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1. An Official Registration of Buddhist Texts*

T

HE first diffusion of Buddhism into Tibet (snga dar) coincides with the
foundation and military expansion of the Tibetan Empire (seventh-ninth
century). According to traditional accounts, the importation of Buddhism and
concomitant translation of Buddhist literature into Tibetan commenced during the time of the first dharmaräja Srong btsan sgam po (617-649/650) and
continued well up until the seventeenth century.1 With the imperial patronage
of Buddhist monasticism from the eighth century onwards, a number of registers of Buddhist and non-Buddhist2 translated works were compiled and
kept in Tibetan monastic communities and imperial depositories. The growing political role of the Tibetan sangha (Dargyay 1991) and the need for a
systematic and standardized exposition of Buddhist doctrines eventually led
to the official sponsorship of authoritative catalogues {dkar chag) which,
based on earlier lists, represented a revised selection mainly of Sanskrit and
Chinese Buddhist literature translated into Tibetan, as well as related works
authored by Tibetan writers.
The present study concerns the dKar chag 'Phang thang ka ma {-med)
(hereafter PT) which has long since been presumed lost.3 The PT is the last

* I wish to thank Sherab Gyatso for sharing his knowledge of Tibetan literature and for his
generous support during the writing of this article. I am also grateful to Charles Ramble,
Cristina Scherrer-Schaub and Brandon Dotson for offering their valuable suggestions.
1
Although Tibetan encounters with Buddhism from Central Asia, China and Nepal prior
to the seventh century cannot be ruled out, most sources accede that Srong btsan sgam po's
minister, Thon mi Sambhota, devised the Tibetan script and rendered the first translations of
Buddhist texts into Tibetan (Skilling 1997a, pp. 87-89). For evidence of a small but steady
number of literary transmissions to Tibet beyond the thirteenth century, see Shastri 2002.
2
The Tibetan Tripitaka includes a number of secular Indian texts, such as, the PrajnäSataka noma Prakarana translated by dPal brtsegs, the Nïtisastra Prajñádanda noma and
Nïtisastra Jana-posana bindu noma translated by Ye shes sde, and the Äryäkosa näma translated by dPal gyi lHun po (Pathak 1974).
3
Western scholars have noted the missing status of the PT: see Vostrikov 1970, p. 205;
Bethlenfalvy 1982, p. 5; Harrison 1996, p. 87, n. 6; Herrmann-Pfandt 2002, pp. 134, 138. The
temple of 'Phang thang was allegedly flooded during the reign of King Khri srong lde btsan
(Blue Annals, 43; The Chronicles ofLadakh, 86; Mkhas pa 7 dga ' ston, 324; dBa ' bzhed, 8b,
12a). The Chronicles ofLadakh (85) state that King Mes Ag tshom was responsible for building
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royally-decreed catalogue composed in the ninth century at the imperial court
of 'Phang thang in southern Central Tibet. Its contents and divisions reveal
that it was based on two older imperial catalogues. The older of the two, composed at the fortress sTong thang IDan dkar, is known as the dKar chag IDan
dkar ma (hereafter DK), or IHan dkar ma, and it is commonly assigned to the
reign of Khri lde srong btsan {alias Sad na legs, circa 800-815).4 It is preserved in the Tibetan Tripitaka.5 The second catalogue is said to have been
written also during the reign of Khri lde srong btsan at the court of Mchims
bu.6 It is known as the dKar chag bsam yas mChimsphu ma and it is considered at present missing.
a number of vihäras on the plains near Lhasa, among them the 'Phang thang ka med. The bKa '
thang sde snga (148) reports that during his administration the temple of bSam yas mChims
phu was built. In the Myang chos 'byung (83) Täranätha speaks of a 'phang (thang) du gzim
khang, an important hermitage of a later period (near) the small town of dKar 'phyigs. A 'Phang
thang khang mo che (the big building of 'Phang thang) is mentioned as the court in which King
Khri gtsug lde btsan (alias Ral pa can, circa 815-836) met with a messenger of King Mywa
(dBa ' bzhed, p. 46, n. 107). Skilling (1997a, p. 91, n. 32) cites a few sources, among them the
IDe 'u chos 'byung, where it is said that the fortress of 'Phang thang ka med was built during
the reign of King Khri gtsug lde btsan. The translators of the dBa ' bzhed (p. 46, n. 107) report
that today the 'Phang thang's locality is called 'Pho brang and is located to the south-east of
Yum bu bla sgang. For a map reference of the 'Phang thang located in Yar stod (Upper Yar) in
the subdistrict (Chinese: xiang) of 'Pho brang (Sorensen, et al. 2005, pp. 13-14).
4
The dating of the DK is contested. Tucci ( 195 8, p. 48) and more recently Herrmann-Pfandt
(2002, p. 134) has dated it around 812 C.E. Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar (1985, pp.
91-96), Yamaguchi (1996, p. 243, n. 15), and Rabsel (1996, p. 16) analyzed the different dates
proposed in the Tibetan sources for the DK and assigned it to 824 C.E., that is to say, well into
the reign of King Khri gtsug lde btsan. The same date is cited by Yoshimura (1950), but according to Tucci (1958, pp. 46-47, n. 1), his argument is not cogent. In this article, the chronological sequence of the three imperial dkar chag is in agreement with Bu ston (1989, p. 314), the
Yar lung chos 'byung (65), the mKhaspa 'i dga ' ston (417) and Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang
dkar (1985, p. 95; 2003, p. 87).
5
The catalogue is titled Pho brang stong thang dkar gyi bka ' dang bstan bcos ro cog gì
dkar chag and it is located in Peking: No. 5851, (Cho 352b5-373a8), colophon: dPal brtsegs
(Sri küta), Klu'i dbang po (Nägendra), 'Khon Nägendraraksita, etc; sDe dge, No. 4364, (Jo
294b7-295a1), colophon: dPal brtsegs, Nam mkha'i snying-po. For introductions to this catalogue: see Yoshimura 1950, Lalou 1953, and Rabsel 1996.
6
Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar (1985, p. 95) lists the following authors of the dKar
chag bsam yas mChimsphu ma: de rjes rgyalpo khri lde srong btsan sad na legs mjingyon
gyi dus su/lo tsä ba ska ba dpal brtsegs dang/chos kyi snyingpo/de va nandra/dpal gyi Ihun
po sogs kyispho brang mchims bu na bzhugspa 'i gsung rab yod tshadphyogs geig tu bsgrigs
te dkar chag bkodpa la dkar chag mchims phu ma zer. The area of 'Chims phu ( = mChims
spelled as in the mChims clan), is a hermitage/reliquary N.E. of bSam yas. It allegedly served
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From the contents of the DK and the PT, we can infer that teams of Tibetan
translators and predominantly Indian Buddhist scholars7 {lopan) labored with
the assistance of many anonymous scribes through more than a thousand
translations of Buddhist scriptures, often with duplicate and triplicate versions
of the same text. It is not known how many polyglot and variant recensions
of original manuscripts they had at their disposal and how they went about
collating them. We can infer that these catalogues accorded with previous registers and with a gradual and cumulative process of a literary standardization
movement aimed at regulating translations across the Tibetan Empire. In
accordance with official procedures and relying upon lexicons and methodological guidelines set forth by the vyutpatti treatises, translators {lo tsä ba)
and scholars {pandita) revised all the past translations of Buddhist manuscripts, that is, purged them of errors and inconsistencies according to established religious terminology and principles fixed for the new language of
translations {skad gsar bead)} The vyutpatti treatises prescribed authoritative rules for translation, set exact equivalences for Sanskrit-Tibetan terms,
classified Buddhist doctrines, and offered practical advice on grammatical
matters. Three such state-sponsored documents are known in Tibetan literature: a) the Bye brag tu rtogs byed chenpo {Mahävyutpatti);9 b) the Bye brag
tu rtogs byed 'bring po, commonly known as the sGra sbyor bam po gnyis

