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The bilingual publication under discussion here is primarily an edition (or
rather, re-edition) of a very important tantric Buddhist work, the Vyavastholi
of Nagabodhi/Nagabuddhi. For students of Vajrayana, Dr Tanaka does not
need an introduction (and for those who do, there is a helpful short biog-
raphy at the end of this book, pp. 149—150). His scholarly output is quite
simply immense: more than 50 books and 150 articles on esoteric Buddhism,
Buddhist iconography, and Tibetan art with no compromise in quality for
the sake of quantity. Unfortunately for people like myself, most of these are
in Japanese, and so this bilingual book is a very welcome shift in policy.
Japanese Buddhology has for a very long time produced almost as much
as the rest of the world put together, but these materials have received less
currency than they deserve. The fault is, of course, primarily ours, Western
scholars and the academic system we grew up in. Alas, I too am ignorant
of Japanese. It should therefore be understood that this review is concerned
only with the English section (pp. 41-72) and the Sanskrit-Tibetan critical
edition (pp. 79-138).

Among his many other virtues, Dr Tanaka is an untiring manuscript
hunter. He has retrieved dozens of rare Sanskrit works from oblivion
and has published a good number of these, with special attention to early
Guhyasamaja literature. This book revisits his series of articles on the
Vyavastholi, yet another rare and early work (dating to the late eighth or
early ninth century, p. 58) of the so-called Arya school of exegesis, a treatise
seeking to elaborate on various aspects of meditational praxis. The complex
circumstances in which this text was retrieved from a variety of witnesses
(a codex unicus and some testimonia) are explained in the Introduction,
pp- 41-48. This is followed by a lucid analysis of the work’s four chapters
aided by tables (pp. 48—69). Special attention is given to the various quota-
tions and parallels as well as Tson kha pa’s topical outline of the text. We
are then introduced to the editorial conventions (pp. 69—72). After helpful
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diagrams of the layout of folios on the Gottingen photographic plates (the
only available record of the codex unicus) and an outline of the Guhyasamaja
mandala as advocated by Nagabuddhi’s school of exegesis, the text follows,
presented in the form of a facing Sanskrit—Tibetan edition. A bibliography
(pp- 139-142), a postscript (pp. 143—147), and the aforementioned biogra-
phy complete the book.

A few notes are in order about the somewhat strange title, Vyavastholi.
Dr Tanaka does not provide us with a solution, stating that “the original
Sanskrit title of this work requires further consideration” (p. 45). He men-
tions that Munisribhadra’s Pasicakrama commentary refers to the work as
vyastholyam, which is emended to vyavasthalyam by the editors of that text
(Jiang & Tomabechi 1996), but stops short of proposing an alternative solu-
tion, which is most likely vyavastholyam. However, this is not the only time
Munisribhadra quotes Nagabuddhi and his text. See Jiang & Tomabechi 1996
(I give the text as printed; the aksaras in parentheses preceded by an excla-
mation mark are the editors’ tentative corrections, whereas the plus sign
means that the aksara should be deleted): uktari ca vyavasthalyam, “as it is
taught in the Vyavastholi” and vyavastho(!stha)lyam [...] nagabuddhicara-
nena darsitatvat, “as taught in the Vyavastholi by the venerable Nagabuddhi”
(p. 22); aryanagabuddhipadi(!da)racitavyavastho(!stha)ligranthavyakhya-
nasampradayena, “according to the exegetical tradition [taught] in the work
[called] the Vyavastholi, composed by the noble, venerable Nagabuddhi”
(p. 23); ata evoktari ca vyavastho(!stha)lya(+nca)n, “and it is for this very
reason that in the Wyavastholi it is taught [...]” (p. 30).

I have found two further works providing us with referenced quotations,
which were missed or ignored by Dr Tanaka.

The first is the Giidhapada (Royal Asiatic Society London, Ms Hodgson
34, fol. 50v), a lenghty and as yet unedited commentary of the Marnjusri-
namasangiti by one Advayavajra.' This is the only known witness of the
work and there is no Tibetan translation. This author quotes Pindikrama 38
(as does Nagabuddhi, but he references it as a quotation from the Vajramala)
and says: vyavastholikayam asyartham tu vijiieyad iti, i.e. “the meaning of
this should be gathered from the Vavastholika.” This is a variant of the
title with a kan suffix, which may or may not be significant. As we will see
below, vyavastholi is a technical term, so perhaps the kan is justified.

The second reference comes from the Trivajraratnavali(/i)malikapanjika
of Kelikuli$a (photographs in Niedersdchsische Staats- und Universitéts-
bibliothek, Goéttingen Xc 14/36, fol. 8r), another long and unpublished
commentary, but this time on the Hevajratantra with special reference to the
exegesis of the Arya school. This too is a codex unicus and lacks a Tibetan
translation. The photograph of the relevant folio is unfortunately blurred,

