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On Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of Arya Vimuktisena's Commentary on the Abhisamayalarikara 17

I. Introduction

Until very recently, it was believed that a single palm-leaf manuscript of
Arya Vimuktisena’s!) commentary, commonly called Abhisamayalarkaravytti,2)
survives. Giuseppe Tucci photographed this manuscript kept by Rajaguru,
in Nepal, during his expedition in 1954. The photos with their modern
apograph are now preserved in the Instituto Italiano per I’ Africa e I’Oriente
in Rome.3) This palm-leaf manuscript was also microfilmed by the
Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project (NGMPP A 37/9) and is
now preserved in the National Archives of Kathmandu (NAK 5-55)
(hereafter, ms A).

In 2013, another manuscript of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary, now

* I should make it clear that the third chapter of this paper is the revision of LEE 2015. However,
T added some materials that I hadn’t yet found at that time to support my assertion and changed
my conclusion.

* ] would like to express my gratitude to Ms. Wendy Morison who proofread this manuscript
carefully and reviewers who gave valuable suggestions to me. Courtesy of them, I could revise
and improve this paper.

1) I adopt “Vimuktisena” instead of the proper Sanskrit form, Vimuktisena, based on readings of
relatively old manuscripts (]2th~l 3“"?) that I consulted. cf. Abhisamayalarikaraloka NGMPP
A 37/7(= NAK 3/738) 1715, etc. Wohihara, one of editors of Aloka, always adopted the
reading, Vimuktisena; Abhisamayalarkaravivrti NGMPP A 35/12 (=NAK 5/236) 1v2 and
291r2; Abhisamayalankaravivrti NGMPP A 35/10 (=NAK 3/738) 35v6.

2) This text is not only the oldest available commentary on Abhisamayalankara but also possibly
the first commentary. See Makransky 1997. 187; regarding the traditional view, which
ascribes AA to Maitreyanatha and makes mention of Asanga and Vasubandhu as Arya
Vimuktisena’s predecessors, consult Apple 2008, 26-28; with rescpect to the unreliability of
the traditional view, which was inherited by Tibetan tradition, see Nakamura 2011.

3) Sferra 2008. 28, 52; Regarding the modern apograph of the manuscript, see Sferra 2008, 63.
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preserved in Tibet, was identified by Guan Di, a Ph.D. candidate at Peking
University (hereafter, ms B). This manuscript, placed fourteenth on Wang
Sen’s list,4) seems to have been microfilmed by the Institute of South Asia
and Southeast Asia Studies of Peking University in 1988.5) The manuscript
on palm leaves consists of 107 folios and is written in the script named “the
Proto-Bengali-cum-Proto-Maithili type” by Gustav Roth.®) It probably
dates back to the early twelfth century, which is about the same time period
as ms A.7) In 2014, the digital images from the microfilm were shared,
courtesy of Prof. Duan Qing at Peking University, with scholars who are
Abhisamayalankara specialists, including myself.

In a previous paper, I reported that eight folios that are scattered into two
sets—three folios of ms A (numbered 97, 99, and 100) and five folios of
NGMPP A 35/12 (the 1st, 2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th folios), which are limited
to parts that are only written in the Nepalese script with the hooked top on
the palm leaves—constitute one and the same manuscript of AA (hereafter,

ms C).8) Recently, at the Geumgang-Taisho joint seminar, I also asserted

4) Hu-von Hiniiber 2006, 300; another text, titled Paficavimsatisahasrikaprajiiaparamitabhi-
samayalamkaravrtti, comprised of 252 folios, is listed eighth on Wang sen’s list. I also found
a manuscript titled Abhisamayalamkaravrtti consisting of 84 folios on the list of Sanskrit
manuscripts preserved in CTRC. But these manuscripts are not accessible to almost all
scholars until now.

5) Saerji 2014, 294; However, according to Prof. Dr. Karashima Seishima, this manuscript
together with others, which had been preserved in the Library of the Cultural Palace of
Nationalities (FECEEZEH) , Beijing, were microfilmed much earlier, probably in 1960s.

6) Roth 1970. XX 1-X XV ; The aksara list made by Kouda Rydshii is very useful for learning
this script: Kouda 2004, 93-112.

7) Consult the third chapter of this paper, “Colophon of ms B and the title of Arya Vimuktisena’s

commentary”
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that ms C was written by the first scribe of ms A.

In this paper, I would like to discuss two matters relating to the
manuscripts of Arya Vimuktisena's commentary, namely, ms A and ms B,
together with the newly identified karika manuscript, ms C:

1. a quotation of one short sentence in Prakrit from another school,
which is corrupt in both of the manuscripts, ms A and ms B, and
unusually differentiates tathagata from samyaksambuddha, and

2. the final colophon of ms B and the title of Arya Vimuktisena’s

commentary, with reference to ms C.

II. Corrupt sentence in Prakrit

In the first chapter of his commentary, Arya Vimuktisena quotes one
short Prakrit sentence from another school (nikayantara), which is yet to be
identified. In both manuscripts, ms A and ms B, this sentence seems to be
corrupt, mainly because the scribes did not have sufficient knowledge of

Prakrit. The corrupt sentence is preceded by the following passage:

[In the Perfection of Wisdom in 25,000 lines, the Blessed one says]
“Furthermore, Subhiiti, a bodhisattva should be called none other than rathagata

after?) the tenth stage” with the implied sense of fulfilment of all qualities of

8) Lee 2015, 221-225.
9) Excluding the recast version of PvsP and Xuanzang’s translation, 77 % b i (28 T H1E,

BHGEAANE S e RREATIERE % 24C > 83¢23-24, other sources do not support “dasamya
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the Buddha such as the ten powers, which is the realization of the Perfectly

enlightened one.10)

A 36v4-5, B 34vl: dasamyah punah subhiite bhimeh param bodhisatvas!)
tathagata evéti vaktavya iti | samyaksambuddhadhigamadasabaladisarvabu-

ddhadharmmaparipiryabhisandhinal?)

Being preceded by the above passage, Arya Vimuktisena quotes one

sentence from the unidentified text of the unspecified school:

bhiimeh param”, but instead give support to “is staying at the tenth stage (dasamyam bhiimau
sthitah or vartamanah)” as in LPG 97r14, 97r15, and 93v15-94r1. Surprisingly, in PvsP[K]
102.23~29, the Buddha’s reply to the question from Subhiti, “katham bodhisattvo

mahasattvo dasamyam bhiimau sthitah sams tathagata eveti vaktavyah”, is as follows: evam

hi subhiite bodhisattvo mahasattvo dasamyah punar bodhisattvabhiimeh param tathagata

eveti vaktavyah. This would implies that “dasamyah bodhisattvabhiimeh param” is actually
of the same meaning of “dasamyam bhiimau sthitah”, which could be translated into
“sometimes after [a bodhisattva has entered] the tenth bodhisattva-stage.”

