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PREFACE

The Kagyapaparivarta belongs to the comparatively small group of
Mahiyina works whose existence before the year 200 A.D. can be confi-
dently assumed.! Those undoubtedly ancient texts are, with a few excep-
tions, known to us from translations only, and the publication of the Sanskrit
original of one of them which is the main purpose of this volume will, it is
hoped, attract the attention of all Sanskritists interested in Buddhism.

Like most Buddhist sttras, the Ka¢yapaparivarta concerns itself toa consi-
derable extent with ethics and with philosophy. Great stressis laid on veracity
and we read in chapter 8 that a Bodhisattva should renounce his fortune, an
entire kingdom, or even his life, rather than suppress a true speech (comp. also
chapter 4). Special rewards are in some cases promised to those who follow
certain moral precepts, just as is done in the Sermon on the Mount (comp.
chapters 2 and 4). Among the philosophical sections of the Kagyapaparivarta
it is the exposition of the ‘‘middle path’’, the true way of viewing things
(chapters 52-63), which specially attracts our attention. We find much there
which reminds us of the writings of Nagarjuna and of Aryadeva. Some pass-
ages ascribed to those doctors of the Madhyamika school look indeed as if
they were based on the Kacyapaparivarta.?

The denunciation of the selfish Grivakas, who are described as in every
respect inferior to the Bodhisattvas, also fills a considerable number of our
chapters. In chapters105-107, for instance, the Crivakas are reproached with
looking in the wrong direction for the causes of their spiritual misery. They
should look inward for those causes, not outward. The Cravakas are in those
chapters compared with a dog who, after having been hurt by a clod of earth
thrown by a man, considers the clod of earth as responsible for its pain, and
attacks th clod, instead of attacking the man. I have but veryfew Sanskrit
or Pali Buddhist books at my disposal in Peking, and I am unable to say
whether this simile occurs anywhere besides the Kagyapaparivarta.

This name does not occur in the Sanskrit manuscript of our siitras but it is
nevertheless well authenticated.* The compound Kéagyapa-parivarta means
“Kagyapa section’”’, and the question as to the larger body of which our sfitra
forms a part is answered by Tibetan and by Chinese tradition. The name of
that larger body of ‘works is Maharatnakitadharmaparyiya (Dkon-mchog-
breegs-pa-chen-pobi-chos-kyi-rnam-grais), Maharatnakttasttra (K BERE
or simply Ratnakiita. The name Ratnakiita or ‘‘Accumulation of Jewels” is
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attached, in the Chinese Tripitaka as well as in the Bkah-hgyur to a collection
of more than forty works, among which the Ka¢yapaparivarta appears. That
classification existed in China as early as the beginning of the VIII century®
and was later on adopted by the editors of the Tibetan Bkah-hgyur.® It is
supposed to be founded upon Indian tradition,” but neither Sthiramati® nor
Qantideva,® who, according to Winternitz,1® lived in the VI and VII
centuries respectively, seem to be acquainted with it. Neither of them, as
far as I know, ever uses the expression Kacyapaparivarta, and both evidently
consider our siitra or dharmaparyayal! as the only Ratnakta.

The nomenclature of the Bkah-hgyur (Ratnakiita for the class and
Kacyapaparivarta for our particular sfitra) must be comparatively modern, but
I adopt it nevertheless, in order to avoid confusion.}?

The only manusecript’® of the Sanskrit Kagyapaparivarta we possess
contains very many clerical and other errors. Moreover a great number of
words are mutilated by insects and old age which have eaten away the edges
of some leaves." I think that the best plan, wnder such circumstances, is: to
transeribe the manuscript with all its deficiencies, correcting as many
mistakes as possible and trying to supply what is destroyed in notes attached
to the transcript of the imperfect text. This plan has, with certain
exceptions,’ been followed in the present case, and it is hoped that the
notes, forming a second volume, will soon appear.