1. This is one of the longest pieces of tantric Buddhist exegesis surviving in Sanskrit: the copy
consists of 180 densely written folios. The colophon gives the author’s name as Advayacakra (or
Advayavakra), probably a slip of the pen for Advayavajra. It is very unlikely that this author is the
well-known Advayavajra, see Isaacson & Sferra 2014: 74-75.
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but what I can make out says: acaryanagabuddhipadiyasriguhyasamaja-
caturangavyavastholer nyasadesandatrtiyaparicchede boddhavyeti. Here
we have the more usual form of the title, a reference to a sub-section of
the work (perhaps to be emended to dvitiyanyasadesanaparicchede, see
below), and incidental independent evidence for the author’s name being
Nagabuddhi and not Nagabodhi (this question, too, is left open by Dr Tanaka,
pp. 41-42). I am somewhat hesitant as to how to interpret this reference:
“[this matter] should be understood [by consulting] the third section, on the
teaching of installation, [or: the section on teaching of the installation, the
second,] of the Vyavastholi[, a work] on the four ancillaries [of practice]
of the glorious Guhyasamaja, of the venerable master, Nagabuddhi.” After
reading a previous draft of this review article, Prof. Harunaga Isaacson has
kindly pointed out to me (e-mail, 7.xi1.2016) that there are at least three
more references in this work: vyavastholitrtiyopadesam aha, “[1 shall
now] explain the teaching related to the Vyavastholr, the third” (fol. 65r);
nagabuddhipadair vyavastholav uktam akysya, “after having extracted
from the teaching of Nagabuddhi in [his] Wavastholi” (fols. 97v—98r), and
nagabuddhipadivacaturangavyavastholyupadesad akysyante, “[...] shall be
extracted from the Vyavastholi[, a work dealing with] the four ancillaries
[of Guhyasamaja practice], by the venerable Nagabuddhi” (fol. 215r). After
having checked these loci, I realised that Kelikuli$a quotes entire passages
from Nagabuddhi’s work and that these may help us considerably in solv-
ing some textual problems. I have therefore decided to give these passages
below in an Appendix.

Furthermore, the word vyavastholi occurs not as a title, but as a technical
term in the tantric Candrakirti’s Vajrasattvanispadanasitra (Luo & Tomabechi
2009: 4). The verse describes the propaedeutical sequence of learning the
practice (perhaps the four arnigas mentioned by Kelikulisa):

mantravadharanam purvar dvittyarm nyasadesana |

vyavastholis trtTya tu caturtharm tattvadarsanam ||

Tentatively:

“First, the ascertainment of mantra[s]; second, the teaching of instal-
lation; third, the sequence of arrangements (vyavastholi; see below);
fourth, beholding reality.”

The evidence is quite clear therefore that the original reading is vyavastholi
and nothing else. But what does the word mean?

The word vyavastha is fairly straightforward, meaning “arrangement.” Of
these, our text teaches four: that of the utpattikrama (the stage of generation),
that of the kayamandala (the body as a mandala), that of the utsargamandala
(the emanated mandala — either from the semen ejaculated into the vulva of
the consort or from mantras alone if the consort is visualised), and that of the
paramarthamandala (the mandala merging with supreme reality). But here
we have another problem, since according to the section colophons (pp. 98,
105, 128, 137-138), there should be five such “arrangements,” with the sec-
ond missing. I do not have a solution for this at present. However, perhaps
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the final colophon can be solved. This, in Dr Tanaka’s reading, is as follows:
iti Sriguhyasamajaf-Jmahayogatamtre paramarthamandalavyavasthal-]
paricchedah pamcamavyavastholis samapta ||. Besides compounding
where needed, as indicated with bracketed hyphens, I think that the lat-
ter part should be emended thus: °paricchedah paricamah || vyavastholih
samapta ||. In other words, here we have the end of the fifth section and the
final colophon of the work as a whole. I should perhaps also mention here
that because of an archiving problem, I do not have access to the last folio
(28r) of the manuscript, and so cannot check the reading.

What about o/i? The Tibetan translation of the Vajrasattvanispadanasiitra
does not help us here (op. cit., p. 36 has rnam par bzag pa yan gsum ste
for the third pada of the quoted verse), but the Tibetan translation of
Nagabuddhi’s text (p. 79) gives us a clue, since vyavastholir is rendered
as rnam gzag rim pa. This makes it quite clear that o/ is simply a Middle
Indic form of @vali, meaning a row, a continuous line, series, that is to say,
for all intents and purposes, a synonym of krama.

But why would Candrakirti, whose Sanskrit largely adheres to classi-
cal norms, use a word from a decidedly non-classical register of the lan-
guage? Luo & Tomabechi note a parallel to the aforementioned verse and
seem to think that it is original, that is to say the author’s. Adopting Ernst
Steinkellner’s taxonomy of quotations (Steinkellner 1988), they mark the
parallel as a Ci’e, citatum in alio usus secondarii modo edendi, ““a citation in
another text, with redactional changes, not marked as a citation.” This verse
is provided in Appendix 1 (op. cit., p. 71) and Appendix 2 (p. 85) in slightly
varying forms. What the authors call “Anonymous Text (VNU*)” transmits
vyavastholi in the third pdda (emended to vyavastholis in the constituted
text by the editors), whereas what they call “the Mantroddhara’ transmits
°avadharana (emended to °@vadharanam) in the first pada, dvitiya in the
second, and vyavastholi (emended as above) in the third. This latter source
also transmits ca for fu, but this is immaterial. Now, these could indeed be
simple corruptions. But what if the verse is not original (i.e. Candrakirti’s)
but an untraced scriptural citation? This might in part explain the fluctuations
of the readings, the slight metrical problem resulting therefrom in one case
(as mantravadharanapiirvam is not a valid vipula), and the otherwise unnec-
essary use of a Middle Indic word. If my hypothesis is correct, vyavastholi
is a scripturally sanctioned technical term.

