable as existing
or not existing, is it appropriate to say: ‘Does this mind which is not a mind exist?’?"*’

Sariputra said: “Why is it mindless?”*°

Subhtti said: “[Because it is] immutable and undiscriminated.”® [If when] a bodhisattva
hears this teaching, they are neither startled, nor afraid, nor dismayed, nor turn away, one
should know that this bodhisattva is not apart from the practice of Prajiaparamita.’> If

sons of good family and daughters of good family wish to train in the grounds of the

thus “does not pride himself”. Chinese uses %% (nian) as Vman, here and often for “manasivkr”.

=7

% =VAIDYA (1960: 3): “tac cittam acittam ... prakrtis cittasya prabhdsvara” = “this mind is non-mind ... from the
luminosity of the essential nature of mind”. Reading the Chinese from the Skt, better to say {» AHAS
(xin xiang bén; prakrtis citta) “essential nature of mind” is 3t (jing; prabhdsvara) “pure”, rather than /(2 4H
(xin xiang) “nature of mind” is ZA&F (bénjing) “fundamentally pure”. This one really is an issue viz
KUMARAJIVA's intrepretation / translation. However, Moheé, fasc. 3 { BEG IR AR ZE48) 53 (8 B
i: [ OdECy OFHER L. | (CBETA, T08, no. 223, p. 233, c23). The Daoxing, fasc. 1 (iE4T4E) only
mentions A /00> but has not equivalent for »#HAF. Thus, this passage in the Sanskrit Asta-
sahasrika, etc., which is often cited by modern scholars as showing the roots of teachings such as the
Tathagatagarbha in the very earliest strata of the Mahayana, appears to have been absent altogether in
the earliest versions of the siitra.

¥ = VAIDYA (1960: 3): “asti tac cittam yac cittam acittam”. Xiadpin uses JE:Cr0» “non-mind mind” (“mind
which is non-mind”) for “acittata” = “acittam cittam”.

28 =77

= VAIDYA (1960: 3): “yd acittatd, tatra dacittatdyam astita va ndstita va vidyate va upalabhyate va”; viz “acittata”.
¥ = VaIDYA (1960: 3): “tatra acittatdyam astita va nastita va na vidyate va nopalabhyate va, api nu te yukta esa
paryanuyogo bhavati yad dyusman sariputra evam aha - asti tac cittam yac cittam acittam itif”.
% = VaIDYA (1960: 3): “kd punar esd ayusman subhiite acittata?|” = “Now, what, O Venerable Subhdti, is this
non-mind-ness?” / “Now, what, O Venerable Subhiiti, is this nature of non-mind?” But, from the other
Chinese versions: Yiidn, Ming “{iiZ&53EC0(0>? ” = “What dharma is the non-mind mind?” or “What
dharma is the mind (of) non-mind?”; or Gong edition “fa] #(A54E.Lr? 7 = “Why is it non-mind?”  Actually,
in the context of the following reponse from Subhiiti, we have gone with the Sheng canon version which
seems more appropriate in the end.
' = VayA (1960: 3): “subhdtir aha - avikara dyusman Sariputra avikalpd acittatd” = “not made otherwise
(a-vi-Vkr) ... not conceptually discriminated (a-vi-vklp), non-mind-ness (a-citta-ta)”. Skt then praises

nirdisasi”. Daoxing is missing this statement.
Daoxing adds CEATHARKD) H1 (1 EATH): [ AT G ESGE MRS — ] (CBETA, T08, no. 224,
p. 426, a3-4).  Also, that the bodhisattvas become avinivartaniya, i.e. non-regressible (VAIDYA 1960: 3).

32
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$ravakas, they should hear this Prajiaparamita, take it up, bear it [in mind], recite it, study it,
cultivate and practice it as it is taught”® [If they] wish to train in the grounds of the
pratyekabuddhas, they should hear this Prajfiaparamita, take it up, bear it [in mind], recite
it, study it, cultivate and practice it as it is taught. [If they] wish to train in the grounds of
bodhisattvas, they should hear this Prajfiaparamita, take up and bear it [in mind], recite it,
study it, cultivate and practice it as it is taught. For what reason? Within the Prajfia-
paramita there are extensive teachings on the dharmas that the bodhisattvas should train
in.”

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! I neither apprehend nor see a
bodhisattva, what bodhisattva should I teach Prajfiaparamita? O Blessed One! I do not
see a dharma bodhisattva that comes and goes, and yet to construct the word ‘bodhisattva’,
and claim that this is a bodhisattva, I would then have qualms.” O Blessed One! <537¢>
Moreover, the word ‘bodhisattva’ is not fixed and is without a stand point.*®> For what
reason? Due to the non-existence of that word.*® [That which is] non-existent is also not
tixed and has no locus of establishment.” If a bodhisattva hears this matter, and is neither
startled, nor afraid, nor dismayed, nor turns away, one should know that this bodhisattva
will ultimately abide on the ground of non-regression, abide in non-abiding. Moreover, O
Blessed One, when bodhisattvas practice Prajfiaparamita, they should not abide in form;
they should not abide in sensation, perception, volitions, or cognition. For what reason?
If they abide in form, that is practicing the construction of form,; if they abide in sensation,

perception, volitions, or cognition, that is practicing the construction of cognition.”® If one

»  These six: “[listen to,] take up, bear in mind, recite, fully penetrate, practice” = Vamya (1960: 4):

“Srotavya udgrahitavya dharayitavya vacayitavyd paryavaptavyd pravartayitavya”. Slightly different in
Chinese, perhaps Xiadpin takes “pravartayitavya” as the 1&47?
* = VADYA (1960: 4): “kaukrtyam” = qualm, remorse, regret, etc., for that “badly done” H&{E. Subsequent
uses of “5E1f§” are largely vkariksa, Vdhandha, citta-vVavalina, rather than vVkaukrtya.
% = VAIDYA (1960: 4): “api tu khalu punar bhagavams tad api namadheyam na sthitam ndsthitam na visthitam
navisthitam|” Perhaps the “visthitam” as “fixed” and “sthitam” as “established”. However, the Skt has
negations, too. Quite different from Conze’s “continuous and not continuous” (1973: 85)!

% Here Xiadpin takes vvid as “existence”. Perhaps >ved as “knows”?

7 skt, VAIDYA (1960: 4): “that which is merely an appellation is not fixed ...” rather than “non-existent”.
% = VAIDYA (1960: 4): “ripabhisamskara ... vijfianabhisamskara”. The Mdhe, fasc. 3, qualifies the “abiding”:
CRERTRCAE PR EAS) & 3 (9 &EHL): [UEROREHME, 2FEFEELT. [10]LAETOTAZH
1T#H . | (CBETA, T08, no. 223, p. 235, c13-18) [10] A BT L =H O URITHAI[=], =DER
Ll [76) . Daoxing seems to take “abhisamskara” as 177k (xingshi), “active mentation (?)”, showing the
mental or perceptual implications. See also DN Potthapdda Sutta for “abhisankhar®” with respect to the
cultivation of “abhisafifianirodha” (ref. WALSHE 1987: 162f):  “... from the moment when a monk has gained
this controlled perception (safifia), he proceeds from stage to stage till he reaches the limit of perception.
When he has reached the limit of perception it occurs to him: ‘Mental activity is work for me, lack of
mental activity is better. 1f I were to think and imagine (abhi-sankhar-), these perceptions [that I have
attained] would cease, and coarser perceptions would arise in me. Suppose I were not to think or
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practices the construction of dharmas, they are then unable to receive Prajfiaparamita,
unable to engage in Prajiaparamita, unable to fulfill Prajfiaparamita, and unable to
accomplish sarvajna.” For what reason? Form does not have the notion of seizing;
sensation, perception, sensation, volitions and cognition do not have the notion of seizing.*
That which is the non-seizing of form, that is not form; that which is the non-seizing of
sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition, that is not cognition; and that is also the
non-seizing of Prajfiaparamita.” The bodhisattva mahasattva should train in this way,
practicing Prajiaparamita. This is named the bodhisattvas’ ‘samadhi of the non-seizing of
all dharmas’;* vast, immeasurable and indeterminate, and unable to be destroyed® by all
the §ravakas and pratyekabuddhas. For what reason? This samadhi cannot be appre-
hended through a sign.” If this samadhi could be apprehended through signs, the
brahmacarin Srenika would not have generated faith toward sarvajia.” The brahmacarin
Srenika penetrated into this dharma through limited gnosis. Having penetrated, he did
not seize form; he did not seize sensation, perception, volitions, or cognition. This

brahmacarin did not hear or see with insight this gnosis through seizing;* did not see with

imagine?  So he neither thinks nor imagines. And then, in him, just these perceptions arise, but other,
coarser perceptions do not arise. He attains cessation. And that, Potthapada, is the way in which the
cessation of perception is brought about by successive steps.”
* Skt has, VAIDYA (1960: 5): “sarvajfiatdya parigrhitam”, indicating that pari-vgrh can be a “positive” term, like
dharani. Note: Xiadpin uses FE%#7 typically translated as “sarvajiia”, yet here, and at most places, the
Skt is actually “sarvajfiata”.

40

= VAIDYA (1960: 5): “[skandha] hi aparigrhitam prajAaparamitaya”. All add prajAaparamita as the acc. object.

“kesamjfia” or

Comparing witnesses, this unique reading is difficult to ascertain as an Indic term like
“fonimitta”, or implications of “WZ 4 ()" *nirodhasamapatti types, or KUMARAJIVA's own gloss insertion,
or simply a haplographic error based on the terms for the second and third skandhas. However, given
that this state is described as being without signs (animitta), the Xiadpin reading which still supports this is
perhaps not highly significant.

' =VaIYA (1960: 5): “yas ca ripasydparigrahah, na tadripam| evam yo vedandyah samjfiayah samskaranam| yo

vijfidnasydparigrahah, na tad vijfianam| sapi prajiaparamita aparigrhital”

12

“ =VaIvYa (1960: 5): “sarvadharmaparigrhito nama samddhih vipulah puraskrtah apramananiyato asadharanah|

Daoxing (TEATHCER) 41 (1 EATAD: [ —VI59%A3Z | (CBETA, T08, no. 224, p. 426, b1).
= VAIDYA (1960: 5): “puraskrtah apramananiyato’sadharanah” = “unshared”.  Also Conze (1973: 85).  The Skt,

43

VAIDYA (1960: 5, continues with a “sdpi sarvajfiata aparigrhita” = “that sarvajfid is not taken up ...”.
“ Dadxing CEATHATEL) 45 1 (1 TEAT A [BEZEA A2 ] (CBETA, T08, no. 224, p. 426, b3), rather than A~
Though Xiadpin uses #3 here for my “apprehend”, the term is not vlabh, but Vgrah, again showing

45

“positive” sense. Skt adds that Srenika “believed resolutely in this cognition of the all-knowing” (Conze
says nothing about this hear, though does below. Daoxing does not mention Srenika by name, but is “f#
18 N = “a person of another path”.
* This wording is different from the Skt, which has, VaDya (1960: 5): “ndpi tatra pritisukhena taj jAianam
samanupasyatil”. It is not at all obvious how “pritisukhena / 44" could be conflated or confused with

“praptvena / [abhi]samayaya / upalabhyate” 5, [ or [*].
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insight this gnosis through own (internal) form; did not see with insight this gnosis through
other (external) form; did not see with insight this gnosis through both own (internal) and
other (external) form; and also did not see with insight this gnosis through other than own
(internal) and other (external) form.” [He] did not see with insight this gnosis through
own (internal) sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition; did not see with insight this
gnosis through other (external) sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition; did not see
with insight this gnosis through both own (internal) and other (external) sensation,
perception, volitions, and cognition; and also did not see with insight this gnosis through
other than own (internal) and other (external) sensation, perception, volitions, and
cognition.”® The brahmacarin Srenika had conviction toward sarvajfia, and from appre-
hending the reality of dharmas attained release.” Having attained release, he neither
seized nor was released from any dharma; even to the point of neither seizing nor being
released from nirvana.” O Blessed One! This is known as the Prajfiaparamita of the
bodhisattvas, the non-seizing of form, the non-seizing of sensation, perception, volitions,
and cognition. Although they do not seize form, and do not seize sensation, perception,
volitions, and cognition, as they have not yet fulfilled the ten powers of a Buddha, the four
infallabilities, and the eighteen unshared dharmas, they do not [enter] parinirvana while in
the middle of the path.®® Moreover, O Blessed One, [when] a bodhisattva practices Prajiia-
paramita, they should contemplate in this way:* ‘What is this Prajiaparamita?” ‘Who’s is
this Prajiaparamita?” ‘[That] dharma which is unapprehendable, is that Prajiaparamita?”>
<538a> If, when a bodhisattva engages in this contemplation and investigation, they are
neither startled, nor afraid, nor terrified, nor dismayed, nor turn away, one should know

that this bodhisattva is not separated from the practice of Prajiaparamita.”