The use of the sign X constitutes an innovation. It denotes the Virdma
which in our manuscript sometimes stands in the stead of a punctuation mark
(comp. line 54a 4, chapter 104). The single oblique stroke of the transcript
represents a dot, which in the manuseript is placed on a level with the tops
of the characters. A pair of oblique strokes stands for two upright strokes
in the manuseript. Three oblique strokes occur very rarely in’'the transeript
and denote that there is one dot followed by two upright strokes in the
manuscript (comp. chapter 106, line 55bl1). The character X in the trans-
cribed text indicates that one Aksara is missing in the manuseript. One dot
means that a part of an Aksara is missing, and more than one dot: that an
indefinite number of Aksaras is missing.

I am entirely responsible for the division of the text into the chapters!®
which are marked by the big numerals 1-166. The ordinary numerals
occurring in the transcribed Sanskrit text outside the brackets represent
numerals found only in the Sanskrit manuscript, and not in any of the
translations known to me. The numerals enclosed in square brackets refer
to the pages and lines of the Sanskrit manuscript,
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There are five lines on each page of the manuscript, except 1a, which is
eft blank, and an average of 39 Aksaras on each line. The characters used
re the Khotan variety of the Indian Gupta alphabet (upright Gupta),
escribed by Hoernle in the introduction to volume I of his ‘*‘Manuseript
temains found in Turkestan.” They were written on paper and probably
7ith a calamus pen.18

It seems to be clear that a manusecript found near Khotan (comp. infra, note
3) and showing an alphabet peculiar to that region must have been written
n the neighbourhood of ancient Kustana (Y2 §# H. 3. T [}). But when
ras it written? The date, evidently, lies between the introduction of the
tupta alphabet into Khotan and the entire extinction of Buddhism in that
egion after the Mohammedan conquest of Khotan. The first event cannot
@sve taken place before the Guptas established their empire in the fourth
entury A. D., and the date of the second one is about 1000 A. D. (comp.
ir Charles Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism; IIT, 210). 1 think that our
nanuscript was written in a period not far apart from the second date,
ecause the Sanskrit text preserved in the manuscript shows certain
eculiarities which point to the ninth and tenth centuries, rather than to the
arlier epochs (comp. infra, page XI).

The many errors coutained in our manuseript and the mutilated state
f its existing leaves render many passages contained therein unintelligible
vithout the help of other sources. Even when considering the question as
o how the Aksaras were to be separated and arranged into words, the editor
1ad often to recur to the various available translations and to the com-
nentary of the Kagyapaparivarta (comp. page XIII below). He had to do
0 more frequently still when considering the work as a whole, because 8
oout of a total of 81) leaves of our only Sanskrit manuseript are missing.!7

A Mongolian translation of our text is known to exist in the Mongolian
3kah-hgyur, but no copy of it has proved accessible to my friend Mr. B. I,
’ankratoff, an expert Mongolianist, in Peking. The Tibetan translation,
owever, and four different Chinese translations have been obtained and are
ublished together with the Sanskrit text in this volume.

As important for the history of Mahayana Buddhism as these five
ranslations of the text, are the translations of the Kagyapaparivarta com-
nentary. The latter also deserve to be made easily accessible to Orientalists
nterested in Indo-Tibetan as well as in Indo-Chinese studies, and it is hoped

hat they will appear in a separate volume towards the end of this year
1925).
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TheJollowing are the titles of the five translations of our text, which are
published in the present volume, as we find them in the Tibetan Bkah-hgyur
(Dkon-breegs, vol. 6) and in the Tokyo edition of the Chinese Tripitaka
(vol. Hl fasciculi 12 and 6):

Rgya-gar-skad-du [ dryakigyapaparivartandmamahiyanasitra / bod-skad-
du / hphags-pa-hod-srun-gi-lehu-zhes-bya-ba-theg-pa-chen-pohi-mdo |

th 32 8B H B JE T A8

HEAXB=ZR B NEKF

0B RE W R O R

—ZABELR TERBEA=ZEA
REBRBESES —8B5—1+ =

EWHEES
#m+ =
% ¥ W % o B 8 A

Bh St K R KT MEIE &

HXRBE=ZBHARKRRABE LW % K
B &% W@

We learn from the colophon of the Tibetan translation!® that it was
made by Jinamitra (Zinamitra), Qilendrabodhi and Ye-ges-sde. It seems to
be certain that these translators lived in the IX century and there can,
consequently, be no doubt about the date of this translation. Comp. Féer,
page 213.