as a repository of texts in the time of King Srong btsan sgam po and also during the reign of
Mes Ag tshom (mChims phu nam ral) (rGyal rabs gsal ba 'i me long, 196). It is reported in the
rGyalpo bka 'i thang (128) that Padmasambhava revealed and taught the Vajrakila mandala
(rDo rjephurpa 'i dkyil 'khor) to King Khri lde srong btsan Sad na legs ( = Mjing yon mu tig)
at the hermitage of mChims phu brag dmar. As a result, the obstructing elements (bar gcod),
the malevolent spirits (dam sri) and the Maras (bdud) turned into dust. Many other teachings
and initiations are listed, making the hermitage of mChims phu a significant rNying ma site
with unequivocal ties to the imperial past.
7
For the contributions of Nepalese scholars in the transmission of Indian Buddhism into
Tibet: see Bue 1997, pp. 629-58.
8
Scherrer-Schaub (2002, p. 288) writes: "in 783/795 the eccesiastic chancery already followed an established hierarchical procedure: the colleges of translating and explaining
Buddhist texts had to refer proposed terminology for approval to the high ecclesiastic representative and the college of translators attached to the palace. . . The canonical and Dunhuang
versions, possibly reflecting the 814 situation, bear evidence to a flourishing ecclesiastic
bureaucracy."
9
It is preserved in Peking: No. 5832, (go204b7-310a8), no colophon; sDe dge: No. 4346
(131a4—131a4), colophon: lo pan mangpo. The contents and history of this document have
been discussed by Scherrer-Schaub (2002).
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pa {Madhyavyutpatti);10 and c) the Bye brag tu rtogs byed chung ngu
{Alpavyutpatti/Svalpavyutpatti) now considered lost.11 As demonstrated by
Scherrer-Schaub (2002; 1999), these treatises are legislative documents
corresponding to three imperial decisions {bkas bead) of 763, 783 and 814
relative to the codification of religious language and may be utilized as
resources for appraising the dynamic relation between the translation principles employed and the exegetical transmission of Indo-Buddhist doctrines in
imperial Tibet.
Vostrikov (1970, p. 205) was right to consider these registration-catalogues
as historical works for they are definitive records of the official adaptation of
Buddhism in the Tibetan Empire.12 Their value for Tibetan textual studies is
undeniable. Bu ston Rin chen grub (1290-1364) and other librarian-scholars
consulted them to draw accreditation for their large collection of scriptures.
A fair number of scriptural divisions and hundreds of texts listed in those early
imperial catalogues can be found in the Tibetan Tripitaka-out of the 735 texts
included in the IHan dkar ma "most of the first 445 texts are of the kind which
were later put into the Kanjur, and the rest, as far as they have survived, were
mostly to become Tanjur texts" (Herrmann-Pfandt 2002, p. 135). Within the
penumbra of an ecclesiastical-bureaucratic authority, these dkar chag re10