Moreover, note that in both parallels the transmitted reading is vya-
vastholi tytiya. We have this collocation in Nagabuddhi’s text as well,
no less than three times and all of them puzzling: 1) idanim vyavastholis
trtiyopadesam aha | = Tib. rnam par gzag pa dan po fie bar bstan par brjod
par bya ste | (p. 80); 2) idanim vyavastholitytivopadesam aha | = Tib. da ni
rnam par gzag pa’i vim pa giiis pa fie bar bstan pa’i phyir (p. 98); 3) vya-
vastholitytivopadesam aha | = Tib. rnam par gzag pa bzi pa di #iid kyis
rdzogs pa la gnas pa fie bar bsad par bya (p. 131). In the second and third
passage, the two words are compounded by Dr Tanaka and it can perhaps be
conjectured that in the first passage the scribe emended to what seemed even
to modern editors as the most sensible reading. Note also that Kelikulisa,
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too, gives a compound. But could vyavastholi/-]tytiya not be the actual
original reading, idiosyncratic as it is? In this case, in Nagabuddhi’s text we
should always see an invisible *ity asya before upadesam. What then of the
Tibetan? The translators seem to have “fixed” the text, taking these introduc-
tory sentences to refer to sub-sections of the work itself and adjusting the
numbers as they saw fit. Nagabuddhi is certainly aware of the verse, or at
least of the arrangement the verse proposes. Closing his first sub-section,
he writes: {dvitiyanyasa(sic)desana paricchedal ||} (p. 98, printed thus).
At the beginning of the work, he says: ifi || nyasa(sic)desana sicita(sic)
syat|| (p. 80, printed thus).

If the verse is indeed scriptural, it becomes immaterial, at least for this
case, whether Nagabuddhi is quoting Candrakirti or not. The chronological
relationship between the two authors is unclear. Moreover, it is not con-
clusively settled, at least not to my knowledge, that the tantric Candrakirti
noted as the author of the Vajrasattvanispadanasiitra and the (equally
tantric) commentator, author of the Pradipoddyotana, are the same or not.
Following a different avenue, Dr Tanaka (p. 58) proposes that Nagabuddhi
is earlier than the author of the Pradipoddyotana.

Let us now turn to the edition itself. Anyone who has even superficially
engaged with the material used by Dr Tanaka will be aware what a difficult
undertaking this is. The primary problem is that the manuscripts are not
available for autopsy and we must be content with photographic records of,
to put it mildly, imperfect quality. We are duly warned (p. 70) that “some
parts of the romanization remain tentative.” It should be understood therefore
that my following discussion of some /oci is not an ungrateful exercise in
pointing out faults, but an attempt to improve slightly where the lion’s share
of the work has already been done.

What one might call a global problem is that just like the manuscripts’
“missing” virama mentioned on p. 71, n. 64, we must occasionally see
“invisible” hyphens in compounds printed separately. For example, agni-
mandalas tu tad antarbhiita eva (p. 82) should be tadantarbhiita (setting
aside for the time being the fact that mandala is overwhelmingly neut.);
suvarnnadayo rasi kriyante (p. 82) contains a cvi formation; tad upari
(p. 83) should be printed as tadupari; kim arthan ... bodhisatva mahasatvas
... navataranti (p. 85) would be better with kimartham (and thus again on
p. 114); sa jatisuddhadivyaksa drsyah (p. 90) is one compound; prajia-
sutrokta dvasaptati® (p. 93) should be joined by a hyphen; evarn bhiite (p. 99)
is more elegant as evamibhiite; caksur vikaro (p. 131) ought to be read as
caksurvikaro, and so on. We also have the opposite case, where words are
printed as if they were compounds, when they are quite clearly not. These
cases tend to occur when the line numbers are printed with the constituted
text, so this may be a mere formatting error: catasro(22a3)yonayah (p. 83),

Jjarayuja(22a4)yonih katama (p. 84).