The Kagyapaparivarta seems to have been more popular in China during
the last seventeen or eighteen centuries, than most other Buddhist works.
It has been translated at least four times into Chinese, and it enjoys the rare
distinction of possessing a commentary which still exists as a part of the
Chinese Tripitaka. An edition of the ﬁ (Ch’in) translation of our sitra,
accompanied by Sthiramati’s commentary, has, furthermore, recently (in
1918) appeared at Nanking.
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The oldest Chinese version, which is marked #& (Han) in our edition,
is ascribed to Lou-chia-ch’an (X M #§) who, according to Nanjio (column
381), worked at translations in China during the II century A.D.19 The
editors do not agree as to the correct title of the translation.2® The Tokyo
Trip. (2, 12, 30a) gives the following title ¥ 3% & H B JE& & & at the
beginning and m i® H @ e ﬁ A at the end (2, 12, 34a). In both
cases the character §}, is marked and a note added that it is missing in some
of the sources. A Chinese friend of mine suggested that the first title, but
without the B¢, was to be preferred to the one adopted by the Tokyo editors at
the beginning. My Chinese friend evidently considered H EE JE& 5§ &
as the name of the sitra and f# & as an addition meaning ‘‘bequeathed by
Buddha.”’?! But the text of our stitra shows this suggestion to be inadmissible.
Lou-chia-ch’an’s translation itself designates (infra page 83) our sutra as

X2 %2 ™EH B & in chapter 52.

It is evident that S H #& here represents the same thing as 3§ H
at the beginning of the translation and that & has nothing to do with
Professor Wogihara of Tokyo suggested that we should read | (yiieh) instead
of H (jih) and consider & F] # as an imperfect transliteration of vipula
or of vaipulya.??2 I accept this suggestion and consider the first title as an
equivalent of Skt. Buddha-bhagita-vaipulya-mani-ratna-stitra and the second
one (chapter 52) as an equivalent of Skt. Maha-mani-ratna-kita-vaipulya-
glitra or of Maha-ratna-kiita-vaipulya-sttra.?8 In our Skt. text of chapter 52
maharatnakita-dharmaparyaya corresponds to B AXKE2HEZ2BEBD
# #%. In this connection it may be pointed out that the Saddharma-
pundarika calls itself a ‘‘vaipulyastitrardja’’ on page 1 (line 3) and a ‘‘dharma-
paryaya’ on page 28.%4

Considering what has already been said about the ancient designa-
tions of our sltra, we may safely assume that the title of the second
Chinese translation (marked B Djin?® in our edition) viz. f 3} BE
-8 8 represents the Skt. words : Buddha-bhasita-mahiyina-ratna-
kiita-sttra.?® As to the alternative title comp. note 4 below. The name of
the translator is lost, but we know that the translation was made between 265
and 420 A.D. (comp. Nanjio, column 27).

The third Chinese translation is marked as belonging to the Maharatna-
kiitasatra (K % & L) in the Tokyo edition (2,6, 56a) and bears besides
the following title: 3% B ¥ @& &. The Bodhisattva 3 B (or 3 %
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according to the Sung translation) plays quite a subordinate rble, while
Kagyapa is the chief interlocutor of the Buddha, in our stitra. It would, there-
fore, have been more natural to name the work after Kig¢yapa, instead of
calling 1t ¥ B 2 E €. which almost certainly represents Skt. Saman-
talokapariprccha.?” That name, instead of a more appropriate title contain-
ing the word Kacyapa, has, probably, been chosen by some editor, because
the name Kagyapa forms part of the title of another section of the Chinese
Ratnakifita: the & S 3E - 4 (=Mahakagyapapariprecha ?).

