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help, this whole project would not have been brought to completion.

Since coming to Japan in late 1989 [ have been able to profit from my acquain-
tance with David Jackson, Shunzo Onoda, Shogo Watanabe, Kaie Mochizuki, and
Mizue Sugita. In addition I must acknowledge the generosity of the International
Institute for Buddhist Studies in Tokyo for the occasional use of their library. As this
project was reaching its fruition I was very fortunate to be able to spend some extended

time in conversation with Paul Harrison, who previously had been so kind to me by

mail. It is no exaggeration to say that there is little comparison between what this study




was before and what it became after he generously took the time to read through it and
proffer his advice. His guidance allowed me to understand my materials in an entirely
new way, and to present my ideas about those materials in a better fashion.

To Prof. Ernst Steinkellner I am ever indebted for his generosity and kindness
in agreeing to publish what is unlikely to be a best-selling book. In this regard I must
also mention my gratitude to Prof. Shory Katsura for his critical comments on the final
draft, and for his recommendation of its publication.

Finally, | would like to note that, with his kind permission, this study is
dedicated to Professor Gadjin M. Nagao. It is to Professor Nagao that | owe my first
initiation into Buddhist Studies, my fortunate choice of Luis O. Gémez as a graduate
advisor, and my abiding respect for Japanese scholars and scholarship. It is one of my
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Table of Abbreviations

The following sigla are employed in the present work. Details of the editions

and exemplars consulted are given in Part IL.

Berlin Manuscript Kanjur
Cone Kanjur

Derge Kanjur

Taipei Manuscript Kanjur
Lhasa Kanjur

’Jang sa-tham / Lithang Kanjur
Peking (1692) Kanjur

London Manuscript Kanjur
Toyd Bunko Manuscript Kanjur
Narthang Kanjur

Peking (1737)Kanjur

Tog Palace Manuscript Kanjur

Phu brag Manuscript Kanjur
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Urga Kanjur

The numbers 1 and 2 in addition to the letter sigla are employed to differentiate

between the versions in the Prajiiaparamita and in the Tantra sections of the Kanjur
for those editions, D, H, L, M, N, R and U, which have the text twice. 1 indicates the
text in the Prajiiaparamita section; 2 the text in the Tantra section. Thus D1 means the

Derge Prajfiaparamita text, and so on.
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The following presents a critical edition of the Tibetan texts of
Recensions A and B of the Bcom ldan 'das ma shes rab kyi pha rol tu
phyin pa'i snying po as found in the presently available editions of the
Tibetan Kanjur. Best known by its Sanskrit title, PrajAaparamita-hrdaya,
or by relevant translations of its short title, “The Heart Sutra” is one of the
most widely used texts of Mahayana Buddhism.' I say “used” since thie
text is not only read (in whatever sense one chooses to apply to that dif-
ficult term), but also set up as an object of veneration, and employed in
various other contexts. Although it is usual to refer to whatever text one
has at hand as the Heart Sttra, there are in fact many versions of this small
text, not only in different languages, but even within a single language. It
will become clear in what follows why I have introduced the novel distinc-
tion between Recension A and Recension B of the Tibetan Kanjur text of
the Heart Sutra. '

The present introduction has little claim to contribute to the study of
the doctrine of emptiness or the philosophy of the Perfection of Wisdom.
The results of this study belong rather to the domains of philology, text
criticism, and history. It should be obvious, however, that without a firm
grounding in the philological, text-critical and historical facts of a given
text, philosophical judgements about that text are prone to error.” Philo-
sophical appraisals of a given passage have a chance of success only if the

1 . i g i I
For the sake of convenience, throughout this introduction 1 use the appellation “Heart Stitra” to

refer to the text, In Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Chinese, as well as in modern languages, this or the title “Heart
of Wisdom” is used — Prajidhrdaya; Shes rab’snying po ; (Boruo) Xinjing, (Hannva) Shingvé (#A4T)
M. Except in bibliographic citations, all Tibetan is romanized according to the so-called Wylie system,
and quotations using other systems are modified without further note. Chinese is romanized according to
the Pinyin system.