Sometimes awkward syntax should have prompted the editor to recon-
sider his reading of the manuscript. On p. 80 we have the following: tato
yoganuyogatiyogamahayogah kramena mahavajradharam atmanam
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nispadya dvayendriyasamapattya mandaleyadevatam utsyjya japan
bhavanan ca kytva etc. We have to intervene in three places to make the
sentence yield good sense. First, my reading of the ms. is °mahayoganu-
kramena® (perhaps supported by the Tibetan rnal 'byor chen po’i rim
pas, which ignores °anu® but suggests a compound nevertheless). Then,
for the object of utsyjya we should read mandaleyadevata (fem. pl. acc.
with sandhi) and not °devatam (this time fully supported by the Tibetan,
which has dkyil ’khor gyi lha rnams). Third, for japan (unclear how the
editor understood this, surely not an active participle) read japam (japar
in standardised sandhi) with the ms. and Tibetan (which also has the more
standard order of practices, meditation first, then recitation: bsgom pa dan
bzlas pa byas nas). The meaning hence is: “Then, after having accom-
plished [identification between] oneself and the Great Holder of the Vajra
according to the sequence yoga, anuyoga, atiyoga, and mahayoga, after
having emitted the deities of the mandala by means of uniting the two
[sexual] organs, after having performed recitation and visualisation, [...].”
Although perhaps only a typographical error, another example can be found
on p. 84, where we have ye satva bhitasa/m]svedajas tadyatha, obviously
an error for masc. pl. nom. °jas. Another such item can be seen on p. 89,
where we have the strange yavad ayanti samagrin na labhate. A closer
look at the ms. and the Tibetan (ji srid du skye ba’i tshogs pa ma riied
pa) reveals the correct reading: yavad utpattisamagrin (i.e. °samagrin).
Also cf. Abhidharmakosabhasya (Pradhan 1967: 125): kiyantam kalam
avatisthate | [...] yavad upapattisamagrim na labhate.* The meaning is now
clear: one abides in the intermediate state “until the ingredients for birth
have been attained.” In the same longer passage (p. 91) we have the strange
reading saptahdatyajena®, apparently a correction of saptahatyajyana®.
But the ms. makes perfect sense: saptahatyayena®, “after seven days have
gone by.” This is also Kelikuli$a’s reading. In a passage describing how
winds (i.e. vital energies) influence the foetus (p. 96), we read vayavo
... garbbhasalyam ... dharmodayadvarabhimukho ’vasthapayanti. The
editor here emends the ms., which according to him reads abhimukhah |.
Both reading and emendation are wrong, as the ms. correctly reads
°dvarabhimukham, which makes perfect sense: “the vital energies place
the foetus facing the door of the vulva.” The foetus is then determined to
be either male or female. But we read (p. 96): sacet punsan bhavati ... atha
str1, which quite clearly misreads masc. sg. nom. puman. To stay with the
same topic, the next page, I suspect, contains a misinterpretation. There,
we read a sentence: gandharvasatvo mamsacaksusa dysyatangatah. This
should be printed as drsyatan (or standardised, dysyatam) gatah. That is to
say, “the gandharvasattva becomes visible to the naked eye.”

The same applies to awkward words, usage, and terminology. For
example, the word darpyam (p. 98) is unknown to me and I suspect that the
editor thought this derivation from darpa possible because of its Tibetan
mirror, Aa rgyal. In my view, the correct reading is dardhyam, “firmness”

2. Ithank Mr Artemus Engle for pointing out this reference.
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in meditative identification with the deity, which does indeed imply a
special kind of “pride,” the technical term for which is devataharmkara.
On p. 127 we read: svasucipratimam imam grhitva jinaratnapratiman
karoty anarghda |. This, as the editor points out in the introduction, is a
quotation from the Bodhicaryavatara, and so it is quite surprising that he
did not follow the source text to print asuci® (which I suspect is actually
the reading of the ms.) and that he did not emend to anargham. This is the
only way in which the line makes sense: “After having taken hold of this
impure image [i.e. the various bodies of transmigration], it [i.e. the resolve
to become enlightened] turns it into a priceless image of a Buddha-jewel.”
The words kintu dyotitajiias (p. 86) stand out as strange usage prompting
one to revisit the manuscript, where we find the correct kintiidghatitajiias,
meaning “however, highly intelligent persons [...].” We now have a careful
and exhaustive treatment of the term in Muroya 2016.* On p. 87 we find
a description of humans at the beginning of an Aeon. They are said to be
sarvabuddhagunalambkrtarapino manomayah, etc. The Tibetan is a little
bit confused: sans rgyas kyi yon tan thams cad kyis brgyan cin yid kyi ran
bzin gyi lus can. Another look at the ms. solves the problem, since it reads:
°alamkytah [folio change] rifpino, that is to say, they are “adorned with all
qualities of a buddha, beautiful.” An example for unattested terminology
can be found in ksanalavamuhiirttam avesajiianasatva iva (p. 93). A closer
look reveals that this is indeed a “ghost,” as the ms. reads *muhiirtamatrena
jhiana® (“in a split second, a moment, an instant, just like the jianasattva’)
mirrored badly by the Tibetan skad cig than cig gam yud tsam gyis ye ses
sems dpa’ltar. The correct reading is also transmitted in Kelikulisa, but since
this particular passage falls on a folio side which has undergone reparation,
we cannot be completely certain that it is genuine.