Thereupon, Sariputra said to Subhiiti: “If form is separated from the nature of form;

sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition are separated from the nature of cognition;

7 The terms “adhyatma” (IN) and “bahirdha” (¥}) meaning either self or internal, and other or external,

respectively. The text not being explicitly clear on this occasion, I have opted to include both readings.
skt adds, VADYA (1960: 5): “atra padaparyaye ...” = CONzE (1973: 85): “In this scripture passage ...”. This
gives somewhat of a newer feel to the Skt not present in Xiadpin.
* Skt has, VaDYA (1960: 5): “... dharmatam pramanikrtya evam adhimukta iti” = CONZE (1973: 85): “... as one who
always resolutely believes in this cognition of the all-knowing, is called a faith-follower.” Thus, Xiadpin
has something like “... dharmatam abhisam-vaya vimukta iti”.  This is no small difference. Perhaps itis a
scribal error due to similarities between “adhi®” and “vi°” in certain scripts?
* =VAIDYA (1960: 5): “sa nirvanam api na manyate”.
= VAIDYA (1960: 5): “na ca antara parinirvati”.
> = VAIDYA (1960: 5): “evam upapariksitavyam evam upanidhydtavyam”. Here, Viks and vdhd imply greater
depth than JEfE.
» = VaDYA (1960: 5): “kim yo dharmo na vidyate nopalabhate, sa prajiaparamiteti|” = “That dharma which is not
existent [>vid / known >ved] or apprehended, is that prajiigparamita?” Xiadpin reads vvid as “appre-

hend(able)”, i.e. “knowable”.
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Prajiiaparamita is separated from the nature of Prajiiaparamita;”* how can one state that

‘This bodhisattva is not separated from the practice of Prajfiaparamita’?”

Subhiiti said:  “It is so, O Sariputra, form is separated from the nature of form; sensation,
perception, volitions, and cognition are separated from the nature of cognition; Prajna-
paramita is separated from the nature of Prajiaparamita; these dharmas are all separated

from [their] own natures; and nature is also separated from characteristic.”

Sariputra said: “If bodhisattvas train within this, are they able to accomplish sarvajfia?”

Subhiti said: “It is so. O Sariputra! Bodhisattvas who train in this way, are able to
accomplish® sarvajiia. For what reason? Because all dharmas are not generated, are not

accomplished.”” Bodhisattvas who practice in this way, will approach sarvajiia.”

Thereupon, Subhiiti spoke to Sariputra, saying: “If a bodhisattva practices in the practice
of form, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices in the generation of form, this is
practicing in a sign; if one practices in the cessation of form, this is practicing in a sign; if
one practices in the destruction of form, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices in ‘form
is empty’, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices in ‘I practice this practice’, is also
practicing in a sign.”® If one practices in sensation, perception, volitions, or cognition, this
is practicing in a sign; if one practices in the generation of cognition, this is practicing in a

sign; if one practices in the cessation of cognition, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices

> All in the form, VADYA (1960: 5): “yada [skandha] eva virahitam [skandha]svabhavena”; note use of svabhava,
not explicit in Xiadpin; and also the instrumental sense, which Xiadpin also does not make explicit, rather,
the sense is perhaps ablative, “separate...from”. Skt adds, VAIDYA (1960: 5): “yada sarvajfiataiva virahita
sarvajfiatasvabhavena” = “that very sarvajiid is separated from the own-nature of sarvajfiata”.

% Last sentence not found in Skt.

¢ =VAIDYA (1960: 6): “laksanasvabhavendpi laksanam virahitam| laksyasvabhavendpi laksyam virahitam| svabhava-
laksanendpi svabhavo virahitah||” = “1. sign is separated by way of (or in terms of) the own-nature of sign; 2.
the signed is separated by way of (or in terms of) the own-nature of the signed; 3. own-being is separated
by way of (or in terms of) the sign of own-nature.” In Chinese Xiadpin [ AHEEA 2 (E)PE, FrAH#EEFTAH
Z (B BHEEEEME A | Xiadpin is thus a general statement and point 3. Points 1 and 2 are added
in the Sanskrit.

Again = VAIDYA (1960: 6): “niryasyati”.

57

*®  Play on: nirydsyati, ajata and anirjatd, perhaps? But Xiadpin uses anirjata as per niryasyati, i.e. gL,

“accomplish”.
skt and Conze (1973: 86) have further with respect to, VAIDYA (1960: 6): “yathd yathd sarvajfiata asanni-
bhavati, tatha tatha sattvaparipdcanaya kayacittaparisuddhir laksanaparisuddhih”.

% = VaYA (1960: 6): “saced riipe carati, nimitte carati| saced riipanimitte carati, nimitte carati| saced ripam
nimittam iti carati, nimitte carati| saced ripasyotpade carati, nimitte carati| saced riipasya nirodhe carati, nimitte
carati| saced ripasya vindse carati, nimitte carati| saced ripam Sinyam iti carati, nimitte carati| aham caramiti
carati, nimitte carati| aham bodhisattva iti carati, nimitte carati| aham bodhisattva iti hy upalambha eva sa caratil”

Sanskrit adds a couple of points here.
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in the destruction of cognition, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices in ‘cognition is
empty’, this is practicing in a sign; if one practices ‘I practice this practice’,” this is also
practicing in a sign.””  If one conceives the thought: ‘One who is able to practice in this way,
this is practicing Prajiiaparamita’, this is also practicing in a sign. One should know that

this bodhisattva is yet to well know skillful means.”

Sariputra said to Subhiiti: “Now, how does a bodhisattva practice, so that it would be

known as practicing Prajiiaparamita?”

Subhti said: “If a bodhisattva does not practice in form, does not practice in the
generation of form, does not practice in the cessation of form, does not practice in the
destruction of form, does not practice in ‘form is empty’;” does not practice in sensation,
perception, volitions, and cognition; does not practice in the generation of cognition, does
not practice in the cessation of cognition, does not practice in the destruction of cognition,
does not practice in ‘cognition is empty’;** this is known as practicing Prajiaparamita. [If
they] do not conceive the thought of practicing Prajfiaparamita; do not conceive the
thought of not practicing; do not conceive the thought of both practicing and not practicing;
and do not conceive the thought of neither practicing nor not practicing;” then this is
known as practicing Prajidparamita. For what reason? Because of not seizing any
dharma.®® This is named ‘the bodhisattvas’ samadhi of the non-seizing of all dharmas’;”
vast, immeasurable and indeterminate, and unable to be destroyed® by all the $ravakas and
pratyekabuddhas. Bodhisattvas practicing™ this samadhi swiftly realize” <538b> anuttara

samyak sambodhi.”

Subhiiti, empowered by the Buddha’s spiritual power, said:”" “If a bodhisattva practicing

' Skt, just, VAIDYA (1960: 7): “aham caramiti” = “1 practice”.

2 Skt and Conze (1973: 86) add, VAIDYA (1960: 6): “aham bodhisattva iti hy upalambha eva sa carati”.
% Skt again adds, VAIDYA (1960: 7): “I practice” and “I am a bodhisattva”.

Skt again adds, VAIDYA (1960: 7): “I practice” and “I am a bodhisattva”.

% skt adds various future tenses in a similar way (VAIDYA 1960: 7).

% Xiadpin uses almost the exact same wording as the name of the samadhi to follow. But here Skt = VaDYA

(1960: 7): “sarvadharma hy anupagata anupdttah” = Conze (1973: 87): “.. because all dharmas are
unapproachable and unappropriable”. Xiadpin appears to take an-upa-vgam and an-upa-a-vda as both
an-upa-a-vda.
¢ =VAIDYA (1960: 7): “sarvadharmanupadano nama samadhih”.
% =VAIDYA (1960: 7): “puraskrtah apramananiyato’sidharanah” = “unshared”.  Also Conze (1973: 87).
% =VayYa (1960: 7): “viharan” = “... abide”.
™ =VAIDYA (1960: 7): “abhisambudhyate” = 1.
7t skt follows with prediction = VaIDYA (1960: 7): “vydkrto ‘yam bhagavan bodhisattvo mahdsattvah pirvakais
tathagatair arhadbhih samyak sambuddhair anuttarayam samyak sambodhau, yo ‘nena samadhina viharatif”.

Xiadpin puts this prediction at the end of this paragraph: & K& 5 CIERE 13 2B #5 2 4 =31 — &

HERL.
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this samadhi neither gives thoughts to nor conceptually discriminates™ this samadhi as: ‘I
will enter this samadhi’, ‘I now enter [this samadhi]’, ‘I have entered [this samadhi].”* [If]
there are no such conceptualizations, one should know that this bodhisattva has already

received prediction to anuttara samyak sambodhi from the Buddhas.”

Sariputra said to Subhditi: “This samadhi practiced by the bodhisattvas, from which they
receive prediction to anuttara samyak sambodhi from the Buddhas, is this samadhi able to

be shown?””*

Subhiti said: “Not so, O Sariputra! For what reason? Sons of good family do not
conceptualize” this samadhi. For what reason? Because the nature of this samadhi does

not exist.”’®

The Buddha praised Subhiiti, saying: “Sadha! Sadha! I declare that you are foremost of
those people who [practice] the samadhi of non-contention. It is just as you have said,
bodhisattvas should train in Prajiaparamita in this ways; if they train in this way, this is

known as training in Prajiaparamita.”

Sariputra addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! Bodhisattvas who train in this

way, train in what dharma?””’

The Buddha replied to Sariputra: “Bodhisattvas who train in this way, do not train in
dharmas. For what reason? O Sariputra! All these dharmas do not [exist] in the way

foolish common people grasp at them.””

Sariputra addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! How then do they exist?”

The Buddha said: “In the way in which they do not exist, in that way do they exist; and in
this way all dharmas do not have any existence. This is known as ‘ignorance’.”” Foolish

common people conceptualize what is not known, grasp at what is not known. They fall

= “manyate” and “samahita”.
7 skt adds, VAIDYA (1960: 7): “evam tasy sarvena sarvam savatha sarvam na samvidyate”.
= VAIDYA (1960: 7): “Sakyah sa samadhir darsayitum”.

Skt first has = VaDYA (1960: 7): “samdadhim na janati na samjanite”. The 4373 is the “sam-Vjfia”, though

74

75

the janati is not present in Xiadpin. This is counter to Conze’s “perceive” (1973: 87), also validly from
sam-Vjiid.

76 skt uses = VAIDYA (1960: 7): “avidyamanatvena”. Xiadpin uses MFTH as “a-vid”, and the % as “-tva™?
Alternative from Xiadpin: “Because the non-existent nature (non-existence) of this samadhi.”

77

Skt = VaIDYA (1960: 8): “dharma”, i.e. singular, not plural.
= VaDYA (1960: 8): “na hi te Sariputra dharmdstatha samvidyante yathd balaprthagjand asrutavanto
abhinivistah|”

7 Here the usual use of Vvid as “exist” becomes ] avidyd (VAIDYA 1960: 8).
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into the two extremes,” and neither know nor see [those dharmas]. With respect to to
non-existent dharmas, they discriminate and conceptualize, grasping at name and form.*
With grasping as cause, they neither know nor see with insight these dharmas which are
non-existent; they neither go forth to, nor have confidence in, nor abide in [the path].

