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Rethinking the Chinese Translation of the Prajiiapradipa
AKAHANE Ritsu

1. Introduction

In my last paper (Akahane 2013), I discussed the establishment of the Prajhapradipa
(hereafter PPr) by Bhaviveka (ca. 490/500-570), which is a commentary on the Miilama-
dhyamakakarika (hereafter MMK) by Nagarjuna (ca. 150-250). There, I compared and
contrasted the respective digressions between the Tibetan and Chinese translations of the
PPr. As one of conclusions in that paper, I referred to the possibility that the Chinese trans-
lation by Prabhakaramitra and the Tibetan translation by Klu’i rgyal mtshan were based on
different original Sanskrit texts of the PPr, and that the text on which the Chinese transla-
tion depended was older and smaller than the other. Of course, this argument is only sug-
gesting a possibility, and thus I am not certain whether or not it is correct. However, in any
case, the Chinese translation of the PPr has gained an undeserved negative reputation
against its genuine value, as a result of the work of Tsukinowa (1929, 1929a, and 1931),
who pointed out many fauits in it compared to the Tibetan translation. I accept that most of
his points are appropriate. Nevertheless, when we look over the whole Chinese translation
of the PPr, we can also find that there are many well-translated parts that are coincident
with the Tibetan translation. Is the Chinese translation of the PPr really worse, and lacking
in value for academic studies? In the present paper, I will compare a part of Chapter 8 of
the PPr in both translation, and explore the cause of the differences between these two

translations of the PPr.
2. The Problems of the Chinese Translation of the PPr

In his three papers, Tsukinowa pointed out many problems with the Chinese translation

of the PPr, drawing comparisons with the Tibetan translation. He summarized these prob-

lems into five categories as follows: D
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(1) Additions (sentences, prose, verses, etc., which we cannot find in the Tibetan transla-
tion, but are inserted into the Chinese translation);

(2) Deletions (sentences, prose, verses, etc., which we can find in the Tibetan translation,
but cannot be found in the Chinese translation) ;

(3) Misunderstanding about verses (when a verse in the Tibetan translation is written in
prose in the Chinese translation and vice versa, and when the positions of some verses
are different in the two translations);

(4) Some verses that are cited from other texts or siitras are translated as verses of the
MMK;

(5) Some words in the Chinese translation are translated inconsistently.,
We can undoubtedly agree with these problems. However, we should pay attention to the
difference between categories (4), (5) and (1), (2), (3). In other words, problems such
as those described in (1), (2), and (3) can be seen as translation style: In many cases, the
translations do not contain major differences in terms of meaning. For example, even if the
same verse is cited three times and rendered differently each time in the Chinese transla-
tion, the meaning of each is not vey different from the Tibetan translation, Likewise, even
though the positions of some verses are different from those in the Tibetan translation, the
meanings are basically the same. Of course, these types of differences are very important
when we are thinking about the content of the original Sanskrit text, and thus should not be
ignored. This fact also teaches us that the translator, Prabhakaramitra, and many Chinese
monks who were involved in the work of translating the PPr into Chinese, understood the
context and contents of the PPr well.

On the other hand, although Tsukinowa does not provide many examples of (1) and (2),
in my observations of both translations of the PPr, there do not seem to be as many addi-
tions as deletions. Consequently, the Chinese translation is shorter than the Tibetan transla-
tion, and although the meanings of many sentences that we can find in both translations are
essentially the same, the two translations have a different style.

When we consider this situation, it is difficult to argue that the differences between the
two translations have occurred because of a lack of skill on the part of the translators such

as Prabhakaramitra.
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3. Is the Chinese Translation Wrong or Not?

[ will examine one example of this type of difference between the two translations. This
can be found in eighth chapter of the PPr, just before the digression starts, The Samkhya-
karika (hereafter SK) verse 9, which refers to the five reasons of the effect that exists in
the cause, is picked up as an objection.Z) Here is a table of comparison between the two

translations.