Then again, there are cases where the photographs are too blurred and
the Tibetan or parallel passages do not suggest a conclusive reading. In these
cases, the editor was forced to guess, but some of the guesses are not entirely
felicitous. For example, on p. 83 we see iyatas ca[ ]. The bracketed portion
is indeed very blurred, and the guess before it is quite impossible. I propose
iyata granthena (to be construed with following ity uktam bhavati, mean-
ing “this is what is taught by this passage”), a perfectly acceptable phrase
often used by commentators to define the contents of a passage. Our author
also uses it (p. 97). Moreover, at least to my eyes, this reading maps very
well onto the blurred aksaras. But if I am right, then the Tibetan transla-
tion (der ni Zes bya ba la sogs pa’i gzun gis) is partially corrupt. This, my
initially conjectured reading was confirmed by the Kelikuli$a manuscript,
but the photos there too are slightly blurred. Another example can be found
on pp. 105-106: bodhicittad {yathaikavimanaddham} purvoktakramena
kiutagaram nispadya = Tib. shion du gsuns pa’i vim pas gzal yas khan bsgrubs
la byan chub kyi sems las sgrub cin. To the bracketed portion, Dr Tanaka
adds a note: “This phrase, written in comparatively small letters, does not
correspond with the Tibetan translation.” Indeed, it does not, because the

3. Ithank Prof. Harunaga Isaacson for this reference.
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Tibetan is corrupt. My reading of the bracketed passage and the word just
before is bodhicittan mantraikanirmandd va, a phrase otherwise repeated
on p. 111. It is also used by Munisribhadra (Jiang & Tomabechi 1996: 22).
The meaning is that the palace of the deities can be created in two ways:
through the emission of semen or merely by a mantra. I shall hazard an
uncertain guess of my own. On pp. 86—87 the discussion is about bodhisat-
tvas assuming voluntary birth only in Jambudvipa in spite of the fact that
there are human beings on other continents, too. Here we have the sentence
tena bodhisatva jambudvipe[ | janapadesupapadya dharman desayanti |
=Tib. des na byan chub sems dpa’rnams ’dzam bu’i glin gi skye ba’i gnas
kyi dbus su sku "khruns sin chos ston par ‘gyur ro ||. If we suppose that the
Tibetan is somewhat corrupt, perhaps the missing passage reads madhya-
mesv eva, meaning that bodhisattvas incarnate on our continent only in
central countries, that is to say not in marginal (understand: barbaric) lands
where Buddhism is unknown (pratyantajanapada). 1 see some difficulty
in mapping this reading onto the blurred portion, but perhaps this takes us
closer to a solution.

Editors of tantric Buddhist texts sometimes attribute much more weight
to the Tibetan renderings than they should. After all, Tibetans were just as
likely to have a corrupt reading and even if they did have a good reading,
they were just as prone to misreading aksaras as we are. The argument
against this is the naive assumption that because of their access to an
Indian’s contemporary explanation, they had a much better understanding
of what they were reading. This, judging by the philological evidence, is
mere fantasy. However, there are cases when a more careful consideration
of the Tibetan can be fruitful. For example, we read on p. 81 that at the
beginning of a new universe, winds gently become active: mandamanda
vayavah syandante. Now, it is perhaps possible to squeeze that meaning
out of syand, but Tibetan g.yos te strongly suggests another reading of the
same aksara, virtually the same in this hand, spandante. Kelikulisa’s read-
ing is of no consequence here, because that manuscript too is in a similar
hand, where sya and spa are virtually indistinguishable. Note, however,
that author’s superior reading, mandamandam. 1f we accept the adverb
as the better reading, then the meaning is: “the winds [start to] blow ever
so slightly.” The beginning of a passage elaborating on the previous point
(p. 86) begins, according to the edition under review, with tathapy. But the
Tibetan 'di lta ste makes it clear that we have to read tatha hy (that is to say,
not “even though,” but “to elaborate”). We may also consider the passage
where the person in the intermediate stage realises his or her future rebirth
(p. 90): evam ca prajanati | idanin tam madiyar kalevaram iti | = Tib. 'di
ltar yan bdag gi lus de dan de ni 'di yin no Zes rab tu ses so ||. Granted,
the Tibetan is not entirely clear, but we are much better off emending to
idanintanam or even conjecturing idam idanintanam. That is to say, “and
[the being in the intermediate stage] recognises the following: ‘this is my
present body’.” Another example can be found on p. 131. Here the signs of
death are conceived as heralds of the person’s constituents melting into clear
light. We are told the following about the eyes: nayanendriye gate caksur
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vikaro bhavati | samksubhati ca | = Tib. mig gi dban po 'gags pa na mig
‘ayur Zin zum par ‘gyur ro |. Besides the need to compound caksurvikaro,
which I have already mentioned above, the second sign should be read
samkucati; the Tibetan is therefore a good rendering. The meaning is: “once
the faculty of sight has vanished [into clear light], there will be a distortion
of the eyes and they will become contracted.”

Dr Tanaka does not standardise his readings too much; instead he prefers
to retain the orthographic peculiarities of the manuscript when only one
witness is available. This policy does have its virtues. However, there are
cases where a correction is needed. For example, East Indian and Nepalese
manuscripts sometimes omit the visarga before sibilants. On p. 81 we have
varddhamana sodasa®, whereas it would have been more appropriate, at
least in my view, to print varddhamanah (or standardised vardhamanah),
either showing the correction with brackets (or in a note) or noting in the
editorial conventions that such occurrences have been silently emended (or
corrected). We see the same problem just below: for megha sambhiiya®,
understand meghah sambhiiya®. The same feature is encountered before
un-voiced stops, although perhaps less rarely than with sibilants. Having
this in mind, the sentence ayam tu jambudvipakarmabhiimih (p. 86) can
be simply emended to °dvipah karma®, which is of course also required
by ayam (masc., while bhimi is fem.) and has support in the somewhat
awkwardly phrased Tibetan (’dzam bu’i glin pa ’di ni las kyi sa pa yin te).
The meaning is: “But this [place], the Jambu continent, is a realm of karma
[i.e. a place where buddhas appear and humans can achieve their state].”