Nanjio (column 19) has nothing to say as to the author of the third
Chinese translation, except ‘‘translator’s name is lost.”” But Forke, while
considering the author’s name as unknown, definitely asserts that the trans-
lation was made when the Ch’in dynasties (350-431) held sway in parts
of China.28 I consequently use Z& (Ch’in) as a short designation of the
third -Chinese translation.

The Chinese title of the fourth Chinese translation ff 8% & i & [
K B R IE ¥ & evidently represents the following Sanskrit title:

Buddha-bhagita-maha-kagyapa-pariprechi-maha-ratna-kita-sad-dharma-
sttra.

The author of this version is fii ¥ (Shih-hu), a translator who worked
under the later Sung dynasty during the last decades of the X century
(comp. Nanjio, column 186), and T use % (Sung) as a short designation of
the fourth Chinese translation.

The following chapters of the present edition are missing in the Chinese
translations:

19 (Han only) 21, 22, 27, 28, 33 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 37, 38, 47 (Han
only) 50, 51 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 53 (Han only) 55 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 57, 62,
79 (Han only) 84, 89 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 92, 107, 110 (Han only) 119 (Han,
Djin, Ch’in) 120 (Djin, Ch’in, Sung) 126 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 150-156 (Han,
Djin) 157 (Han, Ch’in) 1568 (Han, Djin, Ch’in) 159-163 (Han, Ch’in) 164,
165 (Han, Djin, Ch’in).

The fact that the chapters 104-107 are missing in Sung has not been
taken into account in this list, because the omission of those chapters in Sung
is evidently due to a defect in the original Sanskrit manuscript used by the
Sung translator. Comp. the Chinese note at the end of chapter (Sung) 103,
which says: ‘‘a leaf of the Sanskrit book is missing here.”

The great majority of the omissions enumerated in the list cannot be
- due to defects in the Sanskrit manusecripts used by the several translators,
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because all of the missing chapters, except eleven, are missing in more than
one translation, and the assumption that various manuscripts should be
damaged in the places containing the same chapters is, of course, inadmissible.
The majority, if not all, of the omissions must therefore be explained by
assuming that various forms of our siitra, differing i.a. in size, were current
during the epochs of the several translations. If we class the available
Chinese translations of our siitra according to their size and begin with the
smallest, the result will be the following:

1) Han (127 chapters)
2) Djin (143 chapters)
3) Ch’in (144 chapters)
4) Sung (165 or 161 chapters, comp. above)

It is a well-known fact that Indian literary works, as a whole, have a
tendency to grow during the course of the centuries and we would consequently
conclude from this list alone, even if we possessed no explicit chronological
data, that Han was based on the oldest Sanskrit manuscript, Djin on a
younger one, Ch’in on a still younger one, and Sung on the youngest. Han,
Dijin, Ch’in, Sung is exactly the order of seniority assigned to our translations
by Chinese Buddhist literary tradition,?® and this coincidence should surely
be taken into consideration by those who have, lately, cast doubt on the
accuracy of the ancient annotators of the Chinese Tripitaka.

The latter, as regards our particular case, is confirmed not only by the
relative size of the different versions but also by the following considerations.

The Han translation represents evidently an earlier stage in the develop-
ment of the Mahayana than the other versions. In the preamble (page 1 of
this volume), for instance, we are told by Han that Buddha proclaimed our
gltra to an assembly consisting of 1250 Bhiksus and of 12000 Bodhisattvas.
The numbers given by Djin, Ch’in, Sung and the Sanskrit manusecript are
8,000,% and 16,000 respectively.