Therefore they fall into the category of grasping, foolish common people.”

Sariputra addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! Bodhisattvas who train in this

way do not even train in sarvajiia?”

The Buddha replied to Sariputra: “Bodhisattvas who train in this way do not even train in
sarvajiia.”” Training in this way is also known as training in sarvajia, the accomplishment

of sarvajna.”

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! If I were asked: ‘If an illusory
person were to train in sarvajiia, would they accomplish sarvajfia, or not?” O Blessed One!

How should I answer?”

[The Buddha replied to Subhati:] “O Subhati! 1 will ask you a counter question, answer as
you see fit. What do you think: Is illusion other than form? 1Is form other than

illusion?” s illusion other than sensation, perception, volitions, or cognition?”

Subhiti said: “Illusion is not other than form; form is not other than illusion. Illusion is
that very form; form is that very illusion. Illusion is not other than sensation, perception,
volitions, and cognition; cognition is not other than cognition. Illusion is that very

cognition; cognition is that very illusion.”

[The Buddha replied to Subhati:] “O Subhati! What do you think: Are the five

% =VaIDYA (1960: 8): “yatha sariputra na samvidyante, tatha samvidyante evam avidyamandh tenocyante “avidyeti”|

tan balaprthagjana asrutavanto ‘bhinivistah| tair asamvidyamanah sarvadharmah kalpitah| te tan kalpayitva
dvayor antayoh saktah tan dharmanna jananti na pasyanti[”. The English is an attempt to indicate that what
is conceptualized and grasped at is the (objective) thing which is avidya, rather than (subjective) avidya
itself. Refer Méhe, fasc. 3 (FEFMAA PEERELD) 53 (10 AT : [P INKRUMHJEEM, %
Rorpl, SRR, RNKRA B, RAAFA Rkl yra, miEdsn, Fe5E+)\ A3
% |(CBETA, T08, no. 223, p. 238, c29-p. 239, a3); “Within this, foolish common people, by thirst and lust of
the power of ignorance, mistakening see and conceptualize—this is said to be ignorance. These foolish
common people are bound by the two extremes; they neither known nor see that dharmas do not exist,
yet still conceptually proliferate, grasping at form, etc., up to to the eighteen unshared dharmas.”

8 = Vamya (1960: 8): “tasmdt te ‘samvidyamanan sarvadharman kalpayanti| kalpayitva dvavantavabhinivisante

abhinivisya tan nidanam upalambham nisritya atitan dharman kalpayanti, andgatan dharman kalpayanti,

pratyutpanndn dharman kalpayanti te kalpayitva namaripe ‘bhinivistah/”

82 skt adds = Vaipya (1960: 8): “evam Siksamanah Sariputra bodhisattvo mahdsattvah sarvadharmesu Siksate”.

% skt does not have the reversed format, just “illusion other than ripa, vedana, samjfia, samskarah, vijfiana”

(VAIDYA 1960: 8-9).
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aggregates known as* the ‘bodhisattva’, or not?”
[Subhiiti said:] “So <538¢> it is, O Blessed One!”

The Buddha replied to Subhati: “[When the] bodhisattva trains in anuttara samyak
sambodhi, they should train just as an illusory person. For what reason? One should
know that the five aggregates are the very illusory person. For what reason? It is said
that ‘Form is like an illusion’; it is said that ‘Sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition

are like an illusion’; cognition is the six sense faculties, which is the five aggregates.”®

[Subhiti said:] “O Blessed One! If a bodhisattva of novice aspiration® hears this teaching,

will they not become startled, afraid, dismayed and turn away?”

The Buddha replied to Subhati: “If a bodhisattva of novice aspiration follows a bad friend,
then they will become startled, afraid, dismayed and turn away. If they have heard this
teaching from following a good friend, then they will not become startled, afraid, dismayed

and turn away.”®

8Subhiiti said: “O Blessed One! Who is the bodhisattva’s bad friend?”

The Buddha said: “[One who] teaches causing one to be separated from Prajfiaparamita,
causing one to have no delight toward bodhi. Moreover, [one who] teaches causing one to
seize signs and discriminatively conceptualize about embellished text and verses.®
Moreover, [one who] teaches training in the various siitras and dharmas of the §ravakas and
pratyekabuddhas. Moreover, they act as a condition for Mara’s deeds. They are known as
the bodhisattva’s bad friend.”

% Skt adds = VaDYA (1960: 9): “atraisam samjfid samajiia prajfiaptih vyavaharah”. Five terms / synonyms for

the Chinese % “name”.

% Initially, it looks as if the ##% could be a form of the (future participle or) verb (&), i.e. “[thus] should
one know the six senses and five aggregates”. However, Méhe, “Chapter of the Illusory Man”, in a
discussion of the 10 similes, illusion, dream, etc., as appearing in the Upadesa, fasc. 44 (K% Eim) 15 44

(11 ZINMAEAD: [oNIETR . tHEE. SRR . AR TR, | (CBETA, T25, no. 1509, p. 376,
a28-29), “Likewise for the six senses. O Blessed One! Cognition is just these six senses; the six senses
are just the five aggregates.”

% =VAIDYA (1960: 9): “navayanasamprasthitd bodhisattva mahdsattva”; “bodhisattva..who has newly gone forth

on the chariot”. Note: In later uses of the term “# 9% &, it is often “adikarmika”, e.g. Ch. 15:1.

Skt and Conze have both “kalyanamitra” and “papamitra” (VAIDYA 1960: 9; CONZE 1973: 88).

87

% This question and response about the “bad friend” (papamitra) is not found at all in the Sanskrit (or CoNze),

despite being present in all the early Chinese sources here, and also the sources for the *Paficavimsati.

¥ Or: “Moreover, [one who] teaches one to train in seizing signs and discrimination, and embellish text
and verses.” With no Sanskrit for reference, compare however, with Xiadpin, fasc. 6 /)Nl #5 I 48 %
) &6 (16 PUMEBECHG) . [TLPTRIE, FEFRIER, B R ST CEr. RITERES, HEME. |
(CBETA, T08, no. 227, p. 564, b26-27); though again the Sanskrit is lacking there.
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[Subhiti said:] “O Blessed One! Who is the bodhisattva’s good friend?”

[The Buddha said:] “[One who] teaches causing one to train in Prajiaparamita,” teaches
of Mara’s deeds, teaches of the faults and evils of Mara, causing one to know of Mara’s deeds;
and having [taught™] of the faults and evils of Mara, they teach them causing them to
forsake [these deeds]. O Subhiti! They are known as the good friend of the bodhisattva

mahasattva who has aspired” the mahayana mind, and is greatly adorned.”
{= Conzt 1:3 The Meaning of ‘Bodhisattva’}

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! ‘Bodhisattva’, ‘bodhisattva’, it is

said, what is the meaning of that?”*

The Buddha replied to Subhiiti:® “In order to train in all dharmas without obstruction, and
also to know all dharmas as they really are. This is known as the meaning of ‘bodhi-

sattva’.”*

{= ConzE 1:4 The Meaning of ‘Mahasattva’}

Subhti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! If knowing all dharmas is known
as the meaning of ‘bodhisattva’, then what is known as the meaning of ‘mahasattva’?”

The Buddha said: “They will be foremost among the great assembly.” This is known as

the meaning of ‘mahasattva’.”

Sariputra addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! I would also like to explain the

meaning of ‘mahasattva’.”

% Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 9) and CoNzE (1973: 88) have “pdramitd”, not “prajiidparamita”.

' Seems to be missing a character—“F /i it 38 ., “having taught of the faults and evils of Mara...”.

2 Skt adds = VAIDYA (1960: 9): “samariidha®”, “mounted on” = ¢ (chéng).

®  First appearance of Xiadpin using “ X" for “mahasamnahasamnaddha” = “armoured with the great

armour”.

*  =VAIDYA (1960: 9): “tatra bodhisattva iti bhagavan kah padartha?” The term “padartha” is multivalent, MWD,
padartha: “m. the meaning of a word ...; that which corresponds to the meaning of a word.” There are
two main possibilities: as “meaning”, an earlier sense, or as “thing”, an Abhidharma sense.

% At the beginninging of the Buddha’s reply, Skt adds, VaDYA (1960: 9): “apadarthah subhite bodhisattva
padarthah”; Conze (1973: 89): “Nothing real is meant by the word ‘Bodhisattva’.”

% = VAIDYA (1960: 9): “sarvadharmandm hi ... bodhisattvo mahdsattvo ‘saktatayam Siksate| sarvadharmanam hi ...

bodhisattvo mahasattvo ‘nubodhanarthena asaktatayam anuttaram samyaksambodhim abhisambudhyate| bodhy-

arthena tu ... ‘bodhisattvo mahasattva’ ity ucyate[”. KUMARAJIVA’s use of “Z%” as “in order to...” also carries
some of the other connotations of “artha”, otherwise rendered as “#%” as “meaning” / “significance”; the
sense of “object”, “thing” or “entity” etc., Abhidharma style, is not obvious here in Xiadpin. Moreover,

Conze (1973: 89) uses “non-attachment” (asakta) rather than Xiadpin “unobstructed”. Moreover, Skt and

Conze add = “anuttaram samyaksambodhim abhisambudhyate”.

77 =VAIDYA (1960: 9): “mahatah sattvardser mahatah sattvanikdyasya agratam kdrayisyati”.
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'"98

The Buddha said:  “Explain as you see fit

Sariputra addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! A bodhisattva who teaches the
Dharma in order to sever soul view, living being view, life view, person view, existence view,

9

non-existence view, nihilism view, eternalism view,” and so forth, is known as the meaning

of ‘mahasattva’. With respect to this, their minds are without grasping." This is also

known as the meaning of ‘mahasattva’.”*!

Sariputra asked Subhiiti: “How is it that with respect to this their minds without
grasping?”

Subhiiti said: “From being mindless, with respect to this their minds are without

grasping.

17102

Piirna the son of Maitrayani addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! A bodhi-
sattva brings forth the great adornment and mounts upon the great chariot. This is known

as the meaning of ‘mahasattva’.”'”

% Standard phrase, VAIDYA (1960: 9): “pratibhatu te Sariputra yasyedanim kalam manyase”.

» = VAIDYA (1960: 9-10): “.. dtmadrstyah sattvadrstydh jivadrstyah pudgaladrstyah bhavadrstyah vibhavadrstyah
ucchedadrstyah $asvatadrstyah svakayadrstydh ...|”.  Within the list of types of self view in the Sanskrit, the
last “svakayadrstyah” is not mentioned in the Chinese, and seems to be an uncommon spelling for Sanskrit
“satkaya”. Although the Sanskrit prefix “sat”, “existent”, is also given as the gloss for the prefix in Pali
“sakkaya”, this may in fact be a different back translation from a Prakrit similar to the Pali, reading “sa(k)-”
from “sva-". See for example such an understanding in MA  {-FFI&4) 4 58 (3 BFIZ4h): [1ER
Elo B8, & HSREE. ] (CBETA, TO1, no. 26, p. 788, a26), where “H & suggests “*svakayadrstih”,
for Pali “sakkayo” in MN 44, i 299; see NANAMOLI & BopHI (1995: 396). The Daoxing had trouble with this,
apparently reading “atma-" as a simple reflexive “oneself”, and “drsty-” as apparently a verbal form,
“seeing”.

1% This prima facie appears to be unique reading for the Xiadpin; however, it seems that the Xiadpin misses

the subsequent request from Subhiiti, the reply from the Buddha and then the larger part of Subhuti’s

exposition found in the Sanskrit and other Chinese witnesses, ending with VADYA (1960: 10): “tendrthena

‘bodhisattvo mahdsattva’ iti samkhydm gacchati|”.

% This part “With respect to this ... ‘mahdsattva’ seems to belong to a later part of the Skt, and skip a piece

in the middle, attributed to Subhati: “A Bodhisattva is called a ‘great being’, if he remains unattached to,

and uninvolved in, the thought of enlightenment ... he remains unattached and uninvolved. ...” Then
comes Sariputra’s following question, as per the Chinese. Thus, the “With respect to this” refers to

“bodhi[sattva]citta”. Here, rather than “padartha”, it is “samkhyam gacchati” (VAIDYA 1960: 10).