There are also some serendipitous cases, where the manuscript has a
faulty reading, but the editor prints the correct one, either because of a
lucky misreading or because he has forgotten to add a note. For example, on
p. 82 we read the correct mahi bhavaty where the ms. has a stray anusvara,
mahim bhavaty. Occasionally, the editor prints a synonym, which is a good
reading, but not the original one. For example, tosayitva (p. 93) actually
reads prinayitva.

Finally, there are cases where one would have welcomed the use of
the crux desperationis. 1 cannot believe that the editor could make sense
of such passages as sarvangaripani sthamani mlanani mydiini mdatrani
Sithilani bhavanti (p. 131) or svakayavivarnna ayamalinatvam (emendation
of ayamalinatvam!) bhavati (pp. 131-132).

Despite all these, one may say minor, problems, Dr Tanaka must be
congratulated and thanked for bringing to light with such arduous work a
very important text from the early phase of mature Vajrayana Buddhism. In
his postscript, the author paints a somewhat bleak picture of the academic
situation in Japan. However, as long as such texts keep being discovered
and works of this quality published, I will continue to say that we, student
of esoteric Buddhism, are living in a very happy age.
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Appendix

The passages given here in diplomatic transcript are the relevant portions
from Kelikuli$a’s commentary as read from photographs in Niederséchsische
Staats- und Universitétsbibliothek, Gottingen Xc 14/36. It should be noted
that I have not yet read this work of 240 folios in full, which means there may
be many more such parallels. Only significant divergences from Tanaka’s
text (marked T) are given in the footnotes. Ante/post correctionem read-
ings are not reported. The portions placed between double chevrons are
paraphrases or introductory/concluding passages.

1. Kelikuli$a’s commentary, Ms. f. 65r1-65v4 = Tanaka p. 80, 1. 14 —p. 83,
1.23

«anayor gathadvayor nnagabuddhipadiyavivaranam akrsya likhyate |»
vyavastholitrtiyopadesam* aha | yadasmin loke gatisamvarttiniprapte’
traidhatuke | ekah [2] sattvo pi navasisto bhavati | bhajanalokamatram
avatisthate | tada kramakramena sapta siiryanarm rasmayah pradurbhiiya
traidhatukam dagdhva akasamayam kurvvanti | imam artha[3]m utpatti-
kramabhavako abhavetyadigatham® uccaryyalambayati | punas tatah’
pratityasamutpadaprabandhabalat mandamandarh?® vayavah® spandante!? |
tatas te vayavo varddha[4]manah'' sodasalaksayojanam udvedham'?
parindhenasarnkhyarn vayumandalam abhinirvarttayanti'® | tasmin vayu-
mandale meghah'* sambhiiya aksamatrabhir ddharabhir varsanti'’ | tad
bha[S]vaty apam mandalarh tasya pramanar yojananam ekadasalaksam
udvedho vimsati$ ca sahasrani | ta$ ca punar apo vayubhir avarttya-
manah kaficanamayi mahi bhavaty apam uparistat'® | tasyah prama[65v]
nam trayo laksah!” sahasrani vims$atih | agnimandalam'® antarbhaitam
eva | ayarh sannive$otpado yoginam akasadhatumadhyastham bhavayed
vayumandalam ityadina caturmmandalakramena bhiibhagavalambanam
[2] | evamh satvanam karmmaprabhavasambhiitair vayubhih samhrtya
suvarnnadayo rasikriyante | sumervvadayah parvvatah | devavimana®

4. vyavastholitrtiyopadesam] vyavastholis trtiyopadesam T
5. gatisamvarttiniprapte] gatisamvarttaniprapte T

6. abhavetyadigatham] abhaveti gatham T

7. punas tatah] punah T

8. mandamandarn] mandamanda T

9. vayavah] also T’s em. of vayavah

10. spandante] syandante T

11. varddhamanah] varddhamana T

12. sodasalaksayojanam udvedharn] sodasalaksayojanodvedharm T
13. abhinirvarttayanti] akasopari nivarttayanti T

14. meghah] megha T

15. varsanti] varsayanti T

16. uparistat] uparisthat T

17. laksah] laksa udvedhas (sic for udvedhas!) T

18. agnimandalam] agnimandalas tu T

19. antarbhiitam eva] tad antarbhiita eva T

20. devavimana] devavimanani T
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dvipas cakravadaparyanta vrksagulmalatadaya$ ca bha[3]vanti®! | iyata
granthena?? bhavotpattibhavakanam? $tnyatalambanaparvvakam?* catur-
mmandalakramena bhiibhagar nispadya tadupari kiitagarar nispadayed iti
uktarh bhavati | tato vijiia[4]nadhipatir mmahavajradharah satvajanakah |
bhajanalokarn® nispadya satvalokam nirmminoti | alayanispattiptrvvika
trivajrotpattibhavaneti?® vacanat |

2. Kelikulisa’s commentary, Ms. f. 97v5-99r1 = Tanaka p. 91, 1. 9 — p. 94,
1. 7. NB: the sides 98v and 99r were at some point damaged and repaired by
tracing the letters. This is probably the work of a Nepalese scribe, and while
on the whole he seems to have been successful, a number of catastrophic
misreadings are evident.