i 1 use the term “philosophy™ here rather loosely, including ideological and doctrinal concerns
under the general rubric.
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passage, on a very basic level, says in fact what the investigator thinks it
says; remarks based on readings which arise from a faulty textual transmis-
sion, and do not in fact represent an authentic tradition, lead only to ground-
less speculations and false conclusions. It is difficult enough to carry out
the study of ancient texts such as the present one in any case, but it
becomes impossible if the text at hand is unreliable from a philological
point of view. I belabor this point because it seems so far to have been
little appreciated by many modern scholars. It is a sad fact that many,
perhaps most, of the editions of Buddhist texts available to us today are
incomplete or unreliable even for the editions the readings of which they
claim to represent. In the case of Tibetan translations of Indian Buddhist
literature (perhaps more so in the case of those in the Kanjur than of those
in the Tanjur), a transcription of a single xylograph or manuscript edition is
a completely inadequate source for statements about “the Tibetan text.”
Such a transcription will much more likely serve as a source for informa-
tion about the erratic habits of Tibetan scribes and even editors, although
without comparison with other editions the degree to which one is, in any
given instance, erratic will of course remain unknown. Even consulting
more than one Kanjur guarantees nothing about coverage of the tradition in
its entirety if the editions chosen are selected without an awareness of their
interrelations. Translations of such unreliable editions are, needless to say,
consequently prone to being equally unreliable.

The purpose of the present edition and introduction is two-fold.
First, it seeks to contribute to the study of Kanjur history by registering in
detail internal evidence of Kanjur filiations. This evidence consists prima-
rily of readings shared by different editions. In the sketching of the rela-
tions between one Kanjur edition and another, the evidence from variant
readings must be combined with other types of evidence, primarily evi-
dence from documentary sources but also that gleaned from the internal
arrangements of the editions. Eventually, the sum of this evidence will
contribute to the writing of a comprehensive history of the Kanjur. The
second purpose of the present edition is to contribute more generally to the
study of Indian Mahayana siitra literature. One striking result of the
present study is that even in the case of such a well-known and seemingly
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much-studied text of Indo-Tibetan Buddhism as the Heart Sutra, the text is
far from settled. It is possible that in some measure it was the very popular-
ity of this text which contributed to the appearance of variations in the
canonical Kanjur text serious enough to motivate me to refer to them as
different recensions. But I suspect rather that a different process has been
at work, and although an obscure text might conceivably have a relatively
simpler textual history, and encounter fewer circumstances i which it
might undergo transformations, a look at other Tibetan translations in the
Kanjur in as careful a way would probably reveal recensional variations
there too.! I will return to this problem below.

The “hermeneutic circle” is in reality more of a hermeneutic spiral
— we do make progress. Therefore, although the theoretical problems
inherent in the process of establishing a critical text are many and complex,
this fact does not imply the pointlessness of the project. It may not be
possible at first to decide among different variant readings which is the
“best,” but over time as readings are collected from many texts we will
gain a better picture of the literature as a whole, its general characteristics
and tolerances. It is not practical to establish a critical edition for each and
every text from which we wish to cite a passage or two, but slowly and
piece by piece the task of building a corpus of critical editions must be
undertaken. An understanding of the relationships of one Tibetan edition
to another will enable us to make a start at choosing which editions to take
into account. Once we know which texts we must use, the editor who fails
to consult one or more of the requisite editions can clearly be said to have
failed to establish a critical, and therefore reliable, edition. Furthermore,
this study illustrates through the variant readings it quotes the possibilities
which exist for contemporary exegetical misunderstanding when a text is
not comprehensively studied from the philological point of view.

A word is necessary on the limitations of this study. I can claim no
special expertise in Tibetan studies per se, Tibetan history, philology and

Peter Skilling, in a letter of 22 July, 1992, tells me that the textual history of the relatively
“obscure” Maha-sitras is indeed as complex as that of the Heart Sttra. [ am finding similar complexity
in my present studies of the Maharatnakiita siitra collection.
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the like. My main interests lie rather in the area of Indian Buddhism. If
some of the present comments spur specialists in Tibetan language, his-
tory, and Buddhism to point out mistakes and offer corrections, I will be
more than delighted. Within the limits of my knowledge, and within the
restrictions of a short introduction, I have tried to touch upon the most
important points raised by the text presented in the present edition. It
should not be a surprise that some problems remain untreated, and others
ill-treated. I hope, again, that others will offer improvements.