10) The Tibetan translation is portrayed differently. D [No. 3787] shes phyin, ka 78b5; Q [No.
5185] sher phyin ka 90b5-6: rab 'byor byang chub sems dpa’ chen po sa bcu pa la gnas pa ni
de bzhin gshegs pa nyid du brjod do zhes bya ba ni yang dag par rdzogs pa'i sangs rgyas kyis
brnyes pa'i stobs la sogs pa sangs rgyas kyi chos thams cad yongs su ma rdzogs pa la dgongs

payinno || “--abodhisattva who is abiding at the tenth stage should be called none other than

tathagata” ---The] has not fulfilled all qualities of the Buddha, such as the ten powers that the
Perfectly enlightened one had attained.

11) bodhisatvas] A, bodhisattvas B; At the first abhisamaya of ms B, the unexpected reading,
sattva, appears more than ninty times, while it appears only fourteen times in ms A. On the
Hybrid Sanskrit form of bodhisatva, see Bhattacharya 2010.

12) “paripiiryabhisandhina] applied sandhi, ‘paripiriabhisandhina AB
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A 36v4-5, B 34v1-2: nikayantare ['|py uktam |

» | sosj e EaSAT AR AR & )

transcription tathagato tti vantavo no tu rthattartho sammasambuddha iti |

S RI5EA
NRIS@ARPRY 55T

transcription tathagato tti caturtho no tu vvattartho sammasambuddha iti |

Tib[D] 78b6; Tib[Q] 90b6-7: sde pa gzhan dag las kyang de bzhin gshegs pa
zhes brjod par bya'i | yang dag par rdzogs pa'i sangs rgyas zhes ni brjod par
mi bya'o zhes bshad do ||

Based on the Tibetan translation, we can assume that the Sanskritized
form of the quotation is “fathagata iti vaktavyah | no tu vaktavyah
samyaksambuddhal”. 1f we accept this reconstruction, then we could
correct the Prakrit sentence to “fathagato tti vattavvo no tu vattavvo

sammasambuddhah.”13) The translation would be as follows:

13) I am deeply indebted to Prof. Dr. Karashima Seishi for this correction. He willingly accepted
my request to read this sentence, together with the colophon of ms B, at the Brahmi club.
Prof. Karashima suggested this revision, hereby sharing his excellent knowledge of Prakrit
with myself and others. The main reason for corruption of this sentence is because the scribes
did not accept the gemination of vv. For them, only gemination after »—for example, »vv and
rmm and so on—is allowed. They, therefore, read rvv as rth, which is very similar to the
shape of the former. With regard to Pkt. vattavva < Skt. vaktavya, see Pischel, 1965, 392. (§
570); In Pkt. the dental # is changed into the cerebral n. Pischel 1965, 165, 224; Woolner
1917, 11(§ 7). I did not find any rule stating that the initial gemination of vv is allowed in Pkt.
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In another school, there is also a saying that you should call him fathagata, but

not samyaksambuddha (perfectly enlightened one).

As mentioned before, the text, along with the school,!4) has not been
identified. Although I searched both Sanskrit e-texts and Chinese texts
available to me, I could find neither the same sentence nor the concept that
differentiates tathagata from samyaksambuddha. 1 did, however, find a
passage in the section of the Dasabhiimikasitra, describing the tenth
bodhisattva-stage (Dharmamegha bhiimi), which is quite similar to the

quotation and the explanation offered by Arya Vimuktisena.

[When] rays of light have been poured on the head of the bodhisattva
simultaneously, he is called “one who has been initiated” into the sphere of the
Perfectly enlightened one. However, he is called “a perfectly enlightened one”
after fulfilling the ten powers [of the Buddha] -+ You, Conqueror's child! In
this way, the bodhisattva, as soon as he has been initiated by Buddhas, Blessed
ones, is called “one who has been conferred the initiation of the great wisdom”,
namely, initiation into the perfectly enlightened one.” However, he will be
called “a perfectly enlightened one” by fulfillment of the ten powers [of the
Buddha] -

14) We can exclude the Sammatiya school (iF ), since colophons of ms A and ms B reveal
that Arya Vimuktisena as a Mahayanist belonged to the Kaurukulla[ka) branch of the noble
Sammatiya school. See n. 52.

15) This compound, samyaksambuddhabhisekena, does not occur in sources other than the

Sanskrit texts.
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tas ca rasmayafs] tulyakalam tasya bodhisatvasyottamamge nipatital®)
bhavamti | sa ca bodhisatvo 'bhisiktall) ity ucyate | samyaksambuddhavisaye
dasabalaparipiirya tu samyaksambuddha iti samkhyam pratilabhate | --- evam
eva bhavamto jinaputralh] samanamtarabhisikto'®) bodhisattvas taifr] buddhair
bhagavadbhir mahajnanabhisekabhisikta ity ucyate samyaksambuddhabhisekena

dasabalaparipirya tu samyaksambuddha iti [samkhyam gacchati] | -+ 19)

'od gzer de dag kyang dus gcig tu byang chub sems dpa’ de'i yan lag gi dam pa
la 'bab par 'gyur te | byang chub sems dpa’ de yang yang dag par rdzogs pa'i
sang rgyas kyi yul la mngon par dbang bskur ba zhes bya'o || stobs bcu yong su
rdzogs nas ni | yang dag par rdzogs pa'i sang rgyas su bgrang ba yang thob
par 'gyur ro || - kye rgyal ba'i sras de bzhin du byang chub sems dpa' yang
sang rgyas bcom ldan 'das de dag gis dbang bskur ma thag tu ye shes kyi
dbang bskur bas dbang bskur ba zhes bya ste | stobs bcu yong su rdzogs nas ni

yang dag par rdzogs pa'i sang rgyas kyi grangs su 'gro 'o || -+ 20)

16) nipatitd] em., nipatitani ms

17) bodhisatvo 'bhisikta] em., bodhisatvabhisikta ms

18) samanamtara '] em., syamanamtara” ms

19) Quotation from a manuscript of the Dasabhiimikasiitra referred to as ms B by Matsuda (1996)
contained in NGMPP A38/7 56v1-6: This passage from the oldest Nepalese manuscript,
named ms A by Matsuda, is unfortunately missing. Other Sanskrit sources include (1)
DBh[R] 85.23-86.09 (2) DBh[K] 183.11-184.08; Chinese translation : (3) <iiififi —UIE >
(T.285, Dharmaraksa 297 CE) 490c18-491a13 (4) < I"{1:£¢> (T.286, Kumarajiva 402-412
CE) 529219-b06 (5) <K Jif# fidfE#A< > (T.278, Buddhabhadra 418-412 CE) 572b02-25 (6)
CKITMFERHE> (T.279, Siksananda 695-699 CE) 206al6-b01 (7) <ffsitiie>
(T.287, Stladharma 753-790 CE) 568b11-c09; This passage is also quoted in the Chinese
translation of Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Dasabhimikasitra < |- #if&> (T.1522)
195b24-c10.