«caturnnam apy anandanar sahajabhidhanam katham atrocyate | naga-
buddhipadair vyavastholav ukta[98r]m akrsya likhyate | yadadau vijianarn
rupaskandhat pracyutarh syat tatha marmsa(sic for marsa©!)sthivisthadi-
rahitah | devatatatvoktasatpaiicavarsapramanah kumaro vajrady(sic!?)
abhedyamanomayakaya[2]h |» antarabhavasthah?®’ saptahatyayat®® |
anadinanavikalpavasanaprabandhodbhitakarmmana?® saficodite sati |
utpattimh parigrhnaty®® anena kramena tatrayarn [3] kramah | prathama-
kalpikanam?!' manusyanam amrtam aharamananarm yavat kavadik@hara-
paryantena®? bhurhjananar kharatvar gurutvafi ca® kaye avakrantam
prabha canta[4]rhrta* tato andhakare samutpanne® siiryacandramasau
loke pradurbhtitau tatah prajiiopayavibhagadarsanartharm tesam strindriya-
purusendriye® pradurbhiite | sarhsthanafi ca bhi[5]nnarm tesam anyonyar
pasyatarm purvvabhyasavasad anyonyam?’ ragacittam utpapannar (sic
for utpannam!) | yato ragacittad® vipratipannas tad arabhya stripurusa iti
sarmjfiantaram adyapi loke pravarttate tatha tatah® sa ga[98v|ndharvvasatvah

21. bhavanti] sambhavanti T

22. iyata granthena] iyatasca[ ] T

23. bhavotpattibhavakanam] bhavotpattikramabhavakanam T

24. $unyatalambanapiirvvakarh] $tinyatabhavanalaksanaptrvakar T

25. bhajanalokarn] bhajanalokan T

26. trivajrotpattibhavaneti] trivajrotpattibhavana karttavyeti T

27. antarabhavasthah] tatha ‘ntarabhavastho ‘pi T

28. saptahatyayat] saptahatyajena® T, reporting °tyajyana® in the Ms, which has the same read-
ing as Kelikulisa

29. anadinanavikalpavasanaprabandhodbhiitakarmmana)] anadisvavikalpavasanaprabandhod-
bhita-karmmana T

30. parigrhnaty] grhnaty T

31. prathamakalpikanam] prathamakalpikanam T

32. kavadikaharaparyantena bhurhjananam] kavadikaraharaparyante T, reporting °kavalikarahara®
in the Ms

33. gurutvafl ca] gurutvam T

34. cantarhyta] ntarhita T

35. samutpanne] utpanne T

36. strindriyapurusendriye] stripurusendriye T

37. anyonyarh] anyonya® T

38. yato ragacittad] yato T

39. tatha tatah] tatas T
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trayanarn sthananarn sarnmukhibhavat | matuh kuksau garbbhavakranto*
bhavati | mata kalyavati*' rtuvati*? matapitarau raktau bhavatah | tatah
tayor anyonyam anuraganavajrapadma[2]dhisthanam alinganacumbanad
iti | yaya* dvayendriyasamapattirh drstva kamopadanad antavabhavam®*
aksaras]* §ighrataram agatya ksanalavamuhirttamatrena* jianasatva iva
vairocanadvarena prani$ri*’ jdianabhtimirh prapya tupayajanakhanu [lacuna
of 4 aksaras]*® [4]bhiiya niratiSayaprityaksiptahrdayah tantroktasarvva-
tathagatabhibhavananyayena® prajfiatantroktadvasaptatinadisahasram®
samcodya ubhav api paramanandasukhena pri[5]nayitva’! alikalibhir>
api dravayitva $ukrasonitabhyarh misribhiiya* yonimadhye bindurGpena
patitah | imam arthamh [99r] dyotayann aha mulasitre®® sarvatathagata-
kayavakcittahrdayavajrayosidbhagesu vijahareti || «tatas tatra kramena
kalalarbudapesighanadibhih kayankuro nigpadyate |»

3. Kelikuli$a’s commentary, Ms. f. 215r1-215v4 = Tanaka p. 128, 1. 19 —
p. 131,1.5

«ata eva vijianamanas$cittanukramopades$ana[2]bhijianam sande-
hottrasam apannanam arnivrtti(sic for anirvrti®!?)sthairyarthar
$riguhyasamajasya mulasutranirddesadinarm satkotyadivyakhya-
tantras$rivajramaladinam anukrame[3]na gatha likhyante | tah punar
nnagabuddhipadiyacaturangavyavastholyupadesad akrsyante |» tad
idanim*® paramarthamandaladarsanaya uddesanapadam?®’ guhyasa[4]
majoktam™® avataryate || samayat ksarad*® retan tu® vidhina pibet phala-

40. garbbhavakranto] garbbhasyavakranto T

41. kalyavati] kalya bhavati T

42. rtuvati] rtumatt T

43. °vajrapadmadhisthanam alinganacumbanad iti | yaya] °vajradhisthanenalinganacumbanadi-
kriyaya T