It is preserved in Peking: No. 5833, (ngo l-38a3), no colophon; sDe dge: No. 4347
(DlbMóOa 7 ), colophon: mkhaspa mams. According to Scherrer-Schaub (2002, p. 267), the
sGra sbyor bam po gnyis pa is One of the oldest documents of ecclesiastic chancery.' Four
incomplete manuscripts and one canonical version of this translation manual survive (ibid., p.
264). The Mi rigs dpe skrun khang (2003) edition of the sGra sbyor bampo gnyis pa differs
from the bsTan 'gyur version in that it contains entries in Lan tsa script and a longer colophon,
which states that Indian scholars (Jinamitra, Surendrabodhi, etc.) and Tibetan translators
(Ratnaraksita, Dharmatâsïla, Jayaraksita, etc.) were decreed to clarify all difficult religious
terms. For a discussion regarding its dating in Tibetan historical literature, see Scherrer-Schaub
2002, Panglung 1994, and Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar 1985, pp. 84-85.
11
It has been suggested that the small Vyutpatti explained the various units and measures to
be adopted in translations (Uray 1989, p. 3). For an updated discussion on its contents and possible usage, see Scherrer-Schaub 2002, pp. 306-7. Another work, that might have been related to the codification of religious terminology, is a Chos skad gtan la dbab pa listed in the
'Phang thang ma catalogue (PT §XXXI, No. 876).
12
Translations of Buddhist texts seem to have originated from areas well enmeshed, through
trade and politics, in the Tibetan Empire, i.e., India, China, Kashmir, Nepal, and Khotan. The
ingress of the Tibetan state in the Tarim basin and in parts of China fostered the importation
of new political models and cultural norms ensuing in a gradual cultural colonization of the
colonizer. For the cultural, economic and political impact of Buddhism in the region, see
Samuel 2002, Xinru 1994, Beckwith 1987 and Puri 1987.
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fleeted the systematic cataloguing of Buddhist scriptures to ensure, in all probability, their future reproduction and distribution across the empire. At the
same time, their admitted contents reveal a process of scriptural appropriation
and affirmation which entailed the intentional omission of other texts and
Buddhist doctrines thereby neither legitimized nor recorded.13
2.

Dating Inconsistencies: Historical Sources and the PT

Many Tibetan chronicles are inconsistent, or mistaken, regarding the exact
chronology of the imperial catalogues and the dates and names of the teams
who collaborated in their composition. Contemporary Tibetan scholar Tshul
khrims skal bzang Khang dkar encapsulated these issues when he argued that
a number of Buddhist histories are gravely mistaken on at least two major
counts: a) for conflating the identity of two patrons of Buddhism, King Khri
lde srong btsan with his son King Khri gtsug lde btsan; and b) for situating
under the auspices of the latter a comprehensive rectification proposal, known
as the Major Revision {zhu chen skadgsar bean), that aimed for the revision
and standardization of all existing translations of Buddhist scriptures in Tibet
(1985, pp. 84-85).
I will briefly contextualize these issues as they pertain to the dating of the
PT by looking at some available sources. The editor of the PT edition (Mi rigs
dpe skrun khang, 2003, pp. 1-2) assigned the catalogue's composition to the
reign of Khri gtsug lde btsan.14 In his Collected Writings, Tibetan scholar
13