20) Tibetan translation in the mdo sde section: Stog Kanjur [TBRC version], mdo sde, ga
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This quotation makes no mention of a bodhisattva who abides at the
tenth bodhisattva-stage and has been initiated by Buddhas as tathagata.
However, a clear distinction is made between the bodhisattva who has been
conferred the initiation of the great wisdom, and the perfectly enlightened
one who has completed the ten powers. Arya Vimuktisena’s explanation
that all qualities of the Buddha are represented by the ten powers would
seem to have something to do with the Dasabhiimikasiitra. This is due to
the fact that PvsP, on which Arya Vimuktisena commented, lists additional
items to the ten powers, which begin with ten perfections and end in the
abandonment of all defilements and cessation of continuation of the latent
tendencies.2!) Given that the Dasabhiimikasitra and the Mahasamghikas
had a close relationship,22) the aforementioned, unidentified school might
be the Mahasamghikas.23)

Arya Vimuktisena quotes the same sentence from the PvsP twice more.
The following quotes support Arya Vimuktisena’s distinction between
tathagata and samyaksambuddha as in the Prakrit sentence and reveal why

a bodhisattva after the tenth stage is called tathagata.

136a6-131al (vol. 54), Shey Kanjur[TBRC version| mdo sde, ga 136a7-137al (vol.50).
PvsP[D] 225.08-12; PvsP[K] I-2, 102.23-29; LPG 97r13-15; <Jadiie> (T.222,
Dharmaraksa 286 CE) 197a23-26; <JCtA8> (T.221, Wu Chaluo (#E¥i) 291 CE)
29b19-22. Up to the sarvakarajiiata (b A7), <EERURLAT IHE %A (T.223, Kumarajiva
404 CE) 259¢07-10; <AHEA P % 448> (T.220, Xuanzang 660-663 CE) 88c11-17. All
Chinese translations start with the six perfections, instead of the ten perfections;
Tib[Kanjur] D No.0009, shes phyin, ka 260a5-260b1; Tib[Tanjur] D No. 3790, sher phyin,
ga 248b7-249a3.
22) Karashima 2014, p.139, n.82; Skilling 2013, 202.
23) It was reported that the language of the Mahasamghikas was Prakrit. Bareau 1955, p.56, n.4;
Baruah 2000, 48.

21

~



On Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of Arya Vimuktisena's Commentary on the Abhisamayalarikara 25

(1) Then, in this context which bodhisattva is referred to? [A bodhisattva] who
has a wisdom of such qualities that has been cultivated for a single day [is
referred to.]

Is he one for the first time to resolve [to become the Buddha], who has
entered into the activities, who is irreversible, or who is obstructed by one
rebirth?

First, he is not the fourth since it will be said, “a bodhisattva should be
called none other than tathagata after the tenth stage.”

What does it mean? The [bodhisattva] should be called fathagata because
of his engaging in the services of fathagata, not because of his realization

of tathagata.

@

~

If the aforementioned Non-returner has abandoned the eighth class of
defilements relating to the Summit of Existence, then this [bodhisattva] is
taught to be one progressing towards the fruit of Arhatship. [The Blessed
one] says: “Sariputra! There are bodhisattvas who, having stood in the six
perfections, make the qualities of the Buddha appear and they themselves
are not separated from the qualities of the Buddha until they realize the
unexcelled complete enlightenment.” Regarding this [bodhisattva progressing
towards the fruit of Arhatship, the Blessed one] will say, “A bodhisattva
should be called none other than tathagata after the tenth stage.”

For what reason? Because it is accepted that he is waiting on living beings
with the duties of tathagata.

The Arhat, however, is none other than the Perfectly enlightened one. This

[Arhat identified as the Perfectly enlightened one] is not mentioned here
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because it has already been explained in the instruction on the Buddha-

jewel.24)

(1) katamah punar atra bodhisatvo ['|dhikriyate | yasyéyam evamguna
ekadivasaparibhavita prajiia | kim prathamacittotpadikah | caryapratipanno
['[vaivarttikah | ekajatipratibaddho va na tavac caturtho dasamya bhiimeh
paran tathagata eva vaktavya ity abhidhanat | ko ['[rthas tathagatakrtyena
pratyupasthanat tathagato ['[sau vaktavyo na tu tathagatadhigamena | A

9v4-6, B 9r2-3.

(2) ya eso 'nagamity uktas tasya yadi bhavagrikanam klesanam astamah prakarah
prahino bhavati | tato [']sav arhatvaphalapratipannaka ity ucyate | yad
aha santi Sariputra®s) bodhisatva ye satsu paramitasu sthitva satvanam
buddhadharmmavabhasam kurvanti26) atmana ca buddhadharmmavabhase-
navirahita bhavanti2?) yavad anuttaram samyaksambodhim abhisambuddha
iti | tam evddhikrtya vaksyati | dasamya bhimeh param bodhisatvas
tathagata eva vaktavya iti | kim karanam sa hi tathagatakrtyena satvanam
pratyupasthita iti krtva | arhams tu samyaksambuddha eva sa®®) ca

buddharatnavavade nirdistatvan®9) na punar ihécyate | A 14r1-3, B 13r2-3.

