(8)
MAHAYANASAMGRAHOPANIBANDHANA (D

Its Tibetan and Chinese Texts

by

Noriaki Hakamaya
INTRODUCTION

The Mahayanasamgrahopanibandhana is a commentary written by
Asvabhiva on the Mahayanasamgraha of Asanga. This commentary is of
great use not only in comprehending the terse basic text, Mahayanasam-
graha, but also in making clear Asvabhava’s position in the historical
development of the Vijniaptivida school.

However, we must study it through its Tibetan and Chinese transl-
ations, since the Sanskrit original of the commentary is not extant.

The texts of these translations are as follows:

1) Theg pa chen po bsdus pahi bsad sbyar
P. ed., No. 5552, Vol. Li, 232b - 356b
D. ed., No. 4051, Vol. Ri, 190b - 296a
N. ed., No. 3543, Vol. Li, 212b - 342a
2) HEAFEG, by X4 (Hsiian-tsang)
Taisho. ed., No. 1598, Vol. XXXI, 380 - 449

E. Lamotte has translated it partially basing on either of them in the
foot notes of his French translation of the Mahayanasamgraha®. Though
his attempt fits in to understand the meaning of the passages in the
Mahayanasamgraha, it is not enough to examine the historical position
of Asvabhava himself.

If we compare the Chinese translation of the Mahayanasamgraho-
panibandhana by Hsilan-tsang with the Tibetan translation of it, we can

recognize quite a few differences between them in their contents. As we
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have discussed elsewhere?, the differences seem to have happened, because

Hsiian-tsang has translated it putting his own idea into the original.

We are going to point out a few paragraphs as examples, comparing
the Tibetan with the Chinese.
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(1)
rgyud gan la hjug pa de lhan cig hjug pahi

tshul gyis rnam par smin pahi rnam par Ses

pa la hjug ste//ho ma dan chu bsin no// ses

bya ba ni rmam par smin pahi rnam par Ses
pa dan lhan cig hbyurn bar hdod kyi/ de sa bon
nitd du ni mi hdod do// thos pahi bag chags kyi
sa bon de ni kun gsi rmam par Ses pahi no bo
nitd ma yin te/ dehi grien po sa bon #id yin

pahi phyir ro// ses bya ba ni kun gsi rnam par

Ses pahi grien po rnam par mi rtog pahi ye Ses
kyi rgyu yin no ses bya bahi tha tshig go//
(P. ed., 262a%7%, D. ed., 213b*—214a!)

(2)
khams gsum pa ni khams gsum du snan

bahi rnam par rig pa rnams so// khams gsum
pa smos pas ni hdod pa la sogs pahi sred pa
dan mishuns par ldan pa khams gsum par
gtogs pahi sems dan sems las byun ba rnams
rnam par rig pa tsam nid du dam bcah ba
ste/ de bsin niid la dmigs pa dan/ gsan gyi
dban la dmigs pa lam gyi bden pas bsdus pa
rnams dan rjes las thob pa rnams ni ma yin
te/ khams gsum na spyod pahi sred pa rnams
kyis bdag gir ma byas pa dan/ giien po yin pa
dan/ ma hkhrul bahi phyir ro//

(P. ed., 271a%*°%, D. ed., 221a™—Db?)

(3)
dehi phyir sna tshogs kyi ynam pa nid la hjug

ces bya ba smos te/ rmam par Ses pa gcig nid
gzun ba dan hdsin pahi dnos por rnam pa tha
dad pas dus gcig tu rnam pa sna tshogs su snan
no ses hjug go// sma tshogs ses bya ba ni Ses
pa gcig aid rnam pa man por rarn gis rig go//

(P. ed., 298b7°8, D. ed., 245a°7%)
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MAHAYANASAMGRAHOPANIBANDHANA (1) (Hakamaya) (10)

Each underline in the Chinese part indicates the passages which are
not found in the Tibetan at all. Any of these passages agrees with the
orthodox theory asserted in the Ch‘éng-wei-shih-lun (Fi%i:) or the
tradition of the Fa-hsiang school (JLAHH).

According to the Ch‘éng-wei-shih-lun, the theory of the vijnapt:-
matrata displays that every thing does not exist apart from the vijiana
(Fug#0®. The passages in examples (1) and (2), namely ‘{Hi{Hi, A
HEE, ZPREMERE and CIRAEEL S, 4B express the vijnaptimairata from
tile; standpoint agreed \;viih\ the Ch‘éng-wei-shih-lun. Though these passa-
ges may be indispensable to Hsilan-tsang who compiled the commentaries
on the Trimsikavijiiaptimatrald from Dharmapala’s point of view and
translated them under the title, Ch‘éng-wei-shih-lun, they seem not be
essential to the original form. Therefore, we judge that these passages were
inserted by Hsilan-tsang and the Tibetan is more faithful to the original.