The imperial catalogues are by no means exhaustive of all the early literature translated
into Tibetan. The majority of early texts found in the rNying ma 'i rgyudbum (Collected Tantras
of the Ancients) and in the Dunhuang collections are not represented. In the introduction to the
sGra sbyor bampo gnyis pa (2003, pp. 70,73), we read that according to Khri lde srong btsan's
edict it was forbidden to translate Tantras without official permission. Bu ston (1986, p. 197)
explains that during the reign of King Khri gtsug lde btsan it was prescribed that the Hmayäna
scriptures, other than those acknowledged by the Sarvästivädins, and the Tantras were not to
be translated. Karmay (1988, pp. 5-6) writes that during the reign of the latter, the Buddhist
Council took up the question of the unsuitability of the Tantras as a teaching for the Tibetans
and certain types of Tantras, particularly of the Ma rgyud class (Mother-Tantras), were forbidden to be translated; see also Snellgrove 1987, p. 456, Panglung 1994, p. 165, and Germano
2002. A similar censorial trend was noted in China with the prohibition of the translation of
the Anuttarayoga-tantra type of texts and practices (Herrmann-Pfandt 2002, p. 131).
14
In the introduction to the published catalogue, rTa rdo purports that the PT was copied by
an anonymous scribe from an original MS sometime during the Sa skya hegemony (thirteenthfourteenth century). His dating is based on the old form and textual peculiarities of the catalogue (archaic spellings, dha rma, shu log, ti ka, Isogs) and the colophon to the sGra byor bam
po gnyis pa (Mi rigs dpe skrun khang, 2003: 205).
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Dung dkar Bio bzang 'phrin las (1997, pp. 338-9) sides with the sDe dge bka '
'gyur dkar chag and dates the PT erroneously before the DK, that is, during
the reign of Khri lde srong btsan.15 Vostrikov (1970, p. 205) has cited several Tibetan sources (i.e., Thobyigganga 7 chu rgyun; sDe dge dkar chag; sNar
thang dkar chag; Gsung rab rnam grags chu 7 dri ma sel byed nor bu ke ta
ka), which mistakenly regard the PT as the earliest catalogue of the Tibetan
canon. Others, led by Bu ston Rin chen grub's Chos 'byung, maintain that the
DK is the earliest of the imperial catalogues. In the rGyal rabs dep ther dkar
po (1981, p. 28), dGe 'dun chos 'phel considers the IDan dkar bka ' 'gyur gyi
dkar chag to have been the first imperial catalogue compiled. Tshul khrims
skal bzang Khang dkar (1985, p. 94) is in agreement with dGe 'dun chos 'phel
and further argues that the PT was compiled sometime after 824 CE. (the date
he postulates for the DK) but prior to the death of Khri gtsug lde btsan. To
contrast his view, he quotes De srid Sangs rgyas rgya mtsho (1653-1706)
who, even though he was aware of the conflicting accounts in the Tibetan
sources, is nonetheless mistaken when he writes: "Regarding the misinterpretation surrounding the 'Phang thang ma, the astrological tables demonstrate that it was written by lo tsä ba dPal brtsegs during the times of Sad na
legs" (ibid., p. 95).
It is clear that De srid Sangs rgyas rgya mtsho, like Padma dkar po (15271592) and the Fifth Dalai Lama, Ngag dbang Bio bzang rgya mtsho (16Π
Ι 682), mistakenly reproduced in their respective works Bu ston's conflation
of the name of Khri lde srong btsan with that of Khri gtsug lde btsan (Uray,
1989, p. 8; Haarh, 1969, pp. 68-69). Tucci (1950) went to great length to set
the record straight and show that Khri lde srong btsan was unmistakably the
father of Khri gtsug lde btsan even though there are disputes as to who was
the latter's immediate predecessor.16 The attribution of the 'On cang rdo tem15