24) With regard to another English translation, consult Sparham 2006, 30 and 43.
25) sariputra] B, saripu A

26) kurvanti] A, kurvvanti B

27) bhavanti] B, bhavamti A

28) sa| B, om. A

29) nirdistatvan] B, tinirdistatvan A™ .. distatvan A™
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In these quotations, the bodhisattva whom should be called tathagata is
considered to have two possible identities. Either he is one who is
obstructed by a single rebirth (ekajatipratibaddha)30) or one progressing
towards the fruit of arhatship (arhattvaphalapratipannaka). Both of whom,
however, belong to the assembly of irreversible bodhisattvas.3l) This
bodhisattva is referred to as tathagata because he, who has not yet attained
the final realization (tathagatadhigama=bodhi), is performing services for
other beings. The last two sentences of the second quotation clearly show
that tathagata identified as arhattvaphalapratipannaka is differentiated from
arhat, which is a synonym for the perfectly enlightened one. What Arya
Vimuktisena means here is that after the tenth stage, a bodhisattva can be
called tathagata who is still waiting on living beings with the duties of
tathagata, but cannot be called Arhat - Samyaksambuddha who has fulfilled
the qualities of the Buddha.

Arya Vimuktisena, after having quoted the sentence in Prakrit, mentions
another system of the ten levels that are common to all three vehicles,

introduced in PsvP:

The tenth stage, however, [is taught, as such, in the karika of the

Abhisamayalankara) :

30) Tsong kha pa also placed the ekajatipratibaddha at the tenth stage. See Apple 2008, 159.

31) Although the ekajatipratibaddha is understood to be the “Once-returner” (Apple 2008, 159),
Rngog blo Idan shes rab, the first commentator of the AA and the Tibetan translator of the
Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary as well, asserted that the arhattvaphalapratipannaka is to
be obstructed by one rebirth. For details on the irreversible bodhisattvas, consult Apple 2008,
149-180.
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The stage of the Buddha [in which a bodhisattva]32) dwells by [certain kinds
of] knowledge,33) after having gone beyond the nine levels,34) is to be known

as the tenth bodhisattva-stage.

And the nine levels [in the karika] are (1) the lineage-level, characterized by
lineages of disciples and so on, (2) the eighth level of one progressing towards
the first fruit, (3) the level of seeing of stream-enterers, (4) the level of
diminishment of once-returners, (5) the level of being free from desire of
none-returners, (6) the level of those one who have done [the work to be done]
of Arhats, (7) the level of disciples of which intention is to clearly distinguish
the three vehicles, as it is said, “the designation of the ‘vehicle of disciples and

pratyekabuddhas’ is for distinguishing [the three] Vehicles,”35) (8) the

32) This translation is supported by Haribhadra’s comment on the same kdarika, which I will
quote in footnote 47. The karika itself could be translated into “The knowledge—with which
abodhisattva abides at the stage of the Buddha, after having gone beyond the nine stages—is
to be known as the tenth bodhisattva-stage”, the meaning of which the composer of AA
would intend.

33) Arya Vimuktisena seems to interpret the knowledge (j#idna) as skill in means (upayakausala)
in his commentary. According to Haribhadra’s commentaries on AA, certain kinds of
wisdom are ascribed to those that start with the wisdom based on the sovereign mastery of
karmic actions (karmavasitasrayatva : AAA[W] 104, 10) or that begin with the wisdom of
aspirational prayer (pranidhana : AAV[A] 34.21.)

34) T will refer to “bhuimi” as “level”, instead of “stage”, which I have used so far. This is in order
to distinguish the stages common to the three Vehicles from those of bodhisattvas only.
35) The recast version of the Sanskrit text, namely PsvP[D] and PsvP[K], along with two Tibetan
translations, Tib[Kanjur] and Tib[Tanjur], enumerate 9 stages, from (1) to (9). This is the
same as the quotation mentioned. However, other sources omit the seventh level, and prior to
the lineage level (gotrabhiimi) add another stage: Suklavipasyanabhimi (level of bright
insight, LPG 97v1); H.81 (insight), <JGE&FE> 199al; 15 (destruction of virtues[?], < itk
FE> 29b25; woEH (level of dry wisdom) <R A PR #AC> 259¢12; 1Bl (level of
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pratyekabuddha-level of pratyekabuddhas, both living like rhinoceros and

living with crowds, and (9) the bodhisattva-stage with the previously mentioned

nine kinds. Therefore, [the Blessed one] says [in the 25,000 lines,] “When a
bodhisattva who is practicing in the six perfections up to the Buddha’s qualities
not shared with others with skill in means, having gone beyond the lineage-
level to the bodhisattva-stage, dwells in the Buddha-stage. This is the tenth

bodhisattva-stage.”36)

dasami punar37) bhiimir

nava bhiimir atikramya buddhabhiimau pratisthate |

yena jiianena sa jheya dasami bodhisattvabhiih3?) ||

tas céma nava bhiimayo yad idam gotrabhiimih Sravakadigotralaksana |
astamakabhiimih prathamaphalapratipannakasya3®) - darsanabhiumih  Srotaa-
pannasya | tanubhuimih sakrdagaminah | vitaragabhumir anagaminah |
krtavibhimir arahatah | Sravakabhiimir yanatrayav[y]aktavyavasthanabhisandhing |

yathoktam Sravakapratyekabuddhayanam iti bhiimivyavasthanasyditad adhivacanam

bright insight), < AMA7UEHE%44¢> 88¢18. I do not know how to interpret “#i i Hi " in
RS> 199al, which should be related to (3) and (4). There are other passages in the
recast version of PvsP and Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary, in which the ten levels start
with the level of bright insight (Suklavipasyanabhiimi). cf. PvsP[K] 1-2, 113 and A 38r5 and
B 36r1 of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary.

36) With regard to another English translation, see Sparham 2005, 123.

37) punar| A, puna B

38) bodhisattvabhth] B, bodhisatvabhiimih A (hypermetric)

39) "pratipannakasya] A, ‘pratipannasya B
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iti | pratyekabuddhabhimih khadgavisanakalpanam varggacarinam ca
pratyekabuddhanam | bodhisatvabhiimis*) ca yathoktdiva navavidha | tendha
yada Subhiite bodhisattva upayakausalena paramitasu yavad avenikesu
buddhadharmmesu caran* gotrabhimim yavad bodhisatvabhiumim atikramya
buddhabhiimau pratisthate | iyam bodhisatvasya*V) dasamt bhimir iti || 16 || A
36v5-37rl ; B 34v2-4

If we depend entirely on Arya Vimuktisena’s explanations, then the
intention of the composer(s) of PvsP in introducing this heterogeneous
system, is accounted for as follows: a bodhisattva, who stays after the tenth
bodhisattva-stage and is engaging in the services of fathagata, is not
qualified to attain the ultimate stage, until he perfects all the qualities of the
Buddha and comprehends the levels of disciples and pratyekabuddhas. The
real tenth bodhisattva-stage can only be reached after he has fulfilled all
qualities of the Buddha and passed through the levels common to all three
vehicles. In doing so, he will attain the final realization and the title of the
Arhat - Samyaksambuddha.