1% = VAIDYA (1960: 10): “acittatvad ayusman sariputra tatrdpi citte asakto aparydpannah”. Skt and Conze (1973:

90) adds a little discussion viz “acitta as existent”, etc. which is a simple repeat of the similar starting

discussion at Chp. 1:2 earlier, not found in any of the earlier Chinese witnesses.

= VAIDYA (1960: 10): “mahdsattvo mahdsattva iti yadidam bhagavann ucyate, mahasamnahasamnaddhah sa

sattvah| mahdyanasamprasthito mahdyanasamaridhas ca sa sattvah| tasmat sa mahdsattvo mahdsattva iti

12

samkhydm gacchatif|” Note “samkhyam gacchati” rather than “padarthah”. It is curious that Xiadpin uses
the term “}/8”, so often translated as “adornment” (noun) and “adorn” (verb) from *alam-vkr. Was

this a deliberate attempt on KumARrAjivA’s part to tone down the warrior hero motif as possibly too
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Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! It is said: ‘A bodhisattva brings
forth the great adornment.” What is known as ‘bringing forth the great adornment’?”

The Buddha said: “The bodhisattva conceives the thought: ‘1 should lead <539a> immeas-

urable asamkhya living beings to nirvana.”*

Having led living beings to nirvana, not any
living beings have been led to nirvana.'” For what reason? Such is the nature of
dharmas." By simile, it is like a master illusionist who at the crossroads creates a large
assembly of people, and severs the heads all of those created people. What do you think:

Is there anyone who is injured, or who is killed?”'"
Subhiti said: “Indeed not! O Blessed One!”

The Buddha said: “The bodhisattva is likewise. Having led immeasurable asamkhya
living beings to nirvana, there is not any living being who is led to nirvanic cessation. If
the bodhisattva on hearing this teaching is neither startled nor afraid, one should know that
this bodhisattva has brought forth the great adornment.”

Subhiiti said: “As I understand the meaning of what the Buddha has taught, one should
know that this bodhisattva has [not] brought forth the great adornment, yet has adorned
himself.'® For what reason? Sarvajfia is a dharma which is neither made nor
generated;'” for the sake of living beings they bring forth the great adornment, even

though these living beings are also neither made nor generated.® For what reason?

military in nature? We recall KuMARAJIVA’s own experiences in the hands of certain generals. Though
MWD does have “wearing amulets, provided with charms” for “samnaddha”. “Mahayana” or “ K" is
translated here as “great chariot” rather than the more common “great vehicle”, give the entire
metaphor of the bodhisattva mahasattva here. Note that the Upadesa is somewhat ambiguous too, Upadesa,
fasc.45 (KB Eim) % 45 (15 KA (CBETA, T25, no. 1509, p. 387, a26-29).  Still, even here the
sense of “defeating bandits” and “defeating Mara” gives the warrior hero sense quite strongly.

1% =VaIDYA (1960: 10): “aprameyd mayd sattvah parinirvapayitavyd iti”.

1% = VAIDYA (1960: 10): “na ca sa kascit sattvo yah parinirvrto yena ca parinirvapito bhavati”.
= VAIDYA (1960: 10): “dharmataisa dharmanam ...

= VAIDYA (1960: 10): “api nu tatra kenacit kascid dhato va mrto va ndasito va antarhito va?”

106

]

Also adds “mayadharmatam upadaya syat”.

1% = VaIDYA (1960: 11): “... tathd asamnahasamnaddho batayam bhagavan bodhisattvo mahdsattvo veditavyah ...” =

“... not armed with the great armour...”. Moreover, M6hé, fasc. 5 (BERI A P AE ALY B 5 (17 #HE&
a): [ BRFZEEAR A S 0 A 3RAe fh T 8, 35 BE Sv 0 M AR 2 KOk . sk H S ..o

tHRE . DU RIAG M 5 0 o R ] o M K i A% KOHE . | (CBETA, T08, no. 223, p. 248, c25-p. 249, a9).
The negation, i.e. “has [not] brought forth”, that 1 have added at the start of this statement, which is
found in all the other texts apart from the Xiadpin, is in accord with the basic recurring rhetorical

formulation of the siitra, i.e. “XY is not Y”. The explanation from Subhdti still supports the negation, i.e.
even though it is not brought about, they still bring it about, for the sake of beings.

19 = VAIDYA (1960: 11): “akrtd hi sarvajfiata avikrta anabhisamskrta” = “Sarvajfiatd is neither made, nor altered,
nor constructed”.

110

= VAIDYA (1960: 11): “te api sattva akrta avikrta anabhisamskrta” = “Beings are neither made, nor altered, nor
constructed”.
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Because form is neither bound nor released; sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition

are neither bound nor released."

Piirna said to Subhiti: “Form is neither bound nor released?; sensation, perception,

volitions, and cognition are neither bound nor released?”

Subhiiti said: “Form is neither bound nor released; sensation, perception, volitions, and

cognition are neither bound nor released.”*"

Pirna said: “What form is neither bound nor released? What sensation, perception,

volitions, and cognition are neither bound nor released?”'"

Subhditi said:  “The form of an illusory person is neither bound nor released; the sensation,
perception, volitions, and cognition of an illusory person is neither bound nor released."*
Due to being non-existent, it is neither bound nor released; due to being separated, it is
neither bound nor released; due to being not generated, it is neither bound nor released."”
This is known as ‘the bodhisattva mahasattva has [not] brought forth the great adornment,

yet has adorned himself’.”**¢
{= ConzE 1:5 The Meaning of ‘Great Vehicle’}

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! What is the great chariot?
What is the setting forth on the great chariot by the bodhisattva? Where does this chariot
abide? Where does this chariot go forth from?"*"

The Buddha replied to Subhati: “‘[What is] the great chariot? 1t is without limit and

without measure. ‘Where does this chariot go forth from?’, and ‘Where does this chariot

M = Vamya (1960: 11): “ripam [etc] abaddham amuktam”.

"2 The structure is slightly different, but perhaps these two statements by Pirna and Subhiti should be with

respect to the “suchness (tathata) of form, etc.”

13 Skt VAIDYA (1960: 11) and CoNze (1973: 90) add: “tathata” of riipa, etc.

" Skt VaIDYA (1960: 11) and Conze (1973: 90) add: “tathata” of the mayapurusa, etc.

" MEFTA “non-existence” = “asadbhitatva”; H “detachment” = “viviktatva”; #4 “non-generation” =
“anutpannatva” (VAIDYA 1960: 11).

16 = VAIDYA (1960: 11): “ayam sa bodhisattvasya mahdsattvasya mahdasamnahasamnaddhasya mahdaydanasampra-

sthitasya mahdyanasamaridhasya mahdsamndho ‘samnahah|” Note that again Xiadpin is in the affirmative

(and here the Damingdu(A) agrees with it, though not in the former), while the Sanskrit and other

witnesses are still in the negative.

" VAIDYA (1960: 12): “[1] katamac ca tanmahayanam?| [2a?] katham va tat samprasthito veditavyah?| [4] kuto va tan

mahdyanam niryasyati?| [2b?] kena va tan mahayanam samprasthitam?| [3] kva va tan mahdyanam sthasyati?| [x]

ko va anena mahdydnena nirydsyati?|” Numbering added. The order and number of the questions differ

somewhat. Refer also the Méhe, fasc. 5 (JEEFFCE AR L) 455 (18 [IFednh): [ o553 0l BE AT b

JERRT? 2 fr] 6 o0 e P g i KR ? SRt i ? RS AR ? EALME? FEETEM L E? )

(CBETA, T08, no. 223, p. 250, a2-5).
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abide?” This chariot goes forth from the triple world, and abides at sarvajiia. No chariot
is the ‘setting forth’ of this chariot."® For what reason? As going forth and that which

goes forth are both non-existent, what dharma will go forth?”**’

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! ‘Mahayana’, ‘mahayana’ it is said, it
goes forth defeating'®® the whole world with its gods, human beings, and asuras. O Blessed

121 immeasurable

One! The mahayana is equal to empty space. Just as empty space holds
asamkhya living beings, so too the mahayana holds immeasurable asamkhya living beings.
This mahayana is just like empty space, neither coming from anywhere, nor going to
anywhere, nor abiding anywhere. The mahayana is likewise, its past limit is not appre-
hended, its present limit is not apprehended, and its future limit is not apprehended; this
chariot is equal with respect to these three periods of time."”” Therefore it is known as the
‘mahayana’.”?

The Buddha praised <539b> Subhiti, saying: “Excellent! Excellent! The mahayana of
the bodhisattva mahasattvas is just as you have taught!”

Thereupon, Pirna the son of Maitrayani addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One!

The Buddha empowers Subhtiti to teach Prajfiaparamita, and to teach the mahayana.”"*

"8 = VaYA (1960: 12): “[1* Round] [1] “mahdydnam” iti subhiite aprameyataya etad adhivacanam| aprameyam iti

subhiite apramanatvena| yadapi subhiite evarh vadasi - [2a?] katharh va tat samprasthito veditavyah? [4] kuto va
tan mahdyanam niryasyati? [2b?] kena va tan mahdyanarn samprasthitam? [3] kva va tan mahayanar sthasyati? [x]
ko va anena mahdydnena nirydsyatiti? [2a?] paramitabhih sarmprasthitah| [4] traidhatukan nirydasyati| [2b?]
yendrambanarh tena sarmprasthitam| [3] sarvajiiatayam sthasyati| [x] bodhisattvo mahasattvo niryasyati| [2" Round]
api tu khalu punar [1 & 2a? missing?] [4] na kutascin niryasyati| [2b?] na kendpi sarprasthitam| [3] na kvacit
sthasyati| api tu sthdsyati sarvajfiatayam asthanayogena| [x] napi kascit tena mahdyanena nirydto napi nirydsyati
ndpi niryatif/” Numbering added.

= VAIDYA (1960: 12): “tatkasya hetoh? yas ca nirydydt, yena ca niryayat, ubhavetau dharmau na vidyete

nopalabhyete| evam avidyamanesu sarvadharmesu katamo dharmah katamena dharmena nirydasyati? evar hi

subhiite bodhisattvo mahdsattvo mahdyanasarnaddho mahayanasamprasthito mahayanasamaridho bhavatil[”

120 R = “abhibhavan nirydsyati”, “go forth overpowering / defeating...” (VAIDYA (1960: 12).

2 %% = gqvakasa (VAIDYA (1960: 12). MWD: “avakasa: place, space, room, occasion, opportunity; to make
room, give way, admit.”

22 = VAIDYA (1960: 12): “atha samam tadyanam...|” = “In this, this chariot is equal.”  Xiadpin appears to want to

clarify what “atha” refers to, i.e. “in the three periods of time”, past, present and future “=F%”. But

what is the connection between “time” and the “great chariot” (°yana)? Perhaps it is through the term

“yamam”, “1. period of three hours; 2. midnight; the middle watch of the night; 3. night; 4. ...; 5. the period

between the fortieth and the fiftieth ndalika of a day; 6. time; 7. ...” (according to MWD). The possible

reflection of Tamil or South Indian may be significant, though this probably also has Sanskrit roots.

12 skt (VAIDYA 1960: 12) and CoNze (1973: 91): “It is thus that this is the great vehicle of the Bodhisattvas, the
great beings. Trained therein, Bodhisattvas do reach all-knowledge, have reached it, will reach it.”

124 skt (VAIDYA 1960: 12) and Conze (1973: 91) have “manyate” = “fancies” for the term “f#i”, i.e. a kind of
challenge from Purna; as opposed to the Xiadpin which is more an echo of the start of Chp. 1:2, the

“empowerment”.

218



Asian Literature and Translation Vol. 4,No 1, 2017 187-236

Subhiiti addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! Has that which I have taught
deviated from'” Prajiiaparamita?”