Tibetan translation

Chinese translation

Oa

*dir Grans can dag gis smras pa | “bras bu sna na yod pa
rgyu yod pa fiid kyis byed de | med pa la mi byed pa’i phyir
ro || ’di na gan med pa de la ni byed pa med de | dper na rus
(P. ru) sbal gyi spu las(P. 1a) gos byed pa med pa bZin no ||
0 la ni (X) byed pa po yod pas de’i phyir | *bras bu sia na
yod pa kho na yin no || (D119a5-6/P146a5—6)

BRMEANS. MIKIE
KA R HiEE/EER
V. 15 22 10k TR B 4.
meExR2MEN. HEE
(X) FREE. RHE R
(T81c¢6-8)

9b

(B) gal te “bras bu sna na med par gyur na dper na (i) "o
ma la Zo sna na med pa bzin du rtsi skyan' la sogs pa dag

Bk (B) HERE. (A)
BENK L. () W

kyan med par ’dra bas (ii) Zo’i don du de’i rgyu ‘o ma len

P BN (i)

par mi byed pa Zig na len par yan byed pas de ltar rgyu len

1B SR . A g R FL i A

pa’i phyir | ’bras bu sha na yod pa kho na yin no || (D119a
6-7/P14626-8)

. ARG mRA
2. (T81c8-11)

9¢

(B) gal te ’bras bu sna na med par gyur na | dper na ’o ma
la Zo sna na med pa bzin du | ’jig rten gsum po dag kyan
med par ’dra bas Zo bzin du ’jig rten gsum po dag kyan
’byun bar *gyur ba’i rigs na de dag mi ’byun bas | de ltar
thams cad ’byun ba med pa’i phyir *bras bu sna na yod pa
kho na yin no || (D119a7-b1/P146a8-b1)

(B) XimzL+ HEg. Ih
ZROEREE. MEBR
M L K A T 2R R B S
EZR. HEAPAE=
R.IE—WE—RHE.
RWEMEPER.
(T81c11-14)

9d

(B) gal te ’bras bu sha na med par gyur na | ci’i phyir rdza
mkhan gyi(P. om.) nus pas ’jim pa nus pa can dag kho na
las bum pa sgrub par byed cin thams cad las mi byed pa nes
pa ’di ’byun bar *gyur | de ltar nus pas nus pa can byed pa’i

phyir ’bras bu sha na yod pa kho na yin par sems so ||
(D119b1-2/P146b1-3)

(B) X AHEH. MRE
B 22 Bl R A 34 R X
LLA . SEEL—4). Hit
Thek. REAREE WMEA
B (T81c14-16)

¢

(Y) ’dis kyan ’bras bu sha na yod pa kho nar mnon te | gan
med pa la ni rgyu’i dnos po yod pa ma yin pas | gal te "bras
bu sna na med par gyur na de la yan rgyu’i dios po med par
*gyur ba zig na de lta ma yin pas | de ltar rgyu yod pa’i phy-
ir yan bras bu sha na yod pa kho na yin no(D. na) ||
(D119b2-3/P146b3—4)

TEEE WA EE K
E—YEREN. MEK
B, 2k WA ER.
WEIRE. (T81c16-18)
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summary |’o ma la ni Zo sna na yod pa kho na yin te | de yod na "byun | Not present
ba’i phyir ro || gan la gan sna na med pa de ni(P. |) de yod
kyan ’byun bar mi *gyur ro || (D119b3/P146b4—5)

In this table, 9a—9e coincide with the five reasons given in the SK verse 9. 3 The under-
lined parts in this table have some differences. For example, in (X), there is small differ-
ence between the two translations, and (Y) does not exist in the Chinese translation. In
(A), the Chinese translation states, “This idea is not correct. Why is that?” In the Tibetan
translation, the text simply states, “for example,” but because the Tibetan translation in-
cludes a negative meaning in its context, we can say that both translations have the same
meaning. (B) is a more interesting case. The first phrase of the sentences in 9b-9d, “gal te
"bras bu sha na med par gyur na,” which means “if an effect does not exist [in a cause],”
are the same in the Tibetan translation. However, in the Chinese translation, each phrase is
different. 9b is the perfect translation. On the other hand, in 9c¢, this sentence is translated
as only one word “or” (you 3L ). This translation is not perfect but acceptable, when we
consider the context, because Prabhakaramitra probably thought that same passage should
not be repeated. Therefore, he does not translate this sentence and expresses it through the
word “or.” However, Prabhakaramitra does not translate this sentence as “or” in 9d, but as
“Or if [the effect] does not exist [in the cause],” which is different from both 9b and 9c.
This type of inconsistency in the translation gave Tsukinowa a negative impression. How-
ever, if we change our perspective a little, we can say that these differences do not take
away the meaning of the original sentence, even though the translation uses different
words. Therefore, we can assume that Prabhakaramitra and Chinese translators understood
the meaning of the sentence and then translated PPr into Chinese.

