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“Students of Tibetan intellectual and cultural history have long been indebted to Leonard W. J. van der Kuijp for his prodigious and pathbreaking scholarship. Histories of Tibet is a felicitous tribute to this unsurpassed giant in the field of Tibetan studies, gathering together a treasure trove of illuminating and authoritative essays by some of van der Kuijp’s closest students and colleagues. An outstanding volume that is accessible not only to scholars of Tibetan history but to anyone whose imagination has been held by Tibet and its enchanting Buddhist culture.”


 — Bryan J. Cuevas, John F. Priest Professor of Religion,


Florida State University


“This tour de force reflects Leonard W. J. van der Kuijp’s profound impact on the field of modern Tibetan studies through decades of teaching, scholarship, and magnanimous leadership. Students and colleagues have contributed research that honors van der Kuijp’s meticulous care and dauntless commitment to investigating a diverse range of historical evidence. The happy marriage of philology and humanity is evident in van der Kuijp’s oeuvre, as well as in this impressive volume. This is essential reading for all who are interested in the cultural, intellectual, and institutional history of Tibet.”


 — Dominique Townsend, author of A Buddhist Sensibility:


Aesthetic Education at Tibet’s Mindröling Monastery
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Preface and Bibliography of Leonard van der Kuijp’s Published Work


Kurtis R. Schaeffer


“This statement will have to be looked into 
with greater care” (2013c: 186n156).


CRITICISM. Creativity. Care. An appreciative criticism that stands in the most exacting traditions of European philology since the Enlightenment, and that walks alongside the traditions of Tibetan philological work that have proceeded since at least the ninth century. A creative use of all available sources to address a historical question. Care for the words, the works, and the lives of living — lively, alive! — scholars throughout the centuries of Tibetan intellectual tradition. These three modes of engagement suffuse the work of Leonard W. J. van der Kuijp, from his first essays in the late 1970s through his ongoing work in this present moment. Throughout more than forty years and upward of one hundred articles, van der Kuijp has conjoined the tools of philology and historiography with an unquenchable desire to know the many people, places, and themes that form the lifeblood of Tibetan intellectual and cultural history. He has trained generations of students to use these tools of the trade and — more importantly — has imbued his students with the abiding sense of curiosity and discovery that can be experienced through every one of his writings. Born in Holland in 1952, van der Kuijp moved with this family to Canada in 1968. After studying mathematics, science, philosophy, Tibetology, and Sinology, he received a BA in 1975 and an MA in 1976, both from the University of Saskatchewan. After a year at the University of Bonn in 1976–77, he transferred to the University of Hamburg, where he completed his PhD work in 1979. While working as the deputy director of the Nepal Research Centre and Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project from 1980 to 1983, he revised his Hamburg dissertation into his first book, Contributions to the Development of Tibetan Buddhist Epistemology from the Eleventh to the Thirteenth Centuries.


During the latter years of his education and the initial years of his scholarly career as a researcher and teacher, he also began to write articles, with a particular focus on the intellectual history of the Indian Buddhist logic and epistemology tradition as it developed in Tibet from the twelfth century onward. After further work as a researcher at the Nepal Research Centre in Kathmandu and as a teacher at the Free University of Berlin, in 1987 he moved to the United States to become a professor of Tibetan language and literature in the University of Washington’s Department of Asian Languages and Literature, where he worked for eight years. In 1993 van der Kuijp was awarded a MacArthur Fellowship for his work on the cultural history of Tibet. Shortly thereafter he moved to Harvard University as professor of Tibetan studies. He has worked at Harvard since 1995. In 1999 he cofounded, with Gene Smith, the Tibetan Buddhist Resource Center (now the Buddhist Digital Resource Center), where he served as board president for eighteen years. Throughout these decades van der Kuijp has developed an international community of colleagues and students, working equally with scholars from China, Europe, South Asia, and the United States. As he continued to train students at Harvard, he also trained students in China as a visiting professor at both Renmin University’s School of Chinese Classics in Beijing for four years (2009–13) and at Sichuan University’s Center for Tibetan Studies in Chengdu, starting in 2011. A seemingly tireless teacher throughout the past several decades, van der Kuijp could be found around the globe training students to do what he loves best, to read Tibetan texts with care, creativity, and a critical and appreciative eye.


In the epigraph to his 1983 book, a revision of his dissertation, van der Kuijp quotes Montaigne (by way of Foucault in The Order of Things): “There is more work in interpreting interpretations than in interpreting things; and more books about books than on any other subject; we do nothing but write glosses on one another.” While one might be tempted to take this as a foreboding pronouncement upon the inevitable descent into some black hole of intellectual nihilism, at the beginning of van der Kuijp’s career as a researcher and a writer, Montaigne’s aphorism signals the expansiveness of working among Tibetan texts of old, among the writers — the creators — of the texts themselves. Much of van der Kuijp’s work stations itself here, amid the creative messiness of the scholar’s workshop in fourteenth-century Tsang, seventeenth-century Lhasa, eighteenth-century Amdo. For it is here that the very real, very human work of intellectual tradition occurs. With the persistent desire to get into the workshop, into their libraries, their social networks, to the extent that van der Kuijp’s scholarship can be characterized as intellectual history, his emphasis is always on the life of the mind, with a preference for the life, the living messy reality that constitutes intellectual pursuits. More fundamentally, van der Kuijp’s work always presupposes that scholars in Tibet, regardless of time or place, were also acutely cognizant of the messiness of intellectual life, of the vibrancy that comes from situatedness, contingency, or chance encounter, from institutional and economic circumstances, or from technological affordances as well as limitations. “There is plenty of evidence that many Tibetan Buddhist intellectuals were very much aware of the fact that the ever-growing literary corpus that they were reading, studying, and interpreting had many serious text-historical and text-critical problems” (2010d, 441), writes van der Kuijp. It is this sort of evidence that van der Kuijp seeks out and works to make ever more apparent in his scholarship. And in this evidence are the signs of life, the details that reveal Tibetan intellectuals throughout the centuries grappling with received tradition and creatively adapting that tradition to forge new traditions. It is in this evidence that we see Tibetan intellectuals living out Montaigne’s dictum that there is “more work in interpreting interpretations.” And for van der Kuijp this work does not begin and end with abstract ideas; it crucially and necessarily includes the material basis of scholarly work — the texts, the pen, the paper, the ink, the woodblocks, and the manuscripts and prints that formed the physical body of scholarship, the embodiment of the intellectual mind. It is for this reason that philology, the discipline of critically scrutinizing the texts that constitute our primary evidence for living intellectual traditions of the past, is so important for van der Kuijp’s research, and so important in his teaching.
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Fig. 1. Leonard van der Kuijp at the Fifth Seminar of the International Association for Tibetan Studies in Narita, Japan, 1989. Photo by Pieter Verhagen.


Throughout his publishing career, van der Kuijp has employed philology to range widely through themes and topics in Tibetan intellectual, institutional, and cultural history. Even a partial glance at the list of his published work reveals his interests and expertise in the history of most of the major branches of knowledge and knowledge production in Tibet, including logic and epistemology (1977, 1978, 1979a, 1979b, 1983, 1985e, 1986c, 1989, 1993c, 1993e, 1994c, 2003, 2009b, 2013a, 2014c, 2018a, 2020d), belles-lettres (1982, 1986a, 1986b, 1996b, 2009d), iconography (1987b, 2012), calendrical and chronological systems (2016c), medicine (1975, 2010b, 2015c), law (1991c), and tantra (1985c, 1987c, 1994b, 2004a, 2007d, 2013b, 2013e, 2014a, 2018c, 2019, 2020b