General Considerations

It may not be out of place to quote and emphasize some observa-
tions offered more than forty years ago by a largely unappreciated scholar,
Arnold Kunst. In a paper with the forbidding title “Kamalasila’s Comment-
ary on Santaraksita’s Anumanapariksa of the Tattvasangraha™ [Kunst
1947], Kunst offered what amounts to a history and appraisal of Western
studies of the Kanjur and, to a lesser extent, the Tanjur. While understand-
ably the information presented therein is, in many details, not completely
accurate, for its time this summary was probably the most comprehensive
and correct available. Moreover, many of the methodological observations
offered by Kunst at that time are as valid today as ever. In discussing
which Kanjur editions need be consulted in compiling a critical edition, for
instance, Kunst [1947: 127-28] raised the question of “local” editions of
the Kanjur:

The religious and sectarian propensities of the Tibetans must have
made it a point of ambition for every province or center of intel-
lectual life to have its Kanjur recension. But it is also obvious that
many of them remained merely “local” editions without ever gaining
a recognized position in the literature. May be, it will mean waste of
time [sic] to occupy oneself in the future with all these unimportant
and secondary editions. So far, however, we are seldom quite sure,
which are to be considered secondary, and thus the luxury of selec-
tion must be postponed until we obtain absolute clarity on the mat-
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ter. To us all editions are equally important at present, the more so
as the “local” ones were certainly not without influence on the
editions available to us, and as, in turn, they themselves reflect upon
the influence of earlier editions no longer extant. This is especially
important with regard to the handwritten copies which were mostly
rewritten, usually with “corrections,” in several lamaseries.

That this careful, meticulous and critical admonition has been but
rarely heeded is obvious from the fact that few indeed are the editions of
canonical texts in Tibetan which provide readings from more than, at most,
the more popular xylograph editions, those of Derge, Peking, Narthang
and Lhasa (and occasionally Cone). Usually not even all of these have
been consulted by the editors.

Kunst also expressed his concern with the detail with which read-
ings are reported. The very idea of “significant” variants, he suggested,
presupposes more knowledge than is yet available. Kunst [1947: 138]
wrote:

A Sanskrit scholar and a linguist will be mainly interested in the
fidelity with which the right sense of the Sanskrit text (if such is
available) has been conveyed; but if in addition to that he is a student
of culture, seemingly insignificant differences in terminology or
grammatical forms will be of value to him in that they are apt to
disclose, if only in fragments, the historical circumstances accom-
panying the origin of various editions.

And he also said [1947: 148]:

[W]hat may seem to one type of student insignificant may occur as a
phenomenon of greater importance to another.

Since the truth of these remarks seems self evident, the present
edition seeks to record all differences which could, in any conceivable
way, turn out to be significant. This issue is discussed in detail below.
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Kunst also addressed himself to an issue not directly taken up in the
present study, namely the comparison of different editions on the basis of
their internal organization and contents. He demonstrated [1947: 149-50]
quite clearly that “general comparisons of single editions on the basis of
distribution of material, order of chapters and volumes etc., although not
without importance, are conclusive only if supported by investigation of
single works.”

What is it that we seek to establish through a critical edition? In the
broadest sense, we can cite approvingly from the remarks of Martin West
[1973:7-8], whose comments on classical text criticism can be applied,
mutatis mutandis, to our case. West wrote:

Textual criticism is not the be-all and end-all of classical scholarship,
which is the study of a civilization. But it is an indispensable part of
it. By far the greater part of our knowledge of that civilization
comes to us from what the ancients wrote. In almost all cases those
writings have survived, if they have survived at all, only in copies
many stages removed from the originals, copies of which not a
single one is free from error.... It follows that anyone who wants to
make serious use of ancient texts must pay attention to the uncertain-
ties of the transmission.... But the practice of textual criticism is
more than a prophylactic against deception. It brings benefits which
go beyond its immediate aims of ascertaining as exactly as possible
what the authors wrote and defining the areas of uncertainty.