Also of interest, here are the underlined points (i) and (ii) in 9b. The Chinese transla-
tion is “(i) If there is no curd in the milk, and also none in the grass, (ii) why does the
person who wants curd get milk, but not get grass? Because he gets [the milk], [we]
know that the cause has the effect.” On the other hand, the Tibetan translation is “(i) There
is no curd in milk. In the same way, there is no grass, etc. [in the milk]. (ii) If the person
does not get milk for curd, [he] gets the cause by getting [curd].® Therefore, the effect
exists [in the cause].” In particular, (i) is most interesting. In the Chinese translation,
grass is used as an example of the cause. On the other hand, in the Tibetan translation, it is

used as an example of the effect. Which is the better translation? Is the Tibetan translation
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better, as has often been argued? I think that the Chinese translation is better, because grass
is the feed of a cow, which produces milk, and so it can be seen as a cause of a cause of
curd, but not as an effect of milk. Indeed, we can find the same example in the Mahapari-
nirvanasutra (Da banniepan jing K IR HFE) as follows:

e T ERBAM. GEZPINEETL. (Da banniepan jing, T12 n.374, 411a29)

[Translation:] If [you] say that there is a feature of curd in the milk, then there is also milk in a

hundred [kinds of] grasses.

As we can see at glance, grass is referred to as the cause of milk, In addition, another
similar discussion can be found in the case of the introduction of the SK verse 9 and in the

Tattvasamgrahapafijika (hereafter TSP), as follows:

[Tib.] de bzin du bdag san bram ze la ston mo bya’o sfiam nas (ii) Zo don du gfier ba ’o ma fiid lan

gyi chu ni ma yin no || (D149a4-5)

[Skt.] tatha “$vo me brahmana bhoktarah” iti dadhyarthinah ksiram upadadate, na salilam | (TSP,
p.24)

[Translation:] In that manner, after thinking that “Let us give the Brahmans meals,” (ii) the people

who want curd get milk, but not water.

In particular, if “water” is changed into “grass,” this sentence means the same as (ii) of
the Chinese translation of the PPr, Moreover, (ii) of the Tibetan translation of the PPr is so
unclear that we cannot read it correctly, It seems clear that the Tibetan translation (ii) of
the PPr has some mistakes, In any case, the Chinese translation of this part at least should
be considered better than the Tibetan translation,

In this case, a small question will occur: why would such a translator as Prabhakaramitra,
who could understand the arguments of the opponent, Samkhya, and provide a better trans-
lation, not translate the final part as indicated in this table, the summary?° ) Tt was appar-
ently easy for him to translate this short passage correctly. We should imagine that he did
not omit to translate this part due to a lack of skill, but either because he thought that this
short summary did not need to be translated, or because this summary did not exist in the
Sanskrit text that he used. I do not know the answer to this question, but I want to provide

two examples that may be a clue to solving it.
4. The Interesting Omissions in the Chinese Translation 1
When compared with the Tibetan translation, we can find the many examples of omis-
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sions of passages in the Chinese translation. It is difficult to know the real reason for this,
as Tsukinowa admits in his paper. However, some of the omissions in the Chiniese transla-
tion seem to have depended on the original Sanskrit text.