44. kamopadanad antavabhavarh] kamopadanayantarabhavarh T, reporting kamopadanaya in the Ms
45. [lacuna]] °$ cittavajro vayuvahanasamartdhas T

46. ksanalavamuhtirttamatrena] ksanalavamuhtrttam avesa® T, but the Ms actually has the same
reading as Kelikulisa

47. praniéri] pravisya T

48. tupayajanakhanu [lacuna]] upayajnanena sahadvayi® T

49. °abhibhavananyayena] °abhibhavanasamadhinyayena T

50. prajiatantroktadvasaptatinadisahasrarn] prajiasatroktadvasaptatinadisahasrarn T

51. prinayitva] tosayitva T, but the Ms actually has the same reading as Kelikulisa

52. alikalibhir] alikalikav T, but the Ms seems the have the same reading as Kelikulisa

53. stuksmadhatvanupravesena] siksmadhatvaya? pravisan T

54. misribhiiya] sanmisribhiiya T

55. miulasttre] malatantre T

56. tad idanim] idanirh T

57. paramarthamandaladar$anaya udde$anapadarh] paramarthamandalavyavastha pradarsanayod-
desapadarh T

58. guhyasamdjoktam] mulasttrad T

59. ksarad] ksared T

60. retan tu] retarh T
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kamksaya | marayet tathagatarm vyiham®' sutaram siddhim apnuyad ity
uddesah | tathanyatra tu ni[5]rdde$ah® rapadyadhyatmikan dharmman
pasyato tha® vipasyana | aksobhyadi yathasamkhyam kalpayet®
samatho bhavet || anayor nnihsvabhavatvarm tathatasantasamjfiakam |
tathatamanda[215v]le yogi sarvvabuddhan pravesayed iti || asyapi®
pratinirddes$ah $rivajramalatantroktah® | ripaskandhagatadarso bhudhatur
nnayanendriyam riiparh ca paficamam yati krodhamaitreyasamyutam ||
vedana[2]skandha®’ (sic!) samatabdhatuh® §ravanendriyarh $abda$ ca pafica-
marn yati krodhadvayasamanvitarh || sammjfia ca pratyaveksanyarh hutabhun
nasikendriyarh | gandha$ ca paficamar yati krodhadvayasamanvitar || [3]
sarnskarah® krtyanusthanarm maruto rasanendriyarn rasa$ ca paficamarh yati
krodhadvayasamanvitar || tirddhvadhah krodhasamyuktarm prakrtyabhasam
eva ca | vijianaskandham ayati vijiia[4]nan tu” prabhasvaram || sarvastnyafi
ca nirvvanam’' dharmmakayo nigadyate | drdhikaranaheto$ ca mantram etad
udaharet | orh $linyatajiianavajrasvabhavatmako ‘ham iti ||

4. Kelikuli$a’s commentary, Ms. f. 215v4-21612 (continued from 3.)
= Tanaka p. 136, 1. 11 —p. 137,1. 2

«tatha apara [5] evasya mantrasyarthah |» om ityadikarh | sarhyuktam™ iti
dvitlyarh | §iinyateti” trtiyarn | jianam ity evam’ caturtharh | vajrasvabha-
vatmakarh paficakhyarn” | sastho ham iti bodhyate’ || evam tathagatasatkarn
kathitafi co[216r]ttame’” jane | om $tnyateti yasyadi’® | jianavajrarn
dvittyakarh tatsvabhavatmako ham syan tritatvan catra kalpitam || tritat-
vam ekarm bhavet samyag vyaktavyaktasamjiiakau” «anaya bhavanaya
paiicaskandhadisakalakayamandala[2]nilayavasthayarm kramaso varddha-
manayar yani yani linganimittani yogi svakaye anubhavati | tani tani
vyavastholitrtiyopadesaparicchede avaboddhavyaniti ||»

61. tathagatam vytharh] tathagatavytharh T

62. tathanyatra tu nirddesah] saptamapatale tv asya nirdeso vyakhyatarntre sandhyavyakarana-
ni[r]distah | T

63. pasyato tha] pasyato[?] T, mentioning that the character here give as a question mark is illegible
64. kalpayet] kalpayan T

65. asyapi] tasyapi T

66. $rivajramalatantroktah] $rivajramalamahayogataritre vivrtas tad avataryate T

67. vedanaskandha] vedanaskandhah T

68. samatabdhatuh] samata abdhatuh T

69. sarnskarah] samskarah T

70. vijianan tu] vijianarn ca T

71. sarvaslinyaii ca nirvvanarn] nirvanar sarvasinyarh ca T

72. or ityadikam | sarhyuktam] om ityady ekasarhyuktarh T

73. iti dvitiyarh | $Unyateti] dvitlyarh $tinyateti ca T

74. trtiyam | jianam ity evam] trtiyarh jianam ity eva T

75. caturtharh | vajrasvabhavatmakarh paficakhyari] caturtharh vajrasarhjiiakarh | svabhavatmaka
paiicamakhyarh T, mentioning that the Ms reads paficamakhya

76. bodhyate] procyate T

77. kathitan cottame] kathitarh uttame T

78. yasyadi] yugmadi T

79. vyaktavyaktasarhjiiakau] vyaktavyaktasarhjiakarm T
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