From the Han translation of chapter 106 we learn that certain Bhiksus
will be unable in the future to avoid the 3 undesirable rebirths (apiya, nan-
son, 25 38 or &= #¥). In all the other versions, Sanskrit, Tibetan and
Chinese (except Sung in which this chapter is missing owing to a defect in
the translator’s Sanskrit manusecript) the number of undesirable rebirths,3!
is given as 4 (niraya, tiryagyoni, yamaloka and asura). '

The Chinese equivalents used by the Han translator for a number of
Sanskrit expressions also support the assumption that his version is older
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than the other Chinese translations. The word bhagavat, which in our sfitra
frequently takes the place of the expression Buddha, is generally rendered by
t# & in Djin, Ch’in and Sung. In the Han translation, however, i
generally corresponds to bhagavat when the word is used as a substantive,
and K 1 K in chapter 14, where the word bhagavat is used as an adjective
qualifying the substantive Buddha.3?

The Sanskrit word dharma in the sense of do&trme is frequently
represented by #% in Han (comp. chapters 1, 2 and 12,) while Djin, Ch’in and
Sung regularly render it by #%. But dharma in the sense of doctrine is by
no means always translated £ in Han. Comp. chapter 14 (Han), where £8 Eifi
corresponds to dharma-bhinaka but fily ¥ to Buddha:dharma. K B and
15 38 as well as X @ B and 2 7 § are found in Han corresponding
with Skt. Mahayana and Hinayina (resp. their constant Tibetan equivalents
theg-pa-chen-po and theg-pa-dman-pa.) Comp. chapters 3, 11 and 25. Djin,
Ch'‘in and Sung of course use € for yana in this connection.

These examples will suffice to show that the Han translation was made
before a fixed Buddhist terminology had established itself in China and that
the version which is considered as the oldest by tradition is really more ancient
than Djin, Ch‘in and Sung. If we believe in the accuracy of Chinese Buddhist
literary tradition, which assignsthe fourth Chinese translation to the X century,
we will not be surprised to find that the Sanskrit original of Sung (as it was
before being robbed of one leaf, comp. above page IX) and the Sanskrit original
of the Tibetan translators (who according to Tibetan tradition lived in the
1X century) must have been practically identical in size and in general
character. Neither can our Sanskrit manuscript (before losing the eight leaves
mentioned above, page VI) have differed much from the Sanskrit manuscript
used by the Tibetans.?® Djin and Ch'in are almost equal in size, and in
respect of the latter as well as in time, according to Buddhist tradition, occupy
a place between Han on the one hand and the homogeneous group of the Skt.
Tib. and Sung versions on the other.

To sum up: the six versions of the Kagyapaparivarta published in this
volume if classed with regard to their size and seniority fall into three
homogeneous groups:

1 Han, II century
2 Djin and Ch‘in ITI-V cent.
3 Tib., Skt. and Sung IX-X cent.

The Sanskrit manuseript, on which Sthiramati’s commentary was based,
must have belonged to group 2.
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The greatest help for understanding the defective and faulty Sanskrit
'xt is, no doubt, to be derived from the Tibetan translation, but the Chinese
anslations, being less literal, often supply information which cannot be
otained by reading the Tibetan version.3*

The best Chinese translation is undoubtedly Ch‘in, then follows, in
sint of quality, Djin, and after that Han and Sung.

Especially the authors of the two last named translations have made
\any mistakes.?® I do not know how to explain the faulty character of
ung, but the Han translator was one of the pioneers of translation and his
rrors must, therefore, not be judged too harshly.

The editor of the present volume hopes too to find indulgence for his
rrors among the readers of this book, because in preparing it he worked at a
ractically novel task. He had to struggle also against a number of adversities
nknown to most European Indianists engaged in research work. The fact
12t the only considerable vacation coincides with a period of torrential rains
nd tropical heat in North China proved a serious handicap, but the greatest
\lamity was the want of a library containing the standard works on Indology.
here is not even a Sanskrit grammar or a dictionary in any of the Peking
ablic libraries and the present editor has had to rely solely on his own
)sources for providing those Indological books, which he could not borrow
om his Chiness and foreign friends (tourists included).