As is well known, Bhaviveka sometimes tries to justify the validity of assertions in the
MMK by rewriting verses as inferences with full logical contents in the PPr. Namely,
(Step 1) He begins by quoting a verse from the MMK. (Step 2) He then points out which
words or expressions in the verse correspond with the proposition that is to be proved
(sadhyadharma), the logical reason (linga), and the example (dxsténfa) in the inference.
(Step 3) He then rephrases the verse as an inference including these elements. Out of these
three steps, according to my examination of the Chinese translation of PPr so far, (Step 2)

does not exist at all in the Chinese translation of the PPr. One example is as follows:

Tibetan translation Chinese translation
[Chapter 4]
(Step 1) *bras bu rgyu dan mi *dra Zes | (Step 1) HREAPH
bya ba’an *thad pa ma yin no || [MMK4.6¢d] FIRAITH [MMK4.6¢d]

(Step 2) ’dir yan bsgrub par bya ba’i chos (sa- | (Step 2)

dhyadharma) myu gu smra bar *dod pa’i rgyu’i | NOT PRESENT
>bras bu ma yin pa fiid dan | sgrub pa’i chos
(sadhanadharma) mi ’dra bar bstan pa fie bar
bZag go || des na yan lag lhag ma yan sna ma bZin

du mnon no ||
(Step 3) ’dir rjes su dpag pa ni [Thesis] don | (Step 3) FRE. [Thesis] 55—Fp. BRI TF.

dam par myu gu ni smra bar *dod pa’i rgyw’i | 7% 3 . [Reason] i DL, AR B, [Ex-
*bras bu ma yin te | [Reason] mi dra ba’i phyir | ample] BHN#EE. (T70a22-24)

[Example] dper na gyo mo la sogs pa bzin no ||
(D87a6-b1/P105b6-8)

Of course, we can also understand the relationship between the verse and the inference
of (Step 3) without (Step 2). Therefore, it is possible to argue that Prabhakaramitra deleted
these parts intentionally. However, it is curious that simillar omissions can be found
throughout the entire Chinese translation of the PPr, because, as Tsukinowa states, and I
have also shown in the present paper, the Chinese translation of PPr does not follow a con-
sistent style. How can we argue that this type of omission is the only consistent feature of
the whole Chinese translation? Therefore, is it not more likely that expressions such as
those in (Step 2) did not exist in the original Sanskrit text of the PPr that Prabhakaramitra

used? 6)
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5. The Interesting Omissions in the Chinese Translation 2

I want to demonstrate another interesting case of an omission in the Chinese translation

of the PPr chapter 8.
[Objection:] Grais can dag las gan dag rgyu la *bras bu sna na yod pa yin mod kyi (1) cha phra
ba’i phyir ram | (2) zil gyis non pa’i phyir mi dmigs so Zes zer ba [Answer:] de dag la yan (1)

rags pa fiid dan | (2) zil gyis ma non pa fiid sna na med pa las phyis yod pa’i 5 phyir | *bras bu sia

na yod pa ma yin pas phyogs sna ma la gnod do || (D120a4-5/P147a7-8)
[Objection:] MK EMENS. RPRERTHEE. (1) BHEMH. [Answer:] BB, 7 1L
i (1) B EE. ASMARRTRE. RESER. R &Y. [Ts2a1-4]

Here, an opponent, Samkhya, explains why people cannot see the effect that exists in the
cause. In the Tibetan translation, he points to two reasons: (1) because the effect is too
small, and (2) because the effect is overpowered [such as how the moon cannot be seen in
the day time because its view is overpowered by that of the sun]. However, in the Chinese
translation, (2) cannot be found either the “objection” or in the “answer,” although all the
other sentences exist in both translations. Both of these reasons are consistent with two out
of the eight reasons why people cannot see an object through direct perception, which are
expounded in verse 7 of the SK. So it is unlikely that this would be a motivation for Pra-
bhakaramitra to delete this reason (2). Therefore, it is highly possible that this reason (2)
was not present in the Sanskrit text that he used, We can find similar examples in the Chi-
nese translation of the PPr, where some parts of the objection cannot be found, and their

counterparts in the answer does not exist either.,

6. Conclusions

I cannot say for certain that the original Sanskrit text of the PPr that was translated into
Chinese was different from the text that was translated into Tibetan. It is true that this idea
does not explain all the differences between the two translations, However, it does at least
seem that Prabhakaramitra had a general understanding of the PPr and thus it is difficult to
say that he was a poor translator. Furthermore some deficiencies in the Chinese translation
of the PPr indicate the possibility that there were two different Sanskrit texts of the PPr.
Although the scope of the present paper has only allowed me to pick up a few examples,
other similar examples can be found in both translations, and thus we will have to continue