In the Deb ther dmarpo 7 mchan 'grel (331), Dung dkar Bio bzang 'phrin las cites a dif
ferent account wherein the DK comes chronologically before the PT and the former is attrib
uted to the times of Khri srong lde btsan. This chronology follows closely the order in the
mKhaspa 'i dga ' ston (p. 417).
16
This is noted by Richardson (1998, pp. 69-70), Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar
(1985, pp. 84-85), and Uray (1989). Richardson (1985, p. 43; 1998, p. 223) mentions that there
has been also the occasional historical conflation between the names of Khri srong lde btsan
and Khri lde srong btsan and the false division between Khri lde srong btsan known as "Sad
na legs" and his second name "Mu tig btsan po" presumed to be another king. He also notes
that in Hackin's Formulaire, a Dunhuang Tibetan document circa 1000 CE., Ral pa can is
listed as a different person from Khri gtsug lde btsan (ibid., p. 54). Haarh's quote (1969, p. 70)
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pie in sKyid chu valley to Khri gtsug lde btsan may be partly to blame for his
being mixed up with his father Khri lde srong btsan. A number of historical
sources attribute the building of the temple of 'On cang rdo to Khri gtsug lde
btsan and this has caused confusion, as Khri lde srong btsan was said to have
been residing at the court of O n cang rdo at the time of the sGra sbyor bam
po gnyis pa 's redaction. Tucci (ibid., p. 18) offers a viable explanation when
he says that 'On cang rdo was the name of a locality with a fortress before
Khri gtsug lde btsan's erection of a temple there by the same name.17
Some early post-dynastic histories, such as the Nyang chos fbyung and the
Chos 'byung me tog snyingpo'i sbrang rtsVi bcudx% assign the Major Revision initiative to the monarch Khri gtsug lde btsan, contrary to the findings
of present historical research, which attribute it to Khri lde srong btsan.19
Three revision proposals are mentioned in the rGyal rabs gsal ba 'i me long
(227) as having been decreed by Khri gtsug lde btsan. This is obviously
from the rGyal po bka 'i thang may shed some light on this confusion: "(When) the Master
(Padmasambhava) addressed (the king) by name, it was Mu tig btsan po. (When) the father
addressed (him) by name, it was Khri lde srong btsan. (When) the minister of the interior
addressed (him) by name, it was mJing yon Sad na legs. (When the Emperor of) China
addressed (him) by name, it was Mu tig btsan po."
A good number of early and later Tibetan historical sources are not confused on this issue
of succession. The twentieth-century rGyal rabs dep ther dkarpo (1981, p. 33) and bDud joms
chos 'byung (p. 136) narrate the imperial father-to-son sequence correctly. So do the thirteenthcentury Sngon gyi gtam me tog phreng ba (11) and a rare historical MS from the library of
Burmiok Athing published along with the latter, the Bstan pa dang bstan 'dzin gyi lo rgyus
(354) by rTa nag mkhan chen chos rnam rgyal. The Biography of Atisa by 'Brom ston describes
Khri gtsug lde btsan as one of the three sons of Khri lde srong btsan (Haarh 1969, p. 83) unlike
many other sources which list four sons for the latter (Haarh 1960, pp. 146-64). The Chronicles
ofLadakh (89), Yar lung chos 'byung (64-65), Deb ther dmar po (38), Lo pan bka'i thang
(406), rGyal rabs gsal ba 'i me long (Sorensen, 408-10), and the IDe 'u chos 'byung (133-4)
unmistakably list Khri gtsug lde btsan as one of the five sons of Khri lde srong btsan. According
to The Chronicles ofLadakh (89) two of his sons, lHa rje and lHun grub were not by the principal queen which may account for 'Brom ston's listing of three sons. Tucci (1950, pp. 21-22)
maintains that although there is perfect agreement between some Chinese and Tibetan histories concerning the date of Khri lde srong btsan's death and the coronation of Khri gtsug lde
btsan, there is definitely a confusion between both sources as to the immediate predecessor of
Khri gtsug lde btsan. For a detailed discussion, see Haarh 1960.
17
This is confirmed by the Eastern Zhwa'i lha khang inscription where we read that Ban de
Myang ting nge 'dzin-a principal witness of Khri lde srong btsan's oath to maintain the
Buddhist religion-was residing at 'On cang rdo (Richarson 1985, p. 57).
18
Uray 1989, p. 7.
19
dBa ' bzhed (11); Scherrer-Schaub 2002.
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wrong.20 Even though many scholars have argued that the Major Revision of
translations may have started sometime during or before 814 C.E.,21 we
should bear in mind that the task of revising was not concluded and did not
come to a complete halt with the death of Khri lde srong btsan. It continued,
as many historical sources attest, during the reign of Khri gtsug lde btsan and
beyond.22 Buddhist ministers would have also seen to its continuation. The
monk-minister Bran ka Dpal gyi yon tan-whose political pre-eminence during the reigns of Khri lde srong btsan and Khri gtsug lde btsan is beyond question-was according to Richardson (1989, pp. 145-6) and Tucci (1958, pp.
54-55) chief among those who took part in reconciling Sanskrit and Tibetan
religious terminology and would have seen to the maintenance of the revision
and cataloguing process. Another likely supporter is the Buddhist monk
gTsang ma who, according to Haarh (1969, p. 339), ran the actual government
on behalf of his mentally-challenged brother, Khri gtsug lde btsan. As we will
see by examining the contents of the PT, the revision-cum-registration of
translations and native compositions was most likely sustained during the
reign of Khri 'U Dum btsan and endured during the time of his heir, King 'Od
srung.
3.