On the other hand I enjoyed important advantages which would have
sen denied to me had I undertaken the present work in a European centre
[ learning: 1 had the privilege of living next door to the greatest Chinese
‘holars. Among the latter it is my friend Professor S. Hu (#f i), the
mous philosopher and poet, to whom I owe the deepest gratitude for many
aluable suggestions connected with this volume and for furthering generally
iy Indo-Chinese studies. I am also very much obliged to Professors Ivanoft
1d Lessing, to Mr. D. C. Yii (F i JR) and to Mr. C. Whang (¥ &),
hose premature death, two years ago, robbed Buddhist studies of a most
romising scholar, for assisting me in my task.

Last but not least I have to thank Mr. C. C. Liang (3 & #) and
r. V. K. Ting (" 3 L), two of the most noted leaders of Chinese thought,
r the active interest they took in the publication of this volume. It is
itirely due to the influence of these eminent scholars that the Kacyapapari-
irta was printed at Shangliai.

Baron A. von Stasl-Holstein (£ F ).
sking, August 1925.
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NOTES TO THE PREFACE

Note 1. Comp. Bunyiu Nanjio’s Catalogue of the Chinese translation
of the Buddhist Tripitaka, Oxford 1883, eolumns 379-384.

Note 2. Comp., for instance, Nagarjuna’s Madhyamikagastra, chapter
X111, karika 8, as quoted by Yamakami Sogen (Systems of Buddhist Thought,
Calcutta 1912, page 198) with our chapter 64, and Aryadeva’s commentary
to that kérika, as translated by the Japanese scholar on the same page, with
our chapter 65.

Note 3. The last two leaves of the Sanskrit manuscript are missing and
the colophon where we would expect to find the exact name of the work is
not available. The fact that there is no title on what we would call the title
page (1a) needs no comment, because we know that the names of the books
are very frequently found only at the end of Sanskrit manuseripts.

Note 4. The Sanskrit name Kagyapaparivarta is found at the beginning
and its Tibetan equivalent (hod-srun-gi-lehu) at the beginning as well as at
the end of the Tibetan text. The Sanskrit title of Sthiramati’s commentary
of our siitra also eontains the word Kagyapaparivarta. The full title of the
commentary is as follows: Aryamahé.ratnakﬁ@adharmapary‘éyagataséhasrika-
parivartakagyapaparivartatiki. Comp. Cordier, Catalogue du Fods Tibétain,
troisiéme partie, Paris 1915, page 369. The second (%) Chinese translation
gives the equivalent of Mahikigyapaparivarta (K 8 F ) as one
of the names of the book. The title of the fourth (42) Chinese
translation contains the characters K 30 i Mahakacyapapariprecha.
Bunyiu Nanjio also adopts Kagyapaparivarta as the correct designation of our
stra, and so does Wassiljew. Comp. Bunyiu Nanjio Catalogue, Columns 19,
27, and 186, and Qiksasamuccaya (ed. Bendall) page 52 note.

Note 5. Comp. Nanjio, column 9.

Note 6. Comp. Féer, Annales du Musée Guimet, vol. II, page 212,
and Beckh, Tibetische Handschriften, Berlin 1914, page 16.

Note 7. Comp. Nanjio, column 13.