It is natural that H. Ui, who had studied the Mahdayinasamgraho-
panibandhana only through Hslian-tsang’s translation of it, regarded
Asvabhava as a forerunner of Dharmapala®. He also traced the passage
underlined in the Chinese part of example (3) to Dignaga’s Pramanasa-
muccaye (£5#)». But, if so, since the meaning of this passage which
is found in the Chinese only should have much weight with the Fa-hsiang
school which admits the theory of the three bhagas (=4;) as well as the
four bhdgas (1us3)®, we might be able to guess the same circumstance
as seen in examples (1) and (2) behind this Chinese passage.

However, we cannot attribute all of the differences between the Tibe-
tan and Chinese to Hsilan-tsang’s addition to the original. There are other
differences between the two than the character of examples (1), (2)and(3).

We are going to show kelow two examples from among these diffences.

(4)
rnam par riog pas brtags pahi don/ 2L, Hda T EEHEN S R G T
/kun tu brtags pahi no bo nid/ Mo MABFCAHENR R A 31k, o
/rnam par rtog pa gsan gyi dban/ Zor . [BIBCE A ENE [H B
/de yi ston siid yons su grub// LHE, Ak . WE=F,

BN E S EANEEERT =1k, R
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(P. ed., 270b%, D. ed., 221a'"2) (Taisho., XXXI, 399b—c)
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(5)
rnam par Ses pahi phun po gywr pas ni me
lon lta bu dan/ mnam pa nid dan/ so sor rtog
pa dan/ bya ba sgrub pahi ye Ses la dban hb-
yor pa thob ste/
de la me lon lta buhi. ye ses ni dmigs pa mn-

on du ma gyur kyan bsiiel ba mi mnah bah»>//

miiam pa niitd kyi ye Ses ni sems can thams

cad la mraam par gzigs pa gan las byun baho//

so sor rltog pahi ye Ses ni gan gis tin ne
hdsin dan/ gzuns kyi sgo rnams dan/ Ses bya
gsan dag kyan ji llar bsed pa bsin du thogs
pa med par mkhyen paho//

bya ba sgrub pahi ye Ses ni gan gis dgah
ldan la sogs pa na gnas pa nas gzun ste/ mya
nan las hdas pahi bar du de dag kun tu ston
pas sans rgyas kyi mdsad pa bsgrub paho//
(P. ed., 336bi™%, D. ed., 278*°%)
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(Tatsho., ibid., 438a)

As each passage underlined in the Chinese is not found in the Tibetan

at all, it might be able to be regarded as an addition by Hsiian-tsang like
the examples mentioned above. But there is no evidence to prove it,
because each passage does not always express the theory peculiar to the
tradition of the Fa-hsiang school.

The passage shown in the Chinese only of example (4)
three kinds of nature (tri-svabhava) as parijneya (JE4N), prahatavya (JEED
and saksatkartavya (fEZS) respectively. We can recognize such an interpre-
tation in the oldest literature of the vijnaptimatra system. For example,
the following verse is shown in the Dharmadharmatdvibhaga of Maitreya.

interprets

kinicit parijidya yatah praheyam saksac ca kirnicit karaniyam anyat/
atas tayor laksanatas vibhagam cikirsata Sastram idam pranitam®//
Since such an interpretation is common to the vijnaptimatra system, it

is possible to suppose that Asvabhdva comments on the text as exposed



MAHAYANASAMGRAHOPANIBANDHANA (1) (Hakamaya)

in the Chinese translation. However, it will be difficult to determine whe-
ther the difference between the two in example (4) is that of translation
or that of the original®.

Such also might be the case of example (5). Though each passage
shown in the Chinese only looks like it fits into the tradition of the Fa-
hsiang school, such a passage can be found in the S#tralamkaravritibha-
sya of Sthiramati who was not regarded as an authority on this school'?®,
Therefore, we cannot help hesitating to attribute the difference in example
(5) to Hsiian-tsang’s addition.

In conclusion, we will have to be aware of the necessity to study this
commentary comparing the Tibetan with the Chinese. It is unfair to tra-
nslate it at will basing on either of them as E. Lamotte had tried or to
study it only through the Chinese as H. Ui had done, especially in order
to examine the historical position of Asvabhava himself. It is essential
that critical research be done on both translations.

Therefore, in order to facilitate the comparison of the two translations,
we shall edit the Tibetan and Chinese of this commentary, putting the
Tibetan on the left side of the page and the Chinese on the right side
of the page. After these texts have been completed, we will try to publish
our English translation of this commentary basing it on both of them,

with our research notes.