Textual Archaeology

A comparison between the PT and the DK reveals that the compilers of the

20

Sorensen 1994, n. 1431, Scherrer-Schaub 2002.
Herrmann-Pfandt 2002, p. 135, Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar 1985, p. 84, Uray
1989.
22
See for instance, The Chronicles ofLadakh (89), Lo pan bka 'i thang (406), and the rGyal
rabs gsal ba 'i me long (227). The PT, a much later work, reserves special sections for works
in the process of emendation: i.e., Scriptures ofsütras and sastras in the process of revision
and remaining translations (§XXVIII), each containing twenty-four works apportioned under
four well-structured subdivisions.
Snellgrove's observations (1987, p. 445) regarding the post-"Major Revision" translations
are worth quoting in full: "However by the ninth century, high standards of competence in this
most difficult of translating work was achieved. In this respect the best known figure must be
the Chinese scholar Fa ch'eng, known in Tibetan as Chos-grub with the equivalent meaning
'Perfect in Religion.' Active in Tunhuang from the early 830s onward, he received from the
Tibetan administration the title of 'Great Translator-Reviser of the Kingdom of Great Tibet'
(Bod chen po'i chab srid kyi zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba), producing translations of Buddhist works
subject to the sympathetic interest of a Tibetan district commissioner who was himself a fervent Buddhist."
21
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PT had access to the DK.23 Internal evidence in the catalogue confirms that
the PT was compiled after the DK and the sGra sbyor bampo gnyis pa which
is text No. 875 in PT division (§XXXVI). Two notes in PT division (§1) state
clearly that the compilers of the catalogue consulted the DK for sütras that
were 60 bampo, as well as 26 bampo and 100 sloka long.24
We will now examine some additional testimonies by looking at texts listed
in the PT that were composed by four imperial members:
I.

Three small works attributed to lHa btsan po; (§XXVII, Nos. 674,
675; §XXXI, No. 842)
II. One work attributed to Queen Byang chub ma; (§XXXI, No. 877)
III. One small work attributed to King Mu rug btsan; (§XXXI, No. 779)
IV. Two works attributed to King dBa' Dun brtan; (§XXXI, No. 828,
829)

I. Works attributed to lHa btsan po. The epithet lha btsan po (divine ruler)
may be assigned to any of the Tibetan kings up until the end of the empire.25
PT divisions (§XXVII) and (§XXXI) are identified as works of Khri srong
lde btsan. Contained in them we find, among titles conventionally attributed
to Khri srong lde btsan, three composed by lHa btsan po. There are no works
attributed to a lHa btsan po in the DK division entitled Compositions of King
Khri srong lde btsan (§XXVII). However, DK text No. 729 (§XXVIII) which
bears the same title, but not of the same length, as PT text No. 842 (§XXXI,)
is attributed to King Khri srong lde btsan. It is plausible therefore to assume
that these three texts attributed to lHa btsan po meant to imply that Khri srong
lde btsan was their author.
Three one ¿/oto-long texts are assigned to lHa btsan po: a stotra to protector Ärya-Acala (No. 674); a decree {bkas bead) concerning a dhyäna text
(No. 842); and a Mahäyäna dhyäna-upadesa (No. 675).
II. One work attributed to Queen Byang chub ma, the rGyal mo btsan of the
'Bro clan. She is listed as one of the five queens of Khri srong lde btsan
(Uebach 1997, pp. 63-64). A follower of the Chinese Buddhist master,
Mahäyäna, she was allegedly present during the famous bSam yas debate.
23

For a comparison of the contents between the DK and the PT, see Kawagoe 2005a.
The note reads: bam po drug bcu Idan dkar mar 'byung s te dpyad/ldan du bam po nyer
drug dang sloka brgya 'dir byon (PT, p. 4).
25
Richardson 1995; Stein 1981, pp. 242-5.
24
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She may have been the mother of Mu khri, the eldest son of Khri srong lde
btsan. It was said that after the death of her only son, she was ordained, along
with a maternal aunt of the king and thirty other noble ladies, and received
the Buddhist renunciation name of Jo mo Byang chub ma (Richardson 1985,
p. 32; 1989, pp. 91, 111, 142). The donation inscription on the bSam yas bell
reads that it was sponsored by her and her son and its merits dedicated to lHa
btsan po Khri srong lde btsan. She is the author of a pranidhäna {smon lam)
that may have read like the inscription on yet another heavy bronze bell donated by her to the prestigious Khra 'brug temple. The inscription was cast for
her by the Chinese monk Rin cen. It is registered to have been sanctioned by
the heavens for the benefit of all sentient beings who may hear its ringing as
a "wake-up call to virtue."26
III. One work attributed to King Mu rug btsan, who was the brother of King
Khri lde srong btsan. He is mentioned in the west inscription of Zhwa'i lha
khang-a record of privileges granted to Ban de Myang ting nge 'dzin by an
ever-grateful Khri lde srong btsan. Here, Mu rug btsan is singled out by name
and bound by oath along with "the sister queens, the feudatory princes, and
all ministers great and small from the ministers of the kingdom downwards"
to abide by Khri lde srong btsan's edict (Richardson 1985, pp. 52-53). In the
same inscription, we read a longer version of his public detraction: "Later,
after my father and elder brother had fallen into repeated disagreement, before
I obtained the kingdom there was some confusion and a contention of evil
spirits."
Several Tibetan sources relate that he was not given the chance to rule the
empire because of having been banished to the northern frontier for killing
(or murdering) 'U rings, the son of the powerful chief minister Zhang rGyal
tshan lha snang sometime between 794-796 CE. (Haarh 1969, p. 339, 1960,
pp. 151,161). Bon po sources suggest deeper political and religious reasons
than the murder of 'U rings to have separated him from royal favour (Haarh
1960, pp. 162-3). Even though his reign is not substantiated by early Tibetan
sources, his designation as King Mu rug btsan in the catalogue is in perfect
agreement with the T'ang Annals where it is said that the Chinese recognized
26