to explore both translations in order to attain clear answers for this question. 7)
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1) He describes six kinds of problems, but I summarize them into five categories. 2) Of

course, Bhaviveka himself does not refer to the name of the SK, although he says that this objection is
from Samkhya. However, Avalokitavrata, who wrote the Prajiapradipatika (hereafter PPrT), the
commentary on the PPr, refers to the SK verse 9 and mentions it in the PPrT, and its content is consis-
tent with the SK, 3) In the present paper, I do not discuss the insistence of the Samkhya due
to space constraints, 4 ) This part of the Tibetan translation is unclear and hard to understand.
5) Bhaviveka does not say state that this part is the summary of the SK verse 9. However, Avaloki-
tavrata explains so this in the PPrT. 6 ) Similar examples are as follows: [chapterl] D49b3—
4/P59a6-7 (T52¢24-27) [chapter2] D69b2—3/P83b1-2 (T62c13-18); D71b2-3/P86a2-3 (T64al—
4); D7425-6/P89a7-8 (T65a28-b1) [chapterd] D84a2-3/P101b1-2 (T68c23-27); D87a2/
P105a6-7 (T70al-2); D87a7-b1/P105b6—7 (T70a10-13) [chapter5] D90a4-5/P10927-8
(T71a25-b1); D91a7-b1/P111a7-b1 (T71c7-8) [chapter7] D104a7/P127b2 (T76a12-17);
D104b6/P128a2-3 (T76a25-28); D110b4—-5/P135b4-5 (T78¢9-14) [chapter10] D134b5/P165b5—6
(T85¢c22-26) [chapter22] D209b6-7/P262b2-3 (T117219-22); D210b1-2/P163a8-b]
(T117b10-16), etc. 7 ) Prabhakaramitra translated another Sanskrit Buddhist text, the Mahaya-
nasitralamkara (hereafter MSA), into Chinese, It has been pointed out that this translation is largely
different from the Sanskrit text of the MSA. Needless to say, we have to take account of the character-
istics of the Chinese translation of the MSA when we think about the Chinese translation of the PPr,

Abbreviations: D: sDe dge edition, MMK: Mulamadhyamakakarika, MSA: Mahayanasiutralamkara,
P: Peking edition, PPr: Prajfiapradipa, PPrT: Prajfiapradipa-tika, SK: Samkhyakarika, T: Taishd shin-
shii daizokyo KIEBTE KRS, TSP: Tattvasamgrahaparijika.
References: Prajiiapradipa: (Tib.) D. (3853) tsha 45b4-259b3, P. [95] (5253) tsha 53b3-326a6.
(Chin,) T30 [1566] pp. 51136 Bore denglun shi #&F54Tau R (trans. Boluopomiduoluo % %% %
% 5&). Da banniepan jing KA IR T12 [374] pp. 365a1-603¢30. Swami Dwarikadas Sastrd,
Tatrvasamgraha, Bauddha Bharati Series, Varanasi, 1968. Ritsu Akahane [2013]: “On the Digres-
sions of the Prajiiapradipa, with a Reevaluation of Its Chinese Translation,” Indogaku Bukkydgaku
kenkyii FEESALBFSE, vol. 61, no, 3, pp. 1182-1188. Tsukinowa Kenryn F #WER [1929]:
“Kan’yaku Hannyatéron no ichikosatsu” # R 18 i D —F 82, Mikkyo kenkyn 8T 5E 33, pp.
1-20; [1929a]: “Kan’yaku Harnyatoron no ichikosatsu (sono 2), ” Mikkyo kenkyi 35, pp. 19-32;
[1931]: “Kan’yaku Hannyatoron no ichikdsatsu (sono 3),” Mikkyé kenkyii 40, pp. 43-53.

(Work on this paper has been generously supported by the Austrian Science Found (FWF) in the
framework of the FWF project P23196-G15 “Buddhist Literature and Its Context,”)

(Key words) Bhaviveka, Prajfiapradipa, Prabhakaramitra, Klu’i rgyal mtshan, %5 £T %

(Research Fellow, The Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History
of Asia of the Austrian Academy of Sciences)

— 1224 —

NI | -El ectronic Library Service