According to this understanding, the Buddha-stage is the stage of Cloud
of Dharma even though the former is a higher stage than the latter. This is
because Arya Vimuktisena excludes the stage of Cloud of Dharma from the
ninth of the ten levels common to all three vehicles. In this respect, he
appears to divide the Cloud of Dharma into two stages, namely, the lower

pseudo-stage and the ultimate true stage. The former is the stage in which a

40) bodhisatva’] A, bodhisattva’ B
41) bodhisatva’] B, bodhisattva’ A
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bodhisattva who has yet to embrace the vehicle of disciples and
pratyekabuddhas remains, while the latter is the level of the Buddha where
only one who has embraced the vehicle can reach.

However, we are not sure that the explanation of Arya Vimuktisena
conforms to that of the Perfection of Wisdom in 25,000 lines itself. This is
because many of the versions of the Perfection of Wisdom in 25,000 lines
describe a bodhisattva who has already attained the qualities of the Buddha
as tathagata.4?)

In the latest Chinese translation by Xuanzang (660~663 CE), the last
stage of the ten levels common to all three vehicles appears be interpreted
as being distinct from the stage of Cloud of Dharma, which is differs from
Arya Vimuktisena’s explanation. According to his translation, the last stage
is not defined as the tenth bodhisattva-stage, but as the level of Tathagata
(7). When a bodhisattva at the tenth stage has completed the qualities
of the Buddha, passed through the nine stages from the level of bright
insight (#F#8{#h) up to the bodhisattva-stages, and perpetually abandoned all

42) When a bodhisattva has attained the qualities of the Buddha, he becomes tathagata. LPG
97r13-15, Tib[Kanjur]: Delge[0009] shes phyin, ka 260a5-260bl, Tib[Tanjur]: Delge
[2790] shes phyin, kha 248b7~249a3, <HOEAE>T 221. 29b19-22, PvsP [D] 225.08-11,
PvsP[K] -2 102.24~102.29. The Chinese translation by Kumarajiva, ““Z# 4, +HE5pE
0 (Subhiiti! You should know that a bodhisattva of the tenth stage is the same as the
Buddha.) < BEFIMEA D i % K¢ > T.223, 257¢06-07) and Xuanzang’s interpretation, *““#77%#
JERRECEEE [T, BLEEATKMES 271 (A bodhisattva, a great being, who has stayed at the
tenth stage, should be told to be no different from tathagatas: < KFEAIEHEH 245> T.220,
83¢23-24) remind me of “tathagata iva” instead of “tathagata eva”. The reason why a
bodhisattva is almost identical to fathagatas or buddhas seems to rest on his ability to (or the
possibility of) becoming tathagata through fulfilling all qualities of the Buddha. That is to
say that he will have completed the qualities of the Buddha someday.
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defilements and ended continuation of the latent tendencies with skilful
means, he, as the Arhat - Samyaksambuddha, finally abides at this level.43)
The stage of Cloud of Dharma is defined as the tenth stage where
bodhisattvas must perfect twelve dharmas beginning with accepting earnest
vows of (beings of) limitless places (H52#iZEEHTAEH).44 In other
materials, except for the Chinese translation by Dharmaraksa (286 CE),
these twelve dharmas are mentioned as preparations that bodhisattvas at the

ninth bodhisattva-stage need to complete. This tenth bodhisattva-stage is

also considered the place where a bodhisattva, who in essence is no
different from tathagata, stays as he is capable of becoming tathagata.#5)
Because the bodhisattva at the tenth bodhisattva-stage should go forward or
reach (#) the level of Tathagata, this level becomes a distintive and higher
state than the tenth bodhisattva-stage.46)

43) “FE, SfUEGERERTREE S, IR, R EET, TN ES
FETIEA )\ AIEE, BRI AR 5 ) M B i ok R R F o e, X aE
KB — DI AR, (AR A R et T, e A e 8- e
b, RHEA P % 4048 > T.220, 88¢17-24.

44) The meaning of this term differs in its Sanskrit equivalent, “yad uta anantapranidhanaparigrahah,
sa yatha yatha pranidadhati tatha tathasya samrdhyate (Accepting infinite earnest vows
means that the more he (=a bodhisattva at the ninth stage) takes the earnest vow, the more
increased it becomes.)” PvsP[K] -2 92.06-08.

45) “IRUGEBRL, FEFRERETTREO AT, RN 3, BTt —F RN SRR
FRBEAT TR w5 - TR BRI — VIR R, I, AR T A T,
MBI 3k, B A, A AR T, BRI S MR, <K AR
HZHE> T.220, 83c13-24.

46) When it comes to the bodhisattva-stages that are peculiar to bodhisattvas, the level of
Tathagata (417kH) can be considered the eleventh bodhisattva-stage, even though it is still
the tenth level common to the three vehicles. I am hesitant to apply this interpretation to

other sources. It could be an unique or liberal interpretation by Xuanzang from the
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Nevertheless, it is obvious that Arya Vimuktisena’s quotation of the
Prakrit sentence had played a crucial role in reinforcing his understanding

of PvsP.47)

III. Colophon of ms B and the title of
Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary

Ms A and ms B end with a final colophon on folio 112 recto (1121r2-6)
and on folio 106 verso (106r4-106v2) respectively. While the colophon of

Yogacara’s standpoint. In the Bodhisattvabhiimi belonging to the Yogacara tradition, the
thirteenth Tathagatabhiimi is clearly distinguished from the twelfth nisthagamanabhimi,
which is a synonym for the Dharmameghabhiimi. See Kim 2004, 89-91. Especially n. 29;
Also see MSA[Levi] 160.21-28. Here, the stage of the Buddha (Buddhabhiimi) of which
fruit is attainment of enlightenment (bodheh praptih) is separated from the tenth stage of
which fruit is initiation [into the sphere of the Buddha] (abhiseka). Xuanzang’s translations
of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra and the Yogacarabhiimi, both of which have exactly the same
sentences, clarify that the Buddha-stage is the eleventh stage: “FIFH#H HAEEH AN S . 1
B WA GE . PTERARE M - BRI - SO - AR - A - BT - & T R E)
M- B M. PR <AL (T.676) 703b14~17, <Hfiffitm >
(T.1579)729a19-23.