[The Buddha said:] “Indeed not, O Subhiti! That which you have taught is in accordance

with'*® Prajfiaparamita.”
{= CoNzE 1:6 Attainment}

[Subhiti said:] “O Blessed One! 1 do not apprehend the bodhisattva of the past period of
time, and also do not apprehend the bodhisattva of the future or present periods of time."”’
Through the boundless nature of form, the bodhisattva is also boundless; through the
boundless nature of sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition, the bodhisattva is also
boundless.”” O Blessed One! As such, not apprehending a bodhisattva in any location, in
any period of time, or in any way at all,”” what bodhisattva should I teach Prajiaparamita?
Neither apprehending nor seeing a bodhisattva, what dharma should I teach to penetrate
Prajiaparamita? O Blessed One! ‘Bodhisattva’, ‘bodhisattva’ it is said, that is merely a
name, an appellation.” By simile, it is like the statement ‘soul’, [yet] the dharma ‘soul’ is
absolutely not generated. O Blessed One! The nature of all dharmas is likewise. Within
this, what is this form which is neither grasped nor generated? What is this sensation,
perception, volitions, and cognition which is neither grasped nor generated?'* ‘That form
is the bodhisattva’ is unapprehendable; ‘that sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition
is the bodhisattva’ is unapprehendable; and this unapprehendibility is also unappre-
hendable. O Blessed One! Not apprehending a bodhisattva in any location, in any period
of time, or in any way at all, what dharma should I teach to penetrate Prajfiaparamita? O
Blessed One! ‘Bodhisattva’ is merely a name, an appellation. Just as a ‘soul’ is absolutely
not generated, the [own-]nature of all dharmas is likewise. Within this, what is this form
which is neither grasped nor generated? What is this sensation, perception, volitions, and
cognition which is neither grasped nor generated? The nature of dharmas is likewise; this

nature is also not generated; and non-generation is also not generated.”” O Blessed One!

125

= VAIDYA (1960: 12): “vyatikramya” = “over-stepped”, CONZE (1973: 91): “transgressed”.

126 =VAIDYA (1960: 12): “anulomatvam” = “in accordance”, CoNzE (1973: 92): “in agreement”.

27 = VAIDYA (1960: 12-13): ““antato nopaiti” = “not approach the [X] limit”, and not “apprehend”. Perhaps
some wordplay with “upavi” and “nirvi”, etc.

128 Skt adds = VAIDYA (1960: 13): “riipam bodhisattva iti nopaiti” = “does not approach ‘the bodhisattva is form’”,
etc.

29 = VAIDYA (1960: 13): “.. sarvena sarvam sarvatha sarvam...[”

Skt adds = prajfiaparamita also mere name, etc.; and “tac ca namadheyam anabhinirvrttam” = “And what they

denote is something uncreated” (VAIDYA 1960: 13).

B Skt adds = VaDYA (1960: 13): “evam etesam sarvadharmandm ya asvabhdvata, sa anabhinirvrrih”.

2 This section is somewhat more extensive in Xiadpin than Skt. It seems more likely that %1% (fixing) =

dharmasvabhava[ta] (as in the first sentence), rather than dharmata.
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Should I now teach a not generated dharma to penetrate Prajfiaparamita? For what reason?
Apart from not generated dharmas, a bodhisattva who practices anuttara samyak sambodhi
is unapprehendable. If a bodhisattva hears this teaching, and is neither startled nor afraid,
one should know that this bodhisattva practices Prajiiaparamita. O Blessed One! When
the bodhisattva practices in accordance with Prajfiaparamita, they make an investigation'”
of all dharmas and do not obtain form.”™ For what reason? The non-generation of form
is not form, the non-cessation of form is not form; non-generation and non-cessation are
not two, are not divided.” If one speaks of ‘this form’, that is just a non-dual dharma.
When a bodhisattva practices in [accordance with] Prajiaparamita, they do not obtain™*
sensation, perception, volitions, or cognition. For what reason? The non-generation of
cognition is not cognition, the non-cessation of cognition is not cognition; non-generation
and non-cessation are not two, are not divided."”’” If one speaks of ‘[this] cognition’, that is

just a non-dual dharma.”

<539c> Sariputra asked Subhiiti: “As I understand the meaning of what Subhiiti has
taught, the bodhisattva is just not generated. If a bodhisattva is not generated, for what
reason do they engage in difficult practices, and undergo pain and distress*® for the sake of

living beings?”

Subhdti said:  “I do not wish to cause a bodhisattva to engage in difficult practices. For
what reason? [One who] perceives™ difficult practices, perceives painful practices, is
unable to benefit immeasurable asamkhya living beings. [Only one who] perceives ease
toward living beings, perceives happiness, perceives [them as] father and mother, perceives
[them as] sons [and daughters], perceives [them as] their own, is able to benefit immeas-

0

urable asamkhya living beings.'® Just as the dharma ‘soul’ is unapprehendable in any

location, in any period of time, or in any way at all;'*' [likewise] should a bodhisattva

133

= VAIDYA (1960: 13): “vyupapariksate”.

B =VaIDYA (1960: 13): “na ripam upaiti (+ na ... upagacchati)”.  Also adds, VAIDYA (1960: 13): “na riipasyotpadam

samanupasyati, na ripasya nirodham samanupasyati”.

5 = Vamva (1960: 13): “advayam etad advaidhikaram”. The Skt holds the non-duality to be between “form
and the non-generation of form”, “form and the non-cessation of form”, rather than between
“non-generation and non-cessation” per se.

B¢ =VaIDYA (1960: 13-14): “na... upaiti, (+ na upagacchati)”.

= VAIDYA (1960: 14): “advayam etad advaidhikdram”.

B8 =VaIDYA (1960: 14): “kraso duhkhanytsahate pratyanubhavitum”.

139

o«

Allthe %8 (xidng) “perception” in this passage is “samjfia-vkr”, “construct the notion” (VAIDYA 1960: 14).
10 Skt VAIDYA (1960: 14) and Conze (1973: 93): “As I myself want to be quite free from all sufferings, just so all
beings want to be quite free from all sufferings, etc.”

"' The Xiadpin reads in a manner similar to the earlier reference to an “atman” as a “soul”, adding “is
unapprehendable”; the Sanskrit, however, takes this in the sense of “Just as I, in all places, times and

ways, ... etc” (VAIDYA 1960: 14).  Still, the Xiadpin makes doctrinal sense, in that the removal of the “self”
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perceive internal and external dharmas. If a bodhisattva mentally practices in this way,
this is known as ‘difficult practices’. Just as Sariputra has said, ‘the bodhisattva is not

generated’, so it is, O Sariputra, the bodhisattva is not generated as a substantial entity.”*

Sariputra said: “Is it only the bodhisattva that is not generated, or is sarvajfia also not

generated?”
Subhiiti said: “Sarvajfia is also not generated.”

Sariputra said: “[Is it only] sarvajfia that is not generated, or are foolish common people

also not generated?”
Subhiiti said: “Foolish common people are also not generated.”

Sariputra said to Subhiiti: “If the bodhisattva is not generated, and the dharmas of a
bodhisattva are also not generated; sarvajiia is not generated, and the dharmas of sarvajiia
are also not generated; the foolish common people are not generated, and the dharmas of
the common people are also not generated;'* now then, because the not generated attains

the not generated, the bodhisattva should attain sarvajnal”*

Subhiiti said: “I do not wish for the attainment of a not generated dharma.'”® For what

reason? Due to not generated dharmas being unapprehendable.”**

Sariputra said: “A generating generation, or an non-generating generation;'’ that which
you have said, and [that which you] delight in teaching, is that generated or not

generated?”'**

Subhiiti said: “All dharmas are not generated, that spoken is not generated, and even
!v149

delight in teaching is not generated. In this way, delight in teaching

removes the perception “I have difficult practices”, etc.
2 There is no Skt equivalent or # (shi), but the Xiadpin wishes to emphasize that like the “atman”, the
“bodhisattva” is not a substantial entity.
> Though Xiadpin lacks the “[X]dharmah” above (VAIDYA 1960: 14-15), they are each mentioned above in Skt
and CoNzk (1973: 94).
= VAIDYA (1960: 15): “nanvayusman subhiite anuprdptaiva ayatnena bodhisattvena mahdsattvena sarvajfiata
bhavati[”

Skt adds = VAIDYA (1960: 15): “abhisamaya” to “praptim icchami” #3.

144

145

16 =VaIDYA (1960: 15): “na api anutpannena dharena anutpannd praptih prapyate|” etc.

7 Quite difficult to decipher, but refer Chdo, fasc. 1 (EEFIMEEIE) &1 (1 BITM): [&HFIBES. LA
ek, AGEMERTA 4. | (CBETA, T08, no. 226, p. 511, b20-24).

18 If we take “V&FT 44517 as “anutpanno dharmo” (not unreasonable), then this matches Skt (VAIDYA 1960:
15). However, elsewhere it appears that to Xiadpin, “pratibha”, from “vbhas”, “declare” or “expound” (5%
shud); but to CoNzk it is “vbha” as “flash” or “image” (1973: 94).

9 Somewhat different to Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 15) and Conze (1973: 94), but 1 will leave Xiadpin as it is here.
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Sariputra said: “Excellent! Excellent! O Subhiitii Among those people who teach the
Dharma,” you are foremost and supreme. For what reason? Because you are able to

answer in accordance with whatever is asked.”"!

Subhiiti said: “That is the nature of Dharma. All the Buddha’s disciples, with respect to
dharmas without supporting basis, are able to answer whatever is asked.”” For what

reason? Due to the indeterminacy of all dharmas.”**

Sariputra said: “Excellent! Excellent! This is from the power of which paramita?”

154

O Sariputral If, when a bodhi-

and neither doubts, nor regrets, nor is

Subhati: “This is from the power of Prajfiaparamita.
sattva hears such a teaching, such an exposition,'
perplexed, one should know that this bodhisattva practices in this practice, and is not

seprated from these mental attentions.”***

Sariputra said:"*”  “If a bodhisattva is not separated from this practice and is not separated
from these mental attentions, then all living beings also are not separated from this practice,
are not separated from these mental attentions. [In this way,] all living beings <540a>
should also be bodhisattvas. For what reason? Due to all living beings not being

separated from these mental attentions.”

Subhiiti said: “Excellent! Excellent! O Sariputral You wish to refute me, but instead
prove my point. In what way? From living beings’ absence of nature, the absence of

nature of mental attentions should also be known.””® From living beings’ separation, the

159

separation of mental attentions [should also be known]."  From the non-apprehension of

Question: What is “pratibhati jalpitum”?
130 = VAIDYA (1960: 15): “dharmakathika”.
B = VAIDYA (1960: 15): “yato yata eva pariprasnikriyate, tatastata eva nihsarati ..[” Note the “nihvsri”; and
below.

2 = VAIDYA (1960: 15): “bhagavatah sravakanam anisritadharmanam| te yato yata eva pariprasnikriyante, tatastata

12

eva nihsaranti..[”  Note the “anivsri”; and above.

= VAIDYA (1960: 15): “yathapi nama anisritattvat sarvadharmanam|” Again, the “anivsri’; as above. For

these few statements, the thread of being without Vsri is lost in the Chinese.

151 skt (VADYA (1960: 15) and CoNzE (1973: 94): “beneficial to all the [three] vehicles, is also the perfection
which [allows them not to] lean on any dharma, because [it shows that] all dharmas have no support [and
can therefore give none].”

%5 =VaIDYA (1960: 15): “upadisya”. Perhaps subtly suggesting that the siitra is already an upadesa of sorts?

= VAIDYA (1960: 15): “avirahitas canena manasikareneti”.

137 skt (VAIDYA 1960: 16) and Conze first add about “lacking in attention” versus “lacking in adjustment” (1973:

94-5).

138 = VAIDYA (1960: 16): “svabhavata”. Skt and Conze then add “asadbhavata” = “no real existence” (1973: 95).