The bell inscription is rendered in Richardson's translation as: "This great bell was
installed here to tell the increase of the lifetime of the lHa btsan po Khri lde srong btsan. The
donor Queen Byang chub had it made to sound like the drum roll of the gods in the heavens
and it was cast by the abbot, the Chinese monk Rin cen as a religious offering from Tshal and
to call all creatures to virtue" (1985, p. 83).
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him as btsan po under the name Tsu chih chien until his death in 804
(Richardson 1985, p. 44). This is acknowledged by Haarh (1969, p. 339)
where it is said that for some years, before his murder, the usurper Mu rug
btsan may have possessed the power of a king.
He is the author of a one sloka-long explanation regarding the Äryasamdhinirmocana-sütra.
IV. One work attributed to King dBa' Dun brtan {alias Glang dar ma). dBa'
Dun brtan is a variant, or corruption of U T Dum brtan attested in Dunhuang
documents and other sources.27 The reference of Dun brtan ( = Dum brtan) as
dBa' Dun brtan is unusual and it may be a mispelling of dPal Dun brtan, the
name cited by Bu ston from his reading of the 'Phang thang ma catalogue.28
King Dun brtan was Khri gtsug lde btsan's successor and reputed assassin
who was later murdered, according to tradition, by the abbot of bSam yas,
lHa lung dPal gyi rdo rje in 842 (Karmay 1988, p. 9) and/or rGyal to re sTag
snya (Petech 1992, p. 650).29 Later Tibetan traditions unanimously denigrate
Khri 'U Dum btsan as having been an anti-Buddhist king. Such an ominous
view is recast in many post-dynastic histories and we read in the rGyal rabs
gsal ba 7 me long (Sorensen, pp. 427-9) an account to this effect:
Since the wicked, sinful ministers such as sBas stag rna can etc.
now had become very powerful, King Khri Glang dar ma dBu dum
can, himself an emanation of Mara, being in opposition to Buddhism and (moreover) endowed with a malicious character, was
elected to the throne. Some of the ordained (monks) were appointed
as butchers {shan pa bcol), some were deprived of (their) insignia
(of religion), some were forced to chase (and kill) game. Those disobeying were put to death {srog dangphral). The entrances to lHa
27

For his various names, see Haarh (1969, pp. 59-60).
In his gSung rab rin po che 'i mdzod, Bu ston cites an dBu ma 7 dka ' dpyad (sixty sloka
long) attributed to King dPal Dun brtan unaware that King dPal Dun brtan is the same person
as Glang dar ma (Yamaguchi 1996, p. 243). Here Bu ston reads dka ' dpyad for bkas bead in
the titles of the works by Glang dar ma (PT: §XXXI, No. 828) and lHa btsan po (PT: §XXVII,
No. 675). Assuming that he did not obtain the editorial license to copy dka ' dpyad for bkas
bead, it may be that he was consulting a different version of the PT dkar chag from the one
available to us. This is most likely the case, as the term bkas bead is also employed in DK
(§XXVIII) for text No. 729 in relation to btsan po Khri srong lde btsan.
29
The assassination of King Dar ma by lHa lung dPal gyi rdo rje has been cast into serious
doubt by Yamaguchi (1996).
28
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sa fPhrul snang) and bSam yas etc. were walled up {sgo rtsig). All
other minor temples were destroyed. Some books were thrown into
the water, some were burned and some were hidden like treasure.
It has been argued that many Tibetan sources have fictionalized the violent
opposition to Buddhism during Khri 'U Dum btsan's reign. Karmay (1996)
and Richardson (1989) have addressed this issue at some length, while
Yamaguchi, offering a compelling argument, has stated that "since he reigned
for only one year, the assertion that a 'persecution of Buddhism' was conducted by him becomes virtually untenable" (1960, p. 243). Concerning the
heirs to the throne after his death, Richardson (1998, pp. 48-56; pp. 106-13)
has argued against Yum brtan in favour of 'Od srung, while Petech (1992)
and Yamaguchi (1996) have given a balanced account where each of them
ruled different sections of the empire.
If the identification of dBa' btsan po Dun brtan as Khri 'U Dum btsan is
indeed correct, the dKar chag Thang thang ka ma may be dated either during
his reign, or most likely during that of King 'Od srung {circa 843-881), his
heir apparent.30 It is known that 'Od srung and his mother the btsan mo 'Phan
supported the continuation of the cataloguing operation as seen in Pell. T.
999: "In a Mouse year the junior prince (phobrang) 'Od srungs and his mother
jo mo btsan-mo 'Phan issued from Tun-huang a document confirming an earlier grant by King Sad na legs to the Buddhist clergy" (Petech 1992: p. 651).31
'Od srung is said to have died in 'Phangs mda' 32 and was the last king to be
entombed in the royal burial grounds in Yar lung valley (Petech 1992, p. 653).
King Dun brtan is the author of a decree {bkas bead) concerning an explanation on Madhyamaka with notes, sixty sloka long.
3.1. The Introduction and Colophon to the Catalogue
The PT was published by Mi rigs dpe skrun khang (2003) together with a
30