47) The tendency to divide the tenth bodhisattva-stage (Cloud of Dharma stage) into two, was

continued by Haribhadra (active during the reign of King Dharmapala in the late-eighth
century, or at the beginning of the ninth century). Evidence of this can be seen in his
commentary: bodhisattva-bhimis ca yathokta bodhisattvanam navavidha. ity evam
nava-bhiimim atikramya dasamyam punar bhiimau bodhisattvo buddha eva vaktavyo, na tu
samyaksambuddha iti paficavim$atisahasrikaya vacanat. yatra buddha-bhiimau yena
karma-vasitasrayatvadina jiianenavatisthate sa tena prapya dasami dharma-meghambu-
pravarsanad dharma-megha bodhisattva-bhumih. AAA[W] 104,03-11. Also see AAV[A]
34,16-23.
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ms A is almost perfectly preserved,#®) around half of the colophon of ms B
is missing. Fortunately, we can reconstruct the missing part of ms B with
assistance from ms A and the Tibetan translation.4®) This, however, does
exclude the portion peculiar to ms B that contains information regarding the
identity of the donor of the manuscript as well as the date it was copied.
Thanks to Nakamura’s excellent edition as well as his English translation,50)
we do not need to thoroughly deal with the colophon of ms A here. I will

briefly mention three relevant points:

1. The colophon provides information confirming that the title of this text,
commonly called Abhisamayalamkaravrtti,>V) is “Paficavim$atisahasrika-
ryaprajiiaparamitopadesam Abhisamayalamkarasastram.”

2. Arya Vimuktisena, a Mahayanist, was also affiliated with the Kaukulla[ka)
branch of the Sammatiya school (IEE).52)

3. The colophon dates ms A —donated by Cintamanisrimitra, also a
Mahayanist —to the thirty-second regnal year of a king named Ramapala

(ca. 1077-1120) of the Pala Empire.53)

48) The last three aksaras at the end of line 4, as well as the first three and a single aksara in the
middle of line 6, are damaged. We can, however, reconstruct them without too much
difficulty. See Lee 2015, 229-230; Nakamura 2014, 712-713.

49) Nakamura 2014, 498.06-14., which ends with the first verse in the Sardilavikridita meter of
ms A.

50) Nakamura 2014, 328.09-329.12; 655.26-656.21.

51) Pensa 1967; Sparham 2005; Nakamura 2014.

52) Nakamura 2014, 328; mahayanasam(pr)asth(i)tasya Sakyabhiksor Aryavimuktisenasya
kaurukullaryasammatayasyd A11213; /// .. rukullarya .. + .. .. + B 106r5; Regarding the
Kaukullaka branch of the Sammatiya school, see Bareau 1955, 25, 40, 126.

53) A 112r5-6: deyadharmmo yam pravaramahayanayayinah panditasthavirasakyabhiksos
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Below is a transcription of the colophon of ms B, which was not
included in ms A, followed by its translation based on my own

reconstruction:34)

106v1  /// .. .. (m).(Wa(y)anayayi(na)h panditasthavirabha(ya) .. .. g(u)p.asisya-
(sya) sthavira(S)ubhakaraguptasya ya .. tra punyam tad bhavatv acar(y)o .a ..
.. .. .. pitrpurvvangamam krtva sakalasattvara .. .. .. tta(r)ajiia .. .. lava .. I/

106v1v2 ///.. likhitam (i)dam pustaka(m)* || @ || .. bham bh. .. tu sa(r)vvsa-

ttvarase(r) nnara .. .. m iti || @ |55

[This is a religious gift] of the elder Subhakaragupta, practicing the excellent
Great Vehicle and a pupil of the learned, the elder [Abhayakara]gup[t]a.56)
May the merit of this lead [a heap of] all beings preceded by [teachers,
preceptors, mother| and father [to obtain the fruit of] the highest knowledge!

This manuscript has been written -+ Let it be virtuous -+

Unfortunately, the part containing the exact date when ms B was copied

Cintamanisrimitrasya -+ paramesvaraparamabhattara .. paramasaugatamaharajadhiraja-
SrimatRamapaladevapravarddhamanakalyanavijayarajye samvat* || 32 || asvinadine || 5 ||
54) Lee 2015, 230ff.
55) Lee 2015, 228; The conventions adopted by me here are as follows: three slashes “//”” mean
a leaf is broken off here; round brackets ““( )” indicate that a character or characters are
damaged but can nonetheless be read or inferred with certainty; a single period “.” indicates

«

that a part of aksara is illegible, while two periods mean that the whole aksara is
unreadable; square brackets “[]” indicate supplemented letter(s) or word(s) by the editor ; *
indicates an anusvara; “@” represents an ornament.

56) Abhayakaragupta is believed to have flourished between the late-eleventh century and

early-twelfth century, during the reign of the Ramapala, and passed away in 1125 CE.
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is missing. We can, however, make a rough guess as to when the manuscript
was finished. I suggest that the teacher of Subhakaragupta, who donated
this manuscript and who is also the author of the Abhisamayamanijari,3") is
Abhayakaragupta. The renowned scholar Abhayakaragupta finished writing
the Munimatalamkara, a commentary on AA, during the thirtieth regnal
year of King Ramapala.58) If my reconstruction is accepted, then ms B
would have been written just slightly after ms A.

Before moving on to another topic, I would like to point out that the date
of the Tibetan translation of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary slightly
precedes ms A and ms B. Both of these belong to the early twelfth century.
The colophon of the Tibetan translation says that [rNgog] Blo ldan shes rab
(1059-1109 CE), in collaboration with Amaragomin (Go mi 'chi med),
translated this text.>%) According to the only known full-length biography of
Blo ldan shes rab, he went to Magadha which was ruled by the King
Ramapala at that time and studied the Abhisamayalarikara under the

tutelage of Amaragomin.®®) There, with Amaragomin, he must have

57) Abhisamayamaijart 30 : Srivajrayognisadhanam Abhisamayamarijarinama mahdacarya-
Subhakaraguptaracitam samaptam | Lee 2015, 234, n.29.

58) Li2013, 1-3. samapto 'vam munimatalankarah || || krti(r) mahapanditAbhayakaraguptapadanam
iti || || sarir vvikramasilasyabhayo marmmasprsam giram | rajye SriRamapalasya trinsada-
bde 'karod imam ||; Lee 2015, 234, n.30.