The Chinese commentary text is one where all passages of the basic
text, Mahayvanasamgraha are interspersed, while the Tibetan text does
not have it. Since the parts interspersed from the basic text seem to be
arranged according to the way adopted by the translators in China, they

are deleted from our present Chinese commentary text.

The present Tibetan text is collated by the Peking, Derge and Nar-
thang editions.

In both the present texts, the underlines in the Tibetan and the
brackets in the Chinese indicate the passage quoted from the basic text.

The underlines in the Chinese text indicate the passage which is not

found in the Chinese.
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D f. Lamotte, La somme du grand véhicule d’ Asarga, Tome 11, (Louvain, 1938).
2) See my articles : “Hsiian-tsang’s translation of the Mahayanasamgrahopaniba-
ndhana” (in Japanese), JIBS, XVIII-1, (1969), pp. 140-141; “Some features of
Asvabhava’s Mahayanasamgrahopanibandhana, according to its Tibetan transla-
tion” (in Japanese), JIBS, XIX-1, (1970), pp. 439-444.

3) The following passages in the Ch‘éng-wei-shih-lun express such a theory. “—4J]
ARERE BT RETER M E BB, JE NS Uik ,” Taisho., XXXI
p. 38c: Shindo. ed.,\V\ol.\ 7, 21b: Louis de la Vallée Poussin, Vijiaptimatrata-
stddhi La Siddhi de Hiuvan-Tsang, (Paris, 1928), p. 418 ; “Z &5, —YAH,
FHNG OLURT, PR, SR, BAZEEEREM, @SEiEk, Suas
H, TPBSH, SO0, VOECREN, SOREEN, BT RS SN
KT e LA A s, “Taisho, XXXI, p. 39c: Shindo. ed., Vol. 7, 26a-b:
Poussin, ibid., p. 431.

4) Hakuju Ui, Shédaijoron kenkyi (A Study on the Mahayanasamgraha, in Japan-
ese), (Tokyo, 1935), p. 333 or 396.

5) H. Ui, ibid., p. 527 ; Indo Tetsugaku kenkyi, Vol. 5 (A Study on the Indian
Philosophy, in Japanese), pp. 142-147.

6) See Ch‘eng-wei-shih-lun, Taisho., XXXI, p. 10a : Shindo. ed., Vol. 2, 29b-30a :
Poussin, op. citf.,, p. 131.

7) The passage quoted from the Mahaprajnaparamitasitra (KRR L)
is as follows : “FHH TS, Bt BABZBEBTERIEE—UE, KL
HAERR S VUEST LARE R AW IE—VIME O, BRAHEIIACIERBIFE—
Gk, FEENBEITREE G MR B2, o5 B R Rk aE B GR (R A A R 5 W
e BONEEB—OIME, BASHIGTIES N—GIiE, BB E A
i, ErRsIER LS, OB AT AR, ot REER, REER, 2
EantE, S EEYE, REIRME, oM, BRAENRE, TVE, BTOETTR—UH
s, A B — YR, Zf’:\"ﬁ‘?"%ﬂ%, PiEER, ThERAEE—DIFL”, Its French
translation is given by E. Lamotte in the intrcduction of his Samdhinirmocana-
satra L'explication des mystéres, (Louvain and Paris, 1935), p. 15.

8) The Sanskrit original of this verse is preserved in the photographic manuscript
brought by Rahula Sankrtyayana. See “Search for Sanskrit MSS. in Tibet”,
JBORS, XXIV-4, (1938), p. 163. This verse was identified by Prof. V. V.
Gokhale with that of the Dharmadharmatavibhaga. He mentioned it in his
lecture at Tokyo University (Nov. 1971-Jan. 1972).

9) We have trid to compare and study the paragraph in both of the translations
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which contains the passage shown in example (4). See my article “Some featu-
res of Asvabhava’s---.-- ” op. cit. pp. 442-443.
10) “rnam par Ses pa brgyad las kun gsi dag na me lon Ilta buhi ye Ses su hgyur
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ro// sion mons pahi yid dag na miam pa nid kyi ye Ses su hgyur vo// yid kyi
rnam par Ses pa dag na so sor kun tu rtog pahi ye Ses su hgyur ro// mig nas
lus kyi bar du rnam par Ses pa lna dag na bya ba sgrub pahi ye Ses su hgyur
te/”” (P. ed., No. 5531, Vol. Mi, 128a). Cf. ibid,, 152a. I had ever attributed
the difference between the two in example (5) to Hsiian-tsang’s addition (in
my article : “Hsiian-tsang’s translation:--.-- »op. cit. p. 140). But my decision in
this case will be defered untill my critical research will be done. [Suggestion is

due to Dr. J. Takasaki in his private letter on my article].
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