Note 8. The Sanskrit text of Sthiramati’s commentary is lost, but we
possess two translations of it, one Chinese and one Tibetan. We owe the
Chinege translation to Bodhiruci the elder, who flourished about 520 A.D.
The Tibetan translator is unknown. Comp. Nanjio, column 271, and Cordier,
page 369. Sthiramati begins his commentary with the words: [let us]
suppose [that somebody should] say [to the commentator]: if you want to
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explain the ‘‘Accumulation of Jewels’’ (Ratnakiita), you should first explain
why this exposition of the doctrine (Skt. dharmaparyaya Tib. chos-kyi-rnam
srang Chin. ¥ ) is called “* Accumulation of Jewels.” {In reply to such a
juestion I would]| say: because [this exposition of the doctrine] comprehends
1ll the various Mahayana jewels. Sthiramati goes on to say that there are
sixteen kinds of Mahayana jewels (jewel No. 1 is the definition of what is
ronsidered sinful conduct, jewel No. 2 the definition of what is right conduct
stc.) and proves that each jewel is represented in our sitra (which we for
sonvenience’s sake call the Kagyapaparivarta). He quotes chapters
sorresponding to all the sixteen jewels and all these chapters are easily
recognized as chapters of our slitra. This and similar facts prove, I think,
seyond doubt, that Sthiramati considered our sttra as the entire and the only
RatnakitastGtra. The title which the Tibetan translation of Sthiramati’s com-
nentary bears (Aryamabaratnakiitadharmaparyayacatasihasrikaparivartakic-
vrapaparivartatika) does not agree with our conclusion, and we must assume,
‘hat it has been invented long after Sthiramati, to suit the classification
vdopted by the editors of the Bkah-hgyur. The Chinese title X 2 & & 7
Maha-ratna-kita-siitra-¢astra), on the contrary, supports our conclusion.
We find the beginning of Sthiramati’s commentary on page 244a of the
rolume Mdo 37 of the Bstan-bgyur edition catalogued by Cordier, and on
»age 34a of the fasciculus 10 of the volume B/ (19) of the Tokyo (17th year
»f Mei-ji) edition of the Chinese Tripitaka.

The assumption that Sthiramati himself regarded Ratnakita as the title
f the work he had commented upon scems also to be supported by the
concluding verse of the commentary. That verse contains the words ‘‘by
1aving composed a commentary of the Ratnakiita’’ (dkon-mehog-breegs-pa-
»cad-pa-byas-pa-yis, TE . B 14 i%).

Note 9. All the passages quoted from the Ratnakiita and marked as -
uch, which I have found in the Sanskrit books available at Peking, can be
dentified with passages in our Kigyapaparivarta. In none of these cases do
ve find any reference to the Kagyapa section of the Ratnakita. The latter
. e. the Ratnakiita is a very large accumulation of jewels, filling six volumes
f the Bkah-hgyur and one hundred and twenty fasciculi in the edition of the
“hinese Tripitaka catalogued by Bunyiu Nanjio. If the Sanskrit authors in
westion had considered the work from which they quoted as a part of such a
arge collection they would probably have specified the particular section which
onstitutes the source of the quotations. The fact that such a specification is
rissing in all the ecases referred to must lead to the hypothesis that those
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authors considered our sitra as the only Ratnakiita. The text of the Kagya-
paparivarta is quoted at least eight times in Cantideva’s (Jiksisamuccaya (ed.
Bendall, Bibliotheca Buddhica 1, pages 52, 53, 54, 55, 146, 148, 196, 233,)
and the corresponding passages are to be found in the following chapters
of this edition of the Kagyapaparivarta: 3, 4, 24, 25, 11, 6, 15, b, 128,
97-102. In Asanga’s Mahayanasttralamkira (ed. Iévi, Paris 1907, page 165)
a few words from the 24th chapter of the Kacyapaparivarta are quoted. On
pages 147, 526 and 527 of Prajfidkaramati’s commentary of the Bodhicaryava-
tars (ed. Louis de la Vallée Poussin, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta 1901-1914)
chapters 11, 97, 98, 99, and 102 of our sititra are quoted. In all these cases
the source of the passages is given as Ratnakiitasftra, Aryaratnaki‘a, or
Ratnakiita. On the other hand I have found a number of works which the
Chinese Tripitaka as well as the Bkah-hgyur class as belonging to the
Ratnakiita and which in spite of that fact are quoted under their specific
names, without any reference to the Ratnakiita. The Ragtrapalapariprccha,
for instance, which appears as No. 18 of the Chinese Ratnakuta (as & =2
B ) and as No. 15 of the Tibetan Ratnakiita is quoted under its own name
without any reference to the Ratnakiita on page 54 of the (Ciksadsamuccaya.
Comp. Nanjio, column 14, and Féer, page 216.