When it comes to actually thinking about organizing a critical edi-
tion, in general, most scholars who consider the issue tend to follow the
model of classical (Greek and Latin) studies — a model subject to some
criticism in recent years — and seek to establish a stemma codicum, that is,
they hope to ultimately trace the readings of their various exemplars back
to one Ur-text. In the case of Indian literature this technique has many
flaws, not the least of which is due to the fact that much of the literature
was originally oral and therefore strictly speaking no unique Ur-text ever
existed. This is unquestionably the case for works such as the Maha-
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bharata and the Purana literature,' and probably for at least some Buddh-
ist sutras — I am inclined to think that this holds true for most Indian
Buddhist sutra literature until at least the medieval period, but must hold
off from discussing that problem here. To the complexities of oral compo-
sition and transmission, which brings into question the whole notion of a
single text, are added in India the problems introduced by the use of more
than one script to transcribe the copied manuscripts. Scribes unfamiliar
with a script may easily misread the manuscript which they are copying,
and for this reason, especially with subsequent hypercorrections, recen-
sions tend often to follow lines delimited by the scripts employed [Katre
1954: 29; von Hintiber 1980: 34]. At first blush one might suppose the
situation with Buddhist literature translated into Tibetan to be quite differ-
ent. But before we discuss this, it will be helpful to briefly summarize
some of what we know about textual criticism in general.

Classical textual criticism divides the text critical task into four
projects: 1) Heuristics, 2) Recensio, 3) Emendatio, 4) Higher Criticism.
1) comprises the task of collecting materials and establishing the stemma
codicum. 2) consists in festoring the text of the collected material. 3)
consists in restoring the wording of the author. 4) consists in the separa-
tion of the sources utilized by the author [Katre 1945: 31]. For the present
we may ignore step 4 as irrelevant to the basic text-critical task; this chal-
lenge may be taken up by a subsequent translator of a well-edited text, for
instance. The whole question we really want to ask here is whether step 3
1s or is not possible. For of course with anonymous literature there is no
author per se. Andis there even “a” text? Oskar von Hintiber [1980: 31]
puts it this way:

The business of textual criticism is to produce a text as close as
possible to the original (constitutio textus). ... Our first task is to
establish what must or may be regarded as transmitted — to make
the recension (recensio); our next is to examine this tradition and

See the important comments of Biardeau [1968].
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discover whether it may be considered as giving the original (exami-
natio); if it proves not to give the original, we must try to reconstruct
the original by conjecture (divinatio) or at least isolate the corrup-
tion.

But as von Hiniiber [1980] demonstrates, this is not possible for
Indian Buddhist scriptural texts in Sanskrit. The nature of the variants
proves that we are not dealing with a single text which can be reconsti-
tuted. We are rather dealing with a “text tradition,” and the best we can do
is quite carefully record all the variegations within this tradition. This
implies, or can imply, that we are interested not only in the “original” text
but in all texts of the tradition. (More strictly, in all good texts; there is
little to be gained — except for the specialist in the Siddham script — from
interest in horribly corrupt medieval Japanese copies of the Sanskrit Heart
Stitra, for example.) For it seems to me that there is no intrinsic reason
why we should be interested only or even mainly in the earliest stratum of
a multi-valent tradition which, like the famous Buddhist banana tree, has
no core. For textual traditions of authored works (which would mean in
the context of Indian works translated into Tibetan, to simplify a bit, those
found in the Tanjur) the situation may be —but is not necessarily— differ-
ent, and we may assume a potentially recoverable core. In other words, we
may face different text-critical problems in trying to establish a text author-
ed by Nagarjuna than in trying to edit a stitra. Let us set this scenario aside
for the present, however, and limit ourselves to scriptural materials, those
of anonymous (and probably group or communal) authorship. Von Hin-
{iber’s concluding suggestions [1980: 40] are ones to which we will return
below:

[The only good course for an editor] is to print one MS, for practical
reasons the oldest one, exactly as it is, if it is fairly complete, and to
give all variants of the rest of the MSS. ... In following this proce-
dure, the idea of a text-critical apparatus as prepared for Greek or
Latin texts is renounced. The aim of this critical apparatus is to
show why and how the editor has reconstructed the printed text
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from his MSS. The apparatus of an anonymous S[anskrit] text, ...
on the other hand, shows the different stages and layers of the
development of a text. ... The apparatus therefore is not critical, but
historical, or ... it is a veritable thesaurus of the tradition. ... Thus
the work of an editor of an anonymous S[anskrit] text resembles
that of an archaeologist: he has to make visible the different layers of
his text.

Given that this is the case for Indian Buddhist works in Indic lan-
guages (for von Hiniiber’s use of the term “Sanskrit” here is strictly speak-
ing not precise), how can we apply these guidelines to Indian Buddhist
works in the guise of their Tibetan translations? The first question we
must address is what we hope to accomplish by editing and studying a
Tibetan translation. Do we wish to study it in its own right? But what
might this mean? As linguists we may be interested, for instance, in
different verbal forms found in this or that edition, but by the mere fact of
establishing an edition which collects various Tibetan editions we are
probably producing something which has never existed before, in Tibet or
elsewhere. If we seek the “original” version of the Tibetan translation, we
may possibly obtain some form of Ur-text, but it is highly unlikely that it
would reflect a text known to many Tibetans at any time. Recording all
variants, not just the true, recensional variants, however, should give us the
kind of access to the layers of the text to which von Hiniiber referred in the
passage quoted above. Clarifying which of our variants are recensional
variants, as distinct from transmissional variants, those introduced by the
vagaries of a scribal tradition, or simple errors, guarantees a full picture of
the textual tradition. Ultimately the apparatus to a full, true critical edition
not of the Kanjur version of a given text but of the whole Tibetan tradition
of that text should provide not only readings from all independent versions
of the text (Kanjurs, Dunhuang manuscripts, vulgata, and so forth), but
also testimonia from native Tibetan works which show how the work was
quoted and referred to within the native literature. The arrangement of the
critical apparatus of the present edition is one step toward the future estab-
lishment of such a full apparatus.
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If this is one aspect of the study of a text that can be undertaken
from the point of view of Tibetan studies, the goal of the Indologist who
studies these translations is different, for he or she seeks to read beneath,
as it were, the Tibetan “guise” of the translation to the “encoded” Indic
language original which lies behind it." It is common sense to think that
for such a purpose it is of course vital to obtain the version of the Tibetan
translation closest to that which the translators originally produced, since
later variants in the tradition, whatever doctrinal or historical value they
may have within the context of the study of Tibetan religion and culture,
inevitably move us farther away from the Indian text upon which the
translation was based. But is this common sense view the right one?

In the case of Tibetan Kanjur (and Tanjur) texts, it is not wholly
unreasonable to assume that some Ur-text did exist. The reasons for this
assumption may be stated simply. When we suppose that an Indian sttra
was translated into Tibetan and subsequently established within the Kan-
jur, we assume the existence of some unique text, the historically singular
product of a translator or rather more likely team of translators. This
assumes nothing about the textual tradition from which the translators’
“archetype” came, and does not of course imply that the Indic text tradition,
of which the translators’ manuscript or recited text was an exemplar, was
in itself in any way unitary. But assuming that there was only one transla-
tor or group of translators, and assuming that he or they did not produce
multiple versions of one text, we are left with a unique Tibetan version of
any given scripture. This unique product may have incorporated choices
between variant readings and so on, but the result nevertheless preserves
only the final decisions of the translator(s), and so is in itself unitary. If it
is this unique version which lies behind the translation which comes to be
copied in our Kanjurs, then we have to deal with a textual history which,
for its greater or lesser complexity, can be analyzed in terms of the classi-
cal stemma codicum. In this model we assume that texts were translated
once and only once. There should not be variants at the point of the “origi-
nal” copy of the translation. Therefore we can, in the context of this mod-

See the observations in Harrison [1990]: xxv-xxxvi.
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el, presume the existence of a unique Ur-text. Of course, some sutras and
¢astras were translated more than once. We know this from examples
found at Dunhuang.' But I doubt that these occasional variant transla-
tions can account for all of the textual variants we encounter. So then how
are we to account for the sometimes radical variants in the Tibetan textual
tradition of the Kanjurs?