59) Nakamura 2014, 499.01-02: rgva gar gyi mkhan po shar phyogs kyi dge bsnyen chen po
dpal go mi 'chi med dang | lo ts'a ba chen po sh'akya'i dge slong blo Idan shes rab kyis
bsgyur cing zhus te legs par gtan la phab pa'o || || ; Nakamura 2014, 657.04-07: “Go mi 'chi
med —Indian wise, great religious friend (— great layman) of the East —and [rNgog] Blo
Idan shes rab —great translator, Buddhist monk —translated, discussed, and made decision” ;
Only in the sNar thang version, “marngalam bhavantu” (“May all [beings] be blessed!”) is
added.
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translated AA as well as Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary. He also revised
the old Tibetan translation of AAV, or the short commentary by Haribhadra.61)
Since he returned to Tibet at the end of the eleventh century, the translation
of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary must have been finished before the
twelfth century.

Let us return to the first point, which is the title of the text we are dealing
with. In the colophon of ms A, Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary is titled
“Paricavimsatisahasrikaryaprajiiaparamitopadesam Abhisamayalamkara-
Sastram”02) This title is reminiscent of the title of AA itself,
Abhisamayalarkaram [nama] Prajhiaparamitopadesasastram, which is
believed to have been composed by the Noble Maitreyanatha.63) The

section colophons of ms A and ms B clearly show that the commentary by

60) Apple 2009, 17-18; Kramer 2007, 38-41.

61) Kramer 2007, 58. He also revised the Aloka by Haribhadra in collaboration with DHirapala;
Nakamura Hodo gave me information about his forthcoming paper, which also deals with Blo
Idan shes rab’s works, “The reception and Transmission of the Abhisamayalamkara in Tibet-
The Interpretation of the Embodiment of Buddha in the Chapter 8” which was presented at
the 3rd Conference of the International Seminar of Young Tibetologists in Japan.

62) Namely, the Treatise of Abhisamayalamkara that is instruction on the noble Perfection of
Wisdom in 25,000 lines; A 112r2-3: paficavimsatisahasrikaryaprajiiaparamitopadesam
abhisamayalamkarasastram parisamaptam* || & || kr((.. .. ..m su)) <tih su> krtikarmmano
mahayanasam(pr)asth(i)tasya Sakyabhiksor Aryavimuktisenasya; B 10614 : paiicavim-
Satisahasrikaryaprajiiaparamitopadesa .. .. /1/

63) abhisamayalarkare prajiiaparamitopadesasastre sarvakarajiiata'dhikarah prathamah samaptah ||
C 3r5. In Obermiller (1970, 40), the text is titled “Abhisamayalarikaram nama prajiiapara-
mitopadesasastram”. Additionally, another title, “abhisamayalankararatnamaprapara-
mitopadesasastram”, found on the colophon of the paper manuscript in the Devanagart
script that is pasted onto ms C, should be corrected to “abhisamayalarkararan nama

prajiiaparamitopadesasastram.”
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Arya Vimuktisena has the same title as AA itself.64) This could possibly
mean that Arya Vimuktisena himself composed the karikas i.e., the
Abhisamayalankara.

On the first folio recto of ms A, there is a title written in Devanagari by
the same scribe who wrote the second title on the first folio recto of ms C,

which was corrected by another hand:

Clrl transcription
(1) Late Nepalese ‘Sirmaﬁf:avim.ét[sdhasrikdyﬁ_h f’my’r?dpdyz_zmitﬁyﬁh .
AryaVimuktisenakrteyam fika sunirmala
(2) Devanagan Abhisamayalankarakarika AryaMaitreyanathakrtih
Alrl transcription

Aryaparicavim$atisahasrika Prajiiaparamita
(3) Before correction
Abhisamayalarkaropadesasastram $akyabhiksor

written by the same hand (2) _
AcaryaVimuktisenasya krtih
Aryapaiicavimsatisahasrika Prajiiaparamita

(4) After correction Abhisamayalankaropadesasastravyakhya sakyabhiksor

AcaryaVimuktisenasya sunirmald krtih

64) Lee 2015, p.236, n.34. A 44v3, B 4212: Abhisamayalankare Prajiiaparamitopadesasastre
sarvakarajiiatadhikarah || @ || subhiitiparivarttah prathamah || @ || The topic of the
knowledge in all aspects in Abhisamayalamkara, the treatise of instruction on the
Perfection[s] of Wisdom. The first section of Subhiiti [in Perfection of Wisdom in 25,000
lines.] (sarva’] A, sarvva B); C 8v3 Abhisamayalarkare Prajiiaparamitopadesasastre sarva-
karajiiata'dhikarah prathamah samaptah || @ ||; The ditference between the two section
colophons is that both ms A and ms B have the title of the first topic and the first section of
the Prajiiaparamita, while ms C does not. In the Tibetan translation of Arya Vimuktisena’s

commentary, the “abhisamayalarnkarasastra” refers to the karikas. See n. 68.
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The correction of ms A indicates that the corrector’s choice of the title
(3), which appears to have been copied from the final colophon, was not
suitable for Arya (or Acarya) Vimuktisena’s commentary, since he believed
that Maitreyanatha had composed the karikas. Therefore, he added vyakhya
to the sastra® in order to distinguish between the commentary and the
karikas. If we follow these corrections, then we are forced to understand
that (1) is the title of the commentary, even though it is written on the first
folio of ms C, the content of which comprises the karikas only.

Confusion of the title of AA with that of its commentary may imply that
there was a tendency to affiliate the karikas with Arya Vimuktisena at a certain
point in time.66) Presumably after Haribha (or perhaps his predecessors)

had ascribed the karikas to Maitreyanatha for the first time,67) this

65) The possibility exists that the first verse in Sardiilavikridita meter influenced this correction:
A 1124 “-- tendryena cirad ayam patudhiya (pr)stvéva saksaj jinam samfkh]yac ca
kramanamabhedaphalato vyakhyata ity adbhutam ||” (“ Therefore, it is marvelous that - the
noble [Vimuktisena], after having directly asked the Victor (=Maitreyanatha who composed
AA(?)) with the clear intelligence, he has at last explained (vyakhyata) this [system or
doctrine of Perfection of Wisdom] by means of number, sequence, name, divisions and
results.” Nakamura 2014, 655.

66) Considering that the titles of (1) and (3) were added after the scribe had finished writing
almost half of ms A and ms C in the early-twelfth century, this tendency may have at least
continued throughout the twelfth century.