%% =VAIDYA (1960: 16): “viviktata”. Skt and Conze then add “acintyatd” = “inconceivable” (1973: 95).
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living beings, the non-apprehension of mental attentions [should also be known].'® 0
Sariputra! I wish that the bodhisattvas, by way of these mental attentions, practice Prajiia-

paramita.”
CHAPTER TWO—SAKRA, LORD OF THE GODS'¢"

{= Conze 2 Sakra}

{= Conze 2:1 Preamble}

Thereupon, Sakra, Lord of the Gods, together with forty thousand gods, were all present at
the assembly; the four kings of the gods, together with twenty thousand gods, were all
present at the assembly; the lords of the Saha world, the kings of the brahmas, together with
ten thousand brahmas, were all present at the assembly; and so forth, up to, the assembly of

' of countless thousands [of gods], were all present at

the pure abode heavens, many kinds
the assembly. The radiant auras of all those assembled gods, which was the reward for

their past actions, no longer manifested, due to the radiant aura from the spiritual power of
the body of the Buddha.'”

Thereupon, Sakra, Lord of the Gods, spoke to Subhiiti, saying: “All these countless
assemblies of gods gathered and assembled together wish to hear Subhiti teach'™ the

meaning of Prajiiaparamita: How do the bodhisattvas abide in Prajiaparamita?”'*

Subhiiti said to Sakra, Lord of the Gods, and all the assembled gods: “O Kausika! I will
now, empowered by the Buddha’s spiritual power, teach the Prajfiaparamita. All those
gods who have yet to generate mental aspiration toward anuttara samyak sambodhi, they
should now generate that aspiration. If a person has already entered into the status of

certitude [to perfection],'® they are unable to generate mental aspiration toward anuttara

19 = VaDYA (1960: 16): “abhisambodhanata”. Skt and Conze then add = “yathabhitarthabhisambodhanata”
(1973: 95).

1 = Vamya (1960: 17): “2 Sakraparivarto dvitiyah”; = CoNze (1973: 96): 1I Sakra.

12 Could this “zhong ##” = “kinds” / “types”, be a phonetic scribal error for “zhong 1" = “assembly”?

1 =VaIDYA (1960: 17): “buddhanubhavena buddhatejasa buddhadhisthanenabhibhiito”.

164 Skt adds = VaIDYA (1960: 17): “upadesam avavadanusasanim”.

1% = VAIDYA (1960: 17): “sthatavyam”. But Skt adds = “katham Siksitavyam? katham yogam dpattavyam?” Note

that this question partly answers the questions in the definition of the “mahdydna”, Chp. 1:5, on where the

chariot “abides” (Vstha), i.e. stops, after having set forth.

= VAIDYA (1960: 17): “samyaktvaniyamam”; CONZE (1973: 96): “certain that they have got safely out of this

world”.  See the Upadesa, fasc. 18 { K% &5 )45 18 (CBETA, T25, no. 1509, p. 192, c10-17), “As the Buddha

taught: ‘If a bhiksu is unable to correctly direct the mind with respect to conditioned dharmas, yet wishes

to attain foremost mudane dharmas, this is impossible; if one does not attain foremost mundane dharmas,

yet wishes to penetratively [realize] the unconditioned in the fixed status [of dharmas], this is impossible;
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samyak sambodhi. For what reason? Because they have already constructed an
embankment against [the torrent of cyclic] birth and death.'"” If these people were to
generate mental aspiration toward anuttara samyak sambodhi, I would also have
appreciative joy [toward that], and never prevent their merit.'"® For what reason?

Superior people should aspire to superior dharmas.”**

Thereupon, the Buddha praised Subhiiti, saying: “Excellent! Excellent! You are able to

enthuse the bodhisattvas in this way.”

Subhdti said:  “O Blessed One! 1 should be grateful to the Buddha."”! Just as the Buddhas
of the past and their disciples taught the Tathagata to abide in the dharma of emptiness and

2

taught them to train in the paramitas,"”” so that the Tathagata, by training in these dharmas,
realized'” anuttara samyak sambodhi. O Blessed One! I too, should now also safeguard
and tend my mind to the bodhisattvas in this way, so that with this safeguarding and
tending of mind as a causal condition, the bodhisattvas will swiftly realize anuttara samyak

sambodhi.”

if one does not penetratively [realize] the fixed status [of dharmas], yet wishes to attain srotdpanna,

Sakradagami, anagami, or arhatva, this is impossible. ... [and the formula in reverse.]”  This is most likely in
turn from the Mahavibhasa Sastra, fasc. 2 {Fif FLIE 5 K FRU2Vb ) #4 2 (CBETA, T27, no. 1545, p. 5, b9-18),
which is itself citing earlier sitra. See SN 25:1-10, iii 225-228; = BobHI (2000: 1004-1007); and SN 13 Abhi-
samayasamyutta, BopHI (2000: 621ff n219 = 787ff): “Both dhammabhisamaya and dhammacakkhupatilabha
signify the attainment of stream-entry.” Mahdvibhasa Sastra ([ FEig B5 K FL 70 5 )45 109 CBETA, T27,
no. 1545, p. 563, c26-p. 564, a2); etc. Similar to: “stableness of the Dhamma (dhammatthitata), the fixed
practice of Dhamma (dhammaniyamata)” (Bobu1 2001: 551, 573): “Conditions”, I 12.20 and “Cases of
Knowledge”, 11 12.34), the first two: °tthitata ({47 14) and niyamata (8 P£). 1t is a stage of realization, just
not yet nirvana. Thus, CoNzE (1973: ): “[i.e. arhats who have reached their last birth, etc.]” is incorrect.
It is a point of non-return, only, not finality. Thus, the “fixed status” is preceding realization of the arya-
phalas. This statement is found to be “attainment of stream-entry” (Srotadpatti) in all the other three
earlier sitras (Daoxing, Damingdii(B) and Chdo). XUANZANG's Dabanruo(4) and (5) even specify it as “Sravaka
and pratyekabuddha certitude”, implying that the bodhisattva’s have a certitude, albeit of a different
nature.

167 = VAIDYA (1960: 17): “baddhasimano hi te samsarasrotasah”. Our translation here adds “torrent” to connect

the metaphor of an embankment against a flooding river, which is already implied in the original

metaphor of “samsara” as a flowing stream.

18 Skt has = VAIDYA (1960: 17): “kusalamila”.  Xiadpin seems to be “punya” or “guna”.

1 =VaIDYA (1960: 17): “visistebhyo hi dharmebhyo visistatama dharma adhyalambitavyah”.

70 =VaAIDYA (1960: 17): “...utsdham dadasi[”

1 =VaIDYA (1960: 17): “krtajiia”.

72 Rather than “abide in emptiness” and “the pdramitas”, Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 17): “brahmacaryam bodhdya

caran’; CONZE (1973: 96):.

7> Rather than “realizes ...”, Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 17) and CoNzE (1973: 96): “caratd anuttaram jiianam utpaditam”.
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{= Conze 2:2 How to Stand in Emptiness or the Perfection of Wisdom}

174

Subhiiti spoke to Sakra, Lord of the Gods, saying: “O Kau$ika! Listen single mindedly
to [how] the bodhisattas [should] abide in Prajfiaparamita. O Kaus$ika! The bodhisattvas,
having brought forth the great adornment and mounted <540b> upon the great chariot,
abide in Prajiaparamita by way of the dharma of emptiness.'”” "°They should not abide in
form, they should not abide in sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognition; they should
not abide in ‘form is permanent [or] impermanent’, they should not abide in ‘sensations,
perceptions, volitions or cognitions are permanent [or] impermanent’; they should not
abide in ‘form is suffering [or] pleasant’, they should not abide in ‘sensations, perceptions,
volitions or cognitions are suffering [or] pleasant’; they should not abide in ‘form is pure [or]
impure’, they should not abide in ‘sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognitions are pure
[or] impure’; they should not abide in ‘form is soul [or] not soul’, they should not abide in
‘sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognitions are soul [or] not soul’; they should not abide
in ‘form is empty or not empty’, they should not abide in ‘sensations, perceptions, volitions
or cognitions are empty [or] not empty’; they should not abide in the fruition of a
srotapanna, they should not abide in the fruition of sakrdagamin, they should not abide in
the fruit of an anagamin, they should not abide in the fruit of an arhat, they should not
abide in the path of a pratyekabuddha, they should not abide in the Buddha dharmas;"”’
they should not abide in ‘srotapanna fruition is unconditioned’, they should not abide in ‘a
srotapanna is a field of merit’, they should not abide in ‘a srotapanna has up to seven [more]
comings and goings in [the torrent of cyclic] birth and death’; they should not abide in
‘sakrdagamin fruition is unconditioned’, they should not abide in ‘a sakrdagamin is a field of
merit’, they should not abide in ‘a sakrdagamin returns only once more to this world and
then attains the ending of suffering’; they should not abide in ‘anagamin fruition is uncon-
ditioned’, they should not abide in ‘an anagamin is a field of merit’, they should not abide in

‘an anagamin enters cessation in the other world [of the pure abodes]’; they should not

74 Standard = VAIDYA (1960: 17): “$rnu sadhu ca susthu ca manasikuru”. Imperatives.

75 =VAIDYA (1960: 17-18): “Siinyatayam ... tisthitd ... prajiaparamitayam sthatavyam| ... mahdsamndaha samnaddhena
bhavitavyam|” Note that the “dharma” as “*Siunyatddharma®” is not found in the Sanskrit; though the
Dadxing and Damingdu(B) also use “Z%¥%” (kangfd), i.e. “dharma of emptiness”, which the Xiadpin may be
following.

76 The list of the dharmas not to be abided in according to the Xiadpin: The five skandhas: ripa, vedand,
samjfid, samskdra, vijiana; The four (sravakayana) phalas: srotaapanna, sakrdagamin, andgamin, arhatva;
The phala of the other two yanas: pratyekabuddhatva, buddhatva. However, it gives all the possibilities for
the skandhas, e.g. permanent or impermanent, etc., before proceeding to the various phalas for analysis.
Other recensions have slightly different content and order of content.

77 The four holy ones who have attained the fruitions of the $ravaka path: srotdpanna “stream entrant”;
sakrdagamin “once returner”; andgdmin “never returner”; arhat “worthy one”; and the pratyekabuddha
“solitary awakened one”. These technical terms are all transliterated, not translated per se, in

KUMARAJIVA’s Xiadpin, hence we have used the Sanskrit here.
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abide in ‘arhat fruition is unconditioned’, they should not abide in ‘an arhat is a field of
merit’, they should not abide in ‘an arhat enters nirvana without remainder in this life’; they
should not abide in ‘the pratyekabuddha path is unconditioned’, they should not abide in ‘a
pratyekabuddha is a field of merit’, they should not abide in ‘a pratyekabuddha transcends
the grounds of the $ravakas, and without reaching the ground of a Buddha enters
pari-nirvana’; they should not abide in ‘the Buddha dharmas benefit immeasurable living

7

beings, and lead immeasurable living beings to nirvanic cessation’.
Thereupon, Sariputra conceived this thought: “How should a bodhisattva abide?”®

Subhiiti knew the thought conceived in Sariputra’s mind, and said to Sariputra: “What do
you think:  Where does'” the Tathagata abide?”

Sariputra said: “The Tathagata does not abide anywhere. The non-abiding mind is
known as the Tathagata. The Tathagata does not abide in the conditioned nature, nor does

he abide in the unconditioned nature.”*®

[Subhiiti said:] “O Sariputra! Bodhisattva mahasattvas should also abide in this way, as
77181

the Tathagata abides, neither abiding nor not abiding in any dharma.
{= Conze 2:3 The Saints and Their Goals are Illusions}

Thereupon, the gods within the assembly conceived this thought: “Even though we can
understand the meaning of the speech and language of the yaksas, that taught and
expounded™ by Subhdti is difficult to comprehend.”**

Subhditi knew the thoughts conceived in the minds of the gods, and spoke to the gods saying:
“Within this, nothing is spoken, nothing is shown, and nothing is heard.”***

The gods conceived this thought: <540c> “Although Subhiiti wishes to make the meaning

easier to comprehend, he instead makes it more profound and subtle.”**

Subhditi knew the thoughts conceived in the minds of the gods, and spoke to the gods saying:
“If a practitioner wishes to realize the fruition of a srotapanna, wishes to abide in the

78 Skt adds = VaIDYA (1960: 19): “katham Siksitavyam”.

7 The Sanskrit rendered this in the past (passive), which is interesting in itself. However, given the

Chinese, I have translated in the present tense.
180 = vamya (1960: 19): “samskrtadhatu” and “asamskrtadhdtu”. Note translation of “dhatu” as “f4:” here.
81 = VaDYA (1960: 19): “na kvacit shito nasthito na visthito navisthitah”. Skt then waxes lyrical, but the

meaning is essentially this.
182

= VAIDYA (1960: 19): “bhdsate pravyaharati desayati upadisati”. The latter for .