A hypothetical but possible scenario may be the following. A
Sanskrit or Indic text was obtained by a team of Tibetan translators, written
or delivered orally. Let us call this Text S, The team of Tibetan transla-
tors produces what is more or less a calque of S' into Tibetan; let us call
this T". This T circulates within Tibet, being copied and recopied. This of
course may introduce a few variations, but probably nothing major. How-
ever, some reader who obtains a copy of T may also have access to an-
other copy of the Indic original, his S". His version of S" may be the
same as S', or may very well be a dlfferent version. Our reader may
compare s" against T', and even assuming that S" isthe same as S', he
may still differ with some renderings of the original translators, and rewrite
the translation in portions. Ifhis S' is different it goes without saying that
his comparison would produce differences in a Tibetan rendition. When
his newly emended T begins to circulate, we have the beginning of two
recensions of one and the same text. There is no telling how many times
such a process could have been carried out on any given text. A revision
might be revised, or the first translation revised by more than one reader or
group of readers. No matter how good our stemma and our understanding
of text-critical theory and the practice of text criticism, we cannot recon-
struct an archetype of S from such a situation. As West [1973: 36] has
said, “If contamination is present in more than a slight degree, it will be
found that no stemmatic hypothesis is satisfactory.” If all our data does
not lead back to the establishment of one archetype, we may be dealing

1

For example, we might cite the Dunhuang versions of the Vimalakirtinirdesa and the Yukti-
sastika, to select respectively a Kanjur and a Tanjur text. See, for the first, de Jong [1955], and for the
second, Mimaki [1982]: note 458. (Paul Harrison tells me that the Vimalakirtinirdesa case may not, after
all, be a case of an alternate translation, but stem rather from recensional differences. I have not yet had a
chance to examine the matter myself.)
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with an open recension, from which the most we can hope to establish is a
“serviceable” stemmatic relationship. It may be possible to establish
several hyparchetypes, but no single archetype. And I believe this is the
actual situation for many or most texts in the Tibetan Kanjur.

If the scenario presented above, for many of the ideas leading to
which I am indebted to conversations with Paul Harrison, is true, it is still
far from being the whole background of Kanjur textual variations. We
know that the canonical collections (Kanjur and Tanjur) both underwent
revisions, for example standardizations in the light of the Mahavyutpatti
and Sgra sbyor bam po gnyis pa, although details of what these processes
were, entailed and meant are still hazy. The story of the very establishment
of the great canonical collections is still a history waiting to be written.
This process of compilation and revision is one likely source of additional
variant readings. After a text was revised it is, again, likely that pre-revi-
sion versions still circulated. And we know that in at least some cases
whole alternate translations were made.

The types of alterations carried out on translations in the processes
sketched above produce what I have referred to as recensional variants.
Another type of variant, aside from simple errors, is of the transmissional
type. There are a variety of sources for transmissional variants. The
transmission of the Kanjur was perhaps not purely a written transmission;
maybe sometimes texts were read aloud and written down. This could
account for certain variant spellings and misspellings, but these might
occur in a written transmission as well. Martin West [1973: 20] reminds
us that “When one is writing (whether one is copying or not, but especially
if one is), one tends to say the words over to oneself. One may then find
oneself writing down a word that sounds the same as the one intended.”
This, by the way, speaks against the classical stricture that a textual change
which ignores paleographical probability is a violent change in the only
proper application of the term. We might modify this to say that emenda-
tions which cannot be explained on paleographical or phonetic grounds
must be judged to be violent changes.

The replacement of a term by a synonym, or differences such as
grammatical inversions, on the other hand, are perhaps more difficult to
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