67) Two Haribhadra’s commentaries, AAA and AAV, are the earliest accounts to attribute the
authorship of AA to Maitreyanatha. See AAA[W] 01.13-14, AAV[A] 03.10-11; In the c and
d padas of the first verse of the colophon of ms A, which I have quoted in n. 65,
Maitreyanatha seems to be regarded as the author of AA or, at least, one who inspired Arya
Vimuktisena to compose his own commentary; Regarding the question of Arya
Maitreyanatha’s authorship and the existence of the commentaries by Vasubandhu and
Asanga first mentioned by Haribhadra, consult Makransky 1997, 111 and Nakamura 2011.
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mythological, though popular belief gained prevalence over the authorship
of Arya Vimuktisena, as in (2). As a result of this trend, the title of the
commentary would have been changed to either the Abhisamayalankarasa-
stravyakhya, as in (4), or the Abhisamayalankarasasastravrtti, as the
Tibetan translation of the commentary reveals.58) I believe that we do not
have decisive enough evidence to ascribe authorship of the karikas to Arya
Vimuktisena, although some of the aforementioned titles would support this
claim.69)

If we turn our eyes to the Tibetan translation of AA by Blo ldan shes rab

68) Nakamura 2014 ; D [No. 3787] shes phyin, ka 14b1-2 ; Q [No. 5185] sher phyin ka 15b4-5 :
'phags pa shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pa'i tshul gyi mngon par
rtogs pa'i rgyan gyi man ngag gi bstan bcos kyi 'grel pa = ParicavimSatisahasrika-
ryaprajfiaparamitopadesasya Abhisamayalankarasastrasya vrtti; This name might have
been derived from or influenced by the one of the opening verses by Haribhadra (AAA[W]
01.19-20) “yogabhyasapadarthatattvamathanal lokottarajfianinah jatas tv AryaVimukti-
senasudhiyo yatno mahan vrttitah | ” (The very intelligent Arya Vimuktisena, who had
supramundane knowledge coming from churning out the truth of the subjects [of AA]
through repeated yoga practice, has made a great effort in [composing] the Vr#ti.)

69) For example, the Mahayanasitralamkara consists of the karikas that were also traditionally
ascribed to Maitreyanatha, along with their commentary (bhasya) by Vasubandhu. In the
colophon of the Levi’s edition, which ascribes the authorship of karikas to the Great
Bodhisattva Vyavadatasamaya, the work is titled not “Mahayanasutralamkarabhasya” but
“Mahayanasutralamkara” (samaptas ca Mahayanasiutralamkara iti || MSA[Levi] 189.07.)
A recent English translation adds “vyakhya” after “Mahayanasitralamkara” based on the
Tibetan translation. Jamspal, L, R. Clark, J. Wilson, L. Zwilling, M. Sweet, and R. Turman
2004, 344; However, we cannot exclude the possibility that Arya Vimuktisena himself
actually composed the kdarikas, as is asserted by modern scholarship: “It is possible Arya
Vimuktisena’s commentary is not only the oldest available commentary on the
Abhisamayalamkara but also the first. As we have said, it is also quite possible that Arya
Vimuktisena himself was the author of AA.” Makransky 1997, 187.



On Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of Arya Vimuktisena's Commentary on the Abhisamayalarikara 41

with the assistance of Amaragomin, who also translated Arya Vimuktisena’s
commentary, there is no mention of its authorship in the colophon.”0) I am
uncertain of the reason why Blo Idan shes rab did not refer to its authorship.
Especially since in his commentary on the Ratnagotravibhaga, named the
Theg chen rgyud bla'i don bsdus pa, he classified AA as a provisional
(neyartha) text among the five teachings of Maitreya.”!) The most acceptable
explanation for this is that the Sanskrit manuscript(s) that Blo 1dan shes rab
consulted did not contain any information regarding its authorship.

Based on the previously mentioned sources, I suggest that regardless of
its authorship, AA was not originally separated from Arya Vimuktisena’s
commentary. This is the most probable reason for why the two texts have
the same title. Regardless of whether my suggestion is acceptable or not,
we might at least reconsider the title of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary,
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mngon par rtogs pa'i rgyan zhes bya ba rje btsun byams pa mgon pos mdzad pa bzhugs so |”,
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Abstract

On Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of Arya
Vimuktisena's Commentary on the
Abhisamayalankara

Youngjin LEE

HK Research Professor, Geumgang Center for Buddhist Studies

This paper deals with two issues in Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary on
the Abhisamayalankarafkarika], one being a corrupt sentence in Prakrit
and the other relating to the title of the commentary by Arya Vimuktisena.
In this research, I have consulted two Sanskrit manuscripts preserved in
Nepal and Tibet, which are referred to as ms A and ms B by me as well as a
newly identified manuscript, which is scattered into two sets in NGMPP.

In the second chapter, I revised a corrupt Prakrit sentence into “fathagato
tti vattavvo no tu vattavvo sammasambuddhah” (He should be called
tathagata, but not samyaksambuddha, a perfectly enlightened one.) in both
the manuscripts. This mistranslation was due to the scribes’s limited

knowledge of Prakrit. I also tried to figure out why Arya Vimuktisena
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quotes this Prakrit sentence, in which fathagata is unusually differentiated
from samyaksambuddha, especially when we consider that the quotation,
presumably from the Mahasamghikas, does not match the description of the
Paficavimsatisahasrika Prajfiaparamita, on which Arya Vimuktisena is
commenting.

The third section mainly deals with confusion relating to the title of Arya
Vimuktisena’s commentary. In the colophons of ms A, the text, commonly
called Abhisamayalamkaravrtti, is titled, “Paficavimsatisahasrikaryaprajiia-
paramitopadesam Abhisamayalamkarasastram. This is the same title that
the manuscript(s) of karikas has. Moreover, there is a description,
“Sripaiicavimstisahasrikayah Prajiiapayamitayah - AryaVimuktisenakyteyam
tika sunirmala” on the first recto of the newly identified manuscript of the
karikas. Both of these examples tell us that the karikas and the commentary
were composed by the same person, Arya Vimuktisena. In conclusion of
this chapter, I put forward reasons for the confusion and suggest that the

title of Arya Vimuktisena’s commentary is to be reconsided.

Key words : Abhisamayalarkara, Arya Vimuktisena, Prakrit, tathagata,
Buddhabhiimi, confusion relating to the title
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