The Mahavyutpatti also ignores the existence of the Ratnakiita as a collec-
tion of sitras. In chapter 656 of that dictionary the titles of many Buddhist
works are enumerated. Among other well-known titles we find there
the following : Pitiputrasamigama (No. 8), Tathagatacintyaguhyanirdeca
(No. 30), Rastrapalapariprechd (No. 36) and Ratnactidapariprecha (No. 38).
All these works belong to the Ratnakiita, according to the Chinese and
Tibetan traditions mentioned above (page 1V). In the list of Buddhist works
given by the Mahavyutpatti, however, Ratnakita (No. 39) appears to be
coordinated with the Pitaputrasamagama, ete.

Note 10. Compare Winternitz, Geschichte der indischen Litteratur,
vol. II, page 261, note 3, and page 259, and Bendall’s introduction to his
edition of the Cikgdsamuccaya, page VI.

Winternitz says that Sthiramati lived ‘‘am Ende des 6 Jahrh.” But
how can the work of an author, who lived at the end of the sixth century,
have been translated by a translator (Bodhiruei, the elder) who made all his
translations before 536? It is true that the Chinese translation has nothing
to say as to the author of the commentary, but the Bstan-hgyur does attribute
it to Sthiramati., Compare Cordier, page 369 (Sthiramati author of the com-
mentary), Nanjio eolumns 271 and 427 (Bodhiruci, the elder, who worked
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at translations from 508-535, translator of the ecommentary). The question
as to the age of Sthiramati can, evidently, not be considered as definitely
settled.

It has been suggested that there have been two Buddhist commentators
bearing that name (Comp. Peri in Bulletin de 1’Ecole Francaise, vol. XI,
pages 348 and 349), and there may have been even three, because Jinamitra
and Cilendrabodhi who are supposed to have been working at translations in
the ninth century (Comp. Annales du Musée Guimet, Vol. II, page 213) are
in the Bstan-hgyur called pupils of a pupil of Sthiramati (comp. Cordier page
396). If all these indications be correct, we should have to assume that an-
other Sthiramati lived in the eighth or in the seventh century, at the earliest.
Professor Sylvain Lévi rightly remarks that the Sthiramati question is ‘‘fort
embrouillée” (B.E.F. vol. 111, 46-49, quoted after Peri).

To sum up: authoritative writers seem to know three Sthiramatis: 1) The
one who wrote before 536. 2) The one who lived towards the end of the sixth
century. 3) The spiritual grandfather of Cilendrabodhi; that Sthiramati can
not have lived before the seventh century.

I do not.suggest that there really were three Buddhist doctors of the name
of Sthiramati. I merely want to point out that the discrepancies noticed by
Messrs. Peri and Lévi widen in the light of certain hitherto unobserved facts.
It will be the task of competent Orientalists whe have access to adequate
libraries to explain those discrepancies.

Note 11. The expressions “dharmaparyiya’ and “sttra” are often
promiscuously used in Buddhist writings. The Saddharmapundarika, for
instance, is sometimes designated as a stitra and sometimes as a dharmaparyaya.
Comp. the edition of that work by Kern and Nanjio (St. Petersburg 1912,
pages 1, title, and 28).

Note 12. According to Nanjio there have been two Sanskrit siitras bear-
.ng the name of Ratnakita (I ignore here the initial K, representing Skt.
nahi, which appears in the title K 2F f & = Mahiratnakitasiitra on column
) of Nanjio’s catalogue). One was the collection already mentioned, and the
>ther a treatise dealing with the Ratnakiitasamadhiand with the Dharmakiya,
[he latter work has evidently nothing to do with the siitra which we call
Kagyapaparivarta. Comp. Nanjio, column 69.

Note 13. That unique Sanskrit manuscript belongs to the Leningrad
Academy of Sciences. It was found near Khotan in Chinese Turkestan about
hirty years ago by local treasure hunters and sold to Mr. Petrovsky, the late