183

= VAIDYA (1960: 19): “na ... vijfidyate...”

184

12

= VAIDYA (1960: 19): “na vijfidyate na vijiiayate idam ...[ tatha hi natra kimcitsicyate, natra kimcit sriiyate||

8 =VaIDYA (1960: 19): “diarad darataram”, “siksmat siksmataram” and “gambhirad gambhirataram”.
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fruition of a srotapanna, they should not depart from this receptivity.” If they wish to
realize [and abide in] the fruition of a sakrdagamin, the fruition of an anagamin, the fruition
of an arhat; if they wish to realize [and abide in] the path of a pratyekabuddha; if they wish
to realize [and abide in] the Buddha dharmas; they should also not depart from this

receptivity.”*’

Thereupon, the gods conceived this thought: “What sort of person is able to hear in

?v188

accordance with what Subhiti has taught

Subhiiti knew the thoughts conceived in minds of the gods, and spoke to the gods, saying:
“An illusory person is able to hear in accordance with what I have taught, yet they will

neither hear nor realize [anything].”**’

The gods conceived this thought: “Is it only the hearer who is like an illusion? Or are
living beings also like an illusion? Is the fruition of a srotapanna, up to, the path of a

pratyekabuddha, also like an illusion?**°

Subhditi knew the thoughts conceived in the minds of the gods, and spoke to the gods saying:
“I teach that living beings are like an illusion, like a dream;'" the fruition of a srotapanna is
also like an illusion, like a dream; the fruition of a sakrdagamin, the fruition of an anagamin,
the fruition of an arhat, and the path of a pratyekabuddha, also like an illusion, like a

dream.”

The gods said: “O Subhati! You even state that the Buddha dharmas™ are like an

illusion, like a dream?!”

Subhti said: “I teach that the Buddha dharmas are also like an illusion, like a dream. 1

teach that even nirvana is also like an illusion, like a dream.”

The gods said: “O Virtuous™ Subhiiti! You teach that even nirvana is also like an

illusion, like a dream?!”

194

Subhditi said:  “O Gods! If there were any other dharma that surpassed nirvana,”” 1would

186

12

= VAIDYA (1960: 20): “sa nemam ksantim anagamya|
7 2L (rén) = VAIDYA (1960: 20): “ksantim” = “receptivity”. Conze abbreviates this list of phala (1973: 98).

= VAIDYA (1960: 20): “... kimriipd asya aryasubhiter dharmasravanika estavyah?|”

8 = VAIDYA (1960: 20): “tatha hi te naiva Srosyanti na ca saksatkarisyantif”

%0 = VaIDYA (1960: 20): “kim punar arya subhiite mayopamas te sattva na te maya?|”

191

CoNzE (1973: 98): “all objective facts”, a fair enough addition.
2 skt, not “buddhadharmah”, but “samyaksambuddhatva” (VAIDYA 1960: 20).

% This honorific address, most like “@yusman” or “bhante”, etc. only appears translated twice in the Xiadpin,
here, and at Chp. 2:6.

% =VaIDYA (1960: 20): “nirvanad apy anyah kasciddharmo visistatarah syat”.
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teach that it, too, is also like an illusion, like a dream. O Gods! Illusions and dreams, and

nirvana, are not two, are not divided.”"”

Thereupon, Sariputra, Piirna the son of Maitrayani, Mahakausthila and Mahakatyayana,'**
asked Subhiti: “Teaching the meaning of Prajfiaparamita in this way, who will be able to
take it up?”"”’

Then, Ananda said: “Teaching the meaning of Prajfiaparamita in this way, avinivartin'®®
bodhisattvas, those who possess right views, and arhats who have fulfilled their aim;"™

[people] such as these will be able to take it up.”

Subhdti said: “Teaching the meaning of Prajfiaparamita in this way, none will be able to
take it up. For what reason? Within this dharma of Prajiiaparamita, there is no dharma
that is effable, no dharma that is showable,”” and by this principle, none will be able to take

71201

it up.
{= CoNzE 2:4 Sakra’s Flowers}

Thereupon, Sakra, Lord of the Gods, conceived this thought: “The Elder Subhiiti rains
forth the dharma rain. It would be good if I were to create flowers to scatter upon Subhti.

”

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, thereupon created flowers and scattered them upon Subhiiti.

Subhiiti conceived this thought: “These flowers now scattered by Sakra, Lord of the Gods, I

have never seen before in the Tusita heaven. These flowers have been generated from a

2

wishing tree,””” and have not been generated from a [common] tree.”

Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 20) breaks in two: illusions and nirvana; dreams and nirvana.

19 Skt VAIDYA (1960: 20): “Ayusman Mahakasyapah ... bodhisattvasahasra”; = CoNzE (1973: 99).  But, Chag, fasc. 1
CEERIRCE $HEE) & 1 (2 [al): [ERIh. 7MBF8)E f. FEFHARAE. BESTIATIESE. JLRHZAFIR. |
(CBETA, T08, no. 226, p. 512, c10-11), featuring the disciples “Sariputra, Piirna Maitrayaniputra, Maha-
kausthila, Mahakatyayana, etc.”. Thus Mahakasyapa and the bodhisattvas may be a late comers to the

scene in the latter recensions.

= VAIDYA (1960: 20): “evam nirdiSyamdndyah pratyesaka bhavisyanti?”

KUMARAJiVA’s transliteration “if R 3" for “avinivartin” means “non-regressible” or “irreversible”.
Xiadpin has three types: 1. avinivartin bodhisattvas; 2. those possessing right view; 3. perfected arhats.
Note that the Ratnagunasamcayagatha 2:6 adds a fourth, i.e. those matured by a good friend (Yuyama 1976:
18f):  “catvdri pudgala ime iha na trasanti jinaputra satyakusalo avivartiyas ca| arhan vidhiitamalaklesa prahina-
kankso kalyanamitraparivdrita yas caturthah|[6[[”.  Other recensions have slight variants.

200

Skt has three = VAIDYA (1960: 21): “siicyate”, “paridipyate”, and “prajfiapyate”.

% =VAIDYA (1960: 21): “.. tathaivdsyah prajfidparamitdya evam nirdisyamdndya na kascit pratyesako bhavisyatil|”

%2 = VAIDYA (1960: 21): “na hi manonirjatani kanicitpuspani, ndpi vrksagulmalatanirjatani/”, Similar in the Pafica-
viméati. The Xiadpin here has “/.Co 1" (xin shit), the Méhé has “E481” (yi shit) (note how Taishd changes the
reading for the next two appearances of the term in the next paragraphs), but the Skt does not seem to
have the equivalent which we would usually back-translate as “*cittavrksa” or “*manovrksa”. However, to

explain our choice of translation terminology, we reference the explanation of the Upadesa, fasc. 55 (X
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Sakra, Lord of the Gods, knew the thought conceived in Subhiiti’s <541a> mind, and spoke to
Subhdti saying: “These flowers have not been generated at all, these flowers have not even

been generated from a wishing tree.”

Subhiiti spoke to Sakra, Lord of the Gods, saying: “O Kausika! You say: ‘These flowers
have not been generated at all, these flowers have not even been generated from a wishing

tree. If a dharma has not been generated, then that is not known as a flower.”*”

{= CoNzE 2:5 Training in Perfect Wisdom}

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, conceived the thought: “The knowledge of the Elder Subhiiti is
most profound, without destroying the nominal designation he yet teaches the actual

meaning.”*"

After so thinking, he spoke to Subhdti saying: “Soitis! Soitis! O Subhiti! In the way
in which Subhati has taught, the bodhisattvas should train in that way. **Bodhisattvas
who train in that way do not train in the fruition of a srotapanna, in the fruition of a
sakrdagamin, in the fruition of an anagamin, in the fruition of an arhat, or in the path of a
pratyekabuddha. If they do not train in these grounds, this is known as training in the
Buddha dharmas, training in sarvajia. If one trains in the Buddha dharmas, trains in
sarvajiia, they will then train in immeasurable and boundless Buddha dharmas. If they
train in immeasurable and boundless Buddha dharmas, they will not train for the sake of the
increase or decrease of form, will not train for the sake of the increase or decrease of

sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognitions;”*® they will not train for the sake of seizing

WY & 55 (20 HUEEM): [[=M] &, EARBEERSRIE. UESZ, REESI, BRI
%, 5 [%#8 . | (CBETA, T25, no. 1509, p. 451, c20-22); = ““Wishing tree’: The gods obtain whatever they
wish in accordance with their thoughts. In brief, the trees of the heavens, in accordance with the wishes
in the mind, respond to those thoughts and they arrive. Therefore it is said, ‘wishing tree’.” The
Sanskrit for this is either “kalpataru”, or “kalpadruma”, according to MWD: “one of the five trees (cf.
paficavrksa) of Svarga or Indra’s paradise fabled to fulfil all desires (cf. samkalpavisaya).” Although this
passage here in the Paficavimsati is largely the same as the Asta, earlier it makes mention of “... avasakta-
pattadamakalapah kalpavrksair nanalankdraphalavanatagravitapaih puspavrksaih phalavrksair gandhavrksair
malyavrksais copasobhito ‘bhiit ...”, and so is thus aware of this notion. It seems that “kalpavrksa” is the
original idea, somehow morphed to merely “vrksa”, and then “wishing tree” an appropriate translation.
Needless to say, this makes the passages far more comprehensible than say that of Conze (1973: 99): “these
flowers ... are mind-made”.

%% =VAIDYA (1960: 21): “... yatkausika anirjatam na tatpuspam|”

% = VAIDYA (1960: 21): “gambhiraprajfio batayam dryah subhitih| tam ca ndma padaprajfiaptim nirdisati, tam ca na
virodhayati, tam cottanikaroti, tam eva copadisati|”

5 skt (VAIDYA 1960: 21) and Conzk attributes the following to Subhti himself (1973: 100).

26 M4 = vivrddhaya; V8§ = parihanaya (VAIDYA 1960: 21). Perhaps these are originally botanical terms,

vis-a-vis the “tree”, e.g. “growing” and being “cut down”, used metaphorically.

229



Asian Literature and Translation Vol. 4,No 1, 2017 187-236

form, will not train for the sake of seizing sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognitions.””’

These people will train by way of neither seizing nor destroying dharmas.”**®

Sariputra said to Subhiiti: “Does the practitioner train by way of neither seizing

sarvajfia, nor by destroying sarvajfia?”

Subhiti said: “So it is! So it is! O Sariputra! Bodhisattvas train by way of neither
seizing nor destroying [any dharma], up to sarvajfia. When investigating in this way, they

are able to train in sarvajfia, are able to accomplish sarvajiia.”*°

Thereupon, Sakra, Lord of the Gods, spoke to Sariputra, saying: “Where should the bodhi-

sattva mahasattvas seek for Prajfiaparamita?”*"

Sariputra said: “The Prajfiaparamita should be sought within that put into motion®?

Subhuti.”

by

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said to Subhiiti: “Whose spiritual power is this?”*"*

Subhiti said: “This is the Buddha’s spiritual power.”* O Kau$ika! You ask: ‘Where
should one seek for Prajfiaparamita? Prajiiaparamita should not be sought within form,
should not be sought within sensations, perceptions, volitions or cognitions; it should also
not be sought apart from form, should not be sought apart from sensations, perceptions,
volitions or cognition. For what reason? Prajidparamita is not form, and Prajiiaparamita
is not apart from form; Prajfiaparamita is not sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition,

and Prajfiaparamita is not apart from sensation, perception, volitions, and cognition.”**’

%% =parigrahdya Siksate. Skt adds = “na utsargaya” (VAIDYA 1960: 21).