This is in agreement with Yamaguchi who placed the PT after the reign of King Glang dar
ma (1996, p. 243). The dating of the PT will be discussed later (see section 4.6. "Dating" in
this paper).
31
For a translation of Pell. T. 999, see Yamaguchi (1996, pp. 239-40). Petech's translation
of pho brang as "junior prince," just as the more common translation "palace," require closer scrutiny. Denwood (1990) has argued that there is no actual evidence for the existence of
palaces in Tibet during the Royal period while pho brang is generally envisaged to be a moving court.
32
Many sources report that he died in Yar lung 'Phang thang (Sorensen 1994, p. 435, n.
1555).
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unique version of the sGra sbyor bampo gnyis pa. According to the editor,
rTa rdo, the handwritten catalogue—in small, legible cursive letters {dbu
med)—is kept in the archives of Mi rigs dpe skrun khang. It is 26 folia long
plus one embellished frontispiece with a title ornamented below with a lotus
flower {padma). The published edition consists of a typed version of the catalogue without an index. It is in printed letters {dbu can), 67 pages long. A
photographic sample of the catalogue {pothi shape/ink on paper) is included
in the printed edition.
In the catalogue's introduction, written by the anonymous author of the
colophon and PT copyist, we learn that the source-a paper scroll-manuscript
{shog dril chenpo, hereafter MS) used as the base for the PT we now possesscontained captioned illustrations of prominent Indian Buddhist masters,
representing an authoritative lineage of spiritual transmission starting with
the historical Buddha Säkyamuni. According to the scribe, all the Buddhist
teachers represented were dressed in monastic attire, save that of Maitreya.
They are listed in the following order: the triad of Säkyamuni, Änanda and
Nägärjuna followed in the background by a monk holding a parasol, Maitreya,
Asanga, Vasubandhu, Dignäga, Dharmakïrti, Säntaraksita, Padmasambhava,
Vimalamitra, Kamalasïla, Häshang Mahäyäna, the seven Buddhas (with
Häshang Mahäyäna situated next to Säkyamuni), Shantigarbha, Buddhaguhya, Säntideva, and Candrakïrti. The scribe further writes that in a Dog
year the btsan po Ral pa can was residing in the Eastern Yar lung court 'Phang
thang ka med when the monk {ban dhe) dPal brtsegs, the monk Chos kyi snying po, the translator-monk De ben dra, and the monk lHun po among others,
participated in revising all that was contained in the former catalogues.
The catalogue's colophon enumerates other list of captioned illustrations
displayed in the MS. It starts with a list of renown Indian scholars and Tibetan
translators of Buddhist texts: Indian pandita Surendrabodhi, translator Cog
ku (-ro) Klu'i rgyal mtshan, Indimpandita Jinamitra, translator sKa ba dPal
brtsegs, Indian pandita Mu ni Va rma, and translator/editor Ye shes sde.33
33

The sDe dge bka ' 'gyur dkar chag (34) and contemporary scholars like Dung dkar (1997,
p. 338; 2004, p. 10) and Tashi Tsering (1983,1a) provide an alternate list of PT editors: dPal
brtsegs, Raksita, Chos kyi snying po, De va nadra (lHa'i dBang po) and dPal gyi lHun po
(exegetical parenthesis in Dung dkar). Tshul khrims skal bzang Khang dkar (1985, p. 94) quotes
the Sa bcu 'i rnam bshad to argue against the widespread belief that the Major Revision translators Ye shes sde and dPal brtsegs could have collaborated with each other; see also Martin
2002. For a list of Tibetan sources on snga dar translator-scholar teams: see Skilling 1997a,
p. 87, n. 2; 1997b, pp. 111-76. There is no consensus to their dating.
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