= VAIDYA (1960: 22): “na parigrahdya ... na utpdaddya, na antardhandaya|” Skt and Conze (1973: 100) add viz
sarvajfid, as per Sakra’s and Sariputra’s subsequent statements.

29 skt attributes this statement to Sakra (VAIDYA 1960: 22).

210 Apart from “So it is!”, the rest of Xiadpin is absent in Skt.

21N =VAIDYA (1960: 22): “prajfiaparamita ... kuto gavesitavyah?|”

22 = VAIDYA (1960: 22): “... subhiiteh parivartad gavesitavydl” The use of “parivvrt”, used for “turning” the
wheel of Dharma, refers to a teaching. It may implicitly give the impression of Subhiiti as a Buddha (or
Cakravartin king), i.e. a bodhisattva. Refer later in the text, at Chp. 9:3, for the Prajfiaparamita as the
“second turning of the wheel of Dharma”.

= VAIDYA (1960: 22): “kasyaisa ... anubhavo veditavyah?[” Skt adds “adhisthana” too.

= VAIDYA (1960: 22): “tathagatasyaisa .. anubhavo veditavyah|”. Skt has Sariputra say this first, then

213
214

repeated by Subhiiti.
25 = VAIDYA (1960: 22): “na riipad gavesitavyd na api anyatra ripad gavesitavya ..|” B = “anyatra”. The Skt
indicates that rather than just “prajfiaparamita is not form”, etc., it is “prajiaparamita is not to be sought

from form”, etc.
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{= CoNzE 2:6 The Infinitude of Perfect Wisdom}

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said: “A maha-paramita is this Prajfidparamital An immeas-

urable paramita is this Prajfiaparamital A boundless paramita is this Prajiiaparamital”**¢

Subhiiti said: “So it is! So it is! O Kausika! A maha-paramita is this Prajfiaparamital
An immeasurable paramita is this Prajiaparamita! A boundless <541b> paramita is this
Prajfiaparamital O Kaus$ika!l *’From the immeasurability of form is Prajiaparamita
immeasurable; from the immeasurability of sensations, perceptions, volitions and
cognitions is Prajiaparamita immeasurable. From the boundlessness of the object,”® is
Prajfiaparamita boundless; from the boundlessness of living beings is Prajfiaparamita
boundless. O Kausika! How is it that ‘From the boundlessness of the object, is Prajfia-
paramita boundless”? All dharmas are without beginning, without middle, and without
end.”” Therefore, [From] the boundless nature of the object, is Prajiiaparamita boundless’.
Moreover, O Kausika, all dharmas are boundless, their past limit is non-apprehendable, their
present limit is non-apprehendable, and their future limit is non-apprehendable.

7

Therefore, ‘[From] the boundlessness of the object is Prajfiaparamita boundless’.

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said: “O Elder Subhiiti! How is it that ‘From the boundlessness of

living beings, Prajfiaparamita is boundless™?”

[Subhiti said:] “O Kausika! Living beings are immeasurable, the count of their number is
non-apprehendable. Therefore, ‘[From] the boundlessness of living beings, Prajfiaparamita

is boundless’.”**°

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said: “O Virtuous®™ Subhiiti! What is the meaning of a ‘living

v?wZZZ

being

Subhditi said:  “The meaning of a ‘living being’, is just the meaning of a ‘dharma’.  What do
you think: ‘Living being’, ‘living being’, it is said, what is the meaning of that?”**’

216 = VAIDYA (1960: 22-23): “mahd®, apramana’, aparimana®, anantapdramita’.

27 skt first adds vis-a-vis “greatness”, i.e. “mahd-", as the subsequent pattern (VAIDYA 1960: 23).

218

T4 (sudyitan) = “@rambana” (VAIDYA 1960: 23); not to be confused with a “condition” (pratyaya; #% yiian).

29 =VAIDYA (1960: 23): “sarvadharmdandam hi ... yato nanto na madhyam na paryavasanam upalabhyate|”

% These affirmative statements that “immeasurable” refers to the quantity of living beings in Xiadpin, also

Daoxing, DamingdiuB) and Chao, is quite negated in the Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 23), XUUANZANG’s Dabanrud 4 and 5,
which state that this is not the reason why living beings are “immeasurable”. The simple omission of the
“na” would be sufficient to cause this change. Strangely, the Mdhe siitra does not have this response at

all, nor do XUANZANG's versions of the Paficavimsati, Dabanrud 2 and 3.
221

The second and last use of this honorific address, the first appearance being at Chp. 2:3.

222

12

= VAIDYA (1960: 24): “tatkam manyase kausika katamasyaitad dharmasyadhivacanam yaduta sattvah sattva iti?|
223

Here Xiadpin fi[3% = VAIDYA (1960: 24): “katamasyaitad dharmasyadhivacanam yaduta sattvah sattva iti?[”
Thus, neither “meaning” nor “entity” seem appropriate, contra “artha” as .
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Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said: “By ‘living being’, not any dharma is meant, nor any
non-dharma is meant. There is only a nominal designation, and this name is without
foundation, without basis, with the forced establishment of a name, known as a ‘living

? 1224

being’.

Subhiiti said: “What do you think: Within this, is there any real living being that is
effable, is showable?”

[Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said:] “Indeed not! O Subhdti!”

Subhati said: “O Kausika! If a living being is ineffable, is unshowable, how can one state
that ‘[From] the boundlessness of living beings, Prajiaparamita is boundless’? 0 Kausika!
If the Tathagata were to abide and live for as many kalpas as sands of the Ganges, exclaiming

225

‘Living being!’, ‘Living beingl’, would any really existent living being’* be generated or

cease?”

Sakra, Lord of the Gods, said: “Indeed not! For what reason? Because a living being is

right from the very beginning constantly pure.””*

[Subhiiti said:] “O Kau$ika! Therefore, one should know that ‘{From] the boundlessness

of living beings, Prajiiaparamita is boundless’.”**’

[End of] Xiadpin Prajfiaparamita Stra, Fascicle 1

<541c>

4 = VAIDYA (1960: 24): “agantukam etan namadheyam praksiptam| avastukam ...| anatamiyam ...| andarambanam ...

yaduta sattvah sattva iti[”.

2 The Skt (VAIDYA 1960: 24) is simply “sattva”, without equivalent of “845”. But before one criticizes the
Xiadpin, note that XUANZANG’s Dabanrud 4 has a similar term, fasc. 539 R I 4% 25 2 &8 (5 401 5-56
600 %)) 4539 (2 wWrRENL): [HP A HEAEAAEMA? | (CBETA, T07, no. 220, p. 772, b10).

26 =VAIDYA (1960: 24): “adisuddhatvat adiparisuddhatvat sattvasya|” Note XUANZANG's Dabanrud 2§ KA
B 28K (5E 401 4528 600 45)) 45 427(27 HUES): [ LAREA TE AT BAEARMATA L 1 (CBETA,
T07, no. 220, p. 145, b29-c1), likewise Dabanrud 3; and also further expanded in Dabanrud 4 KA 48 %
ZEE(EE 401 -5 600 45)) 45 539 (2 WREM): [ DL A AT . BRARMTARY, G
nHAW. |1 (CBETA, T07, no. 220, p. 772, b11-12). XUANZANG's Dabdnrud 5 is as per the Xiadpin and
Sanskrit, up to this point, but see below.

#7 XUANZANG's Dabanrud 5 then adds — (RMCE 4 % 2 485 401 45-3 600 45)) % 556 (2 Rifah): [
PEFVR, (RIS | (CBETA, T07, no. 220, p. 872, al3).
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XIAOPIN PRAJNAPARAMITA SUTRA
FASCICLE 2

Translated by Kuchan Tripitakacarya Kumarajiva of the Late Qin

CHAPTER THREE—THE STUPA%%®

(The [Qi]dan Canon states: “Chapter on the Jeweled Stiipa”**’)
{= CoNzE 2:7 Confirmation}

Thereupon, Sakra, Lord of the Gods, the kings of the brahmas, the sovereign god kings,”
the lords of living beings, the gods and so forth, were all overjoyed, and exclaimed thrice in
unison: “Excellent! Excellent! Due to the Buddha coming forth into the world, Subhiiti

is therefore able to demonstrate and teach this dharma.”*"

Thereupon, the assembly of gods all addressed the Buddha, saying: “O Blessed One! If
bodhisattvas are able to practice without being separated from Prajfiaparamita, one should

11232

see these people as like unto Buddhas.

The Buddha replied to the gods: “So it is! Soitis! In the distant past, [when] I was at
the city of Dipavati, the abode of the Buddha Dipamkara, 1 practiced without being
separated from Prajfiaparamita. At that time, the Buddha Dipamkara predicted”’ that I, in
the future, after asamkhya kalpas, would become a Buddha, by name of ‘Sakyamuni’, a
Tathagata, Worthy of Offerings, Completely Realized One, Endowed with Wisdom and Deeds,
Well Gone, Comprehender of the World, Unexcelled Man, Skilful Charioteer, Teacher of Gods
and Men, Buddha, Blessed One!”**

The gods addressed the Buddha, saying: “It is amazing indeed, O Blessed One, that the

Prajfiaparamita of the bodhisattva mahasattvas is able to include and take up sarvajna.”

8 No chapter break here in Skt.

2 Taisho “Danbén 14" refer to the Qidan Canon (FF/1iK).

20 =VAIDYA, (1960: 24): “prajapatikah”; = Xiadpin H1EF.

#1 skt (VAIDYA, 1960: 24) and Conze (1973: 102) have it that Subhiti declares how the Buddha appears in the
world.

#2 = CoNzE (1973: 102): “As a potential Tathagata we will henceforth regard that bodhisattva ... dwells ...”.

3 =VAIDYA, (1960: 24): “vyakrto”.

4 = VAIDYA, (1960: 24): “tathagata, arhan, samyaksambuddha, vidyacaranasampanna, sugata, lokavid, anuttara

purusa, damyasarathi, $astadevanam ca manusyanam, ca buddha, bhagavan|”.

= VAIDYA, (1960: 24): “dScaryam ... sarvajiiataya aharikd anuparigrahika ceti”. Other versions imply that by

o,

practicing Prajiiapdramitd one may “reach sarvajiia”, e.g. at Daoxing, fasc. 2 CEATHE L) & 2: [T AT
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PR SR GE . | (CBETA, T08, no. 224, p. 431, a11-13); Damingdi(B), fasc. 2 ( KWIELE) % 2. [H
R, A% V1% 5. 1] (CBETA, T08, no. 225, p. 483, c3-4); Méhe, fasc. 2 (FEF AT #045) % 2.
(AT R 28 5 HBUT R 2545 . | (CBETA, T08, no. 226, p. 513, c1-2).

234



Asian Literature and Translation Vol. 4,No 1, 2017 187-236

ABBREVIATIONS
Chao Banrud Chdo Jing (45 #04X).
Dabanrud 1 Dabanrudbsoluémidud Jing (KR A I 4 2 % 4%), Assembly 1.
Dabanrud 2 Dabanrudboluémidud Jing (KR A I 4 2 % 4%), Assembly 2.
Dabanrud 3 Dabanrudbsluémidud Jing (KR A I 4 2 % 4%), Assembly 3.
Dabanrud 4 Dabanrudbsluémidué Jing (R % 7% 2 2 45), Assembly 4.
Dabanrud 5 Dabanrudbsoluémidud Jing (KR A I 4 2 % 4%), Assembly 5.
Daoxing Daoxing Banrudbaludmi Jing (1B 47 Fc 4 % & E4S).
Damingdii(A) Damingdui Jing (KB FE&L), Chp. 1.
Damingdiu(B) Damingdu Jing (KB FE &%), Chp. 2-30.
Xiadpin Xiadpin Banruobaludmi Jing (/I i 4 I 4 2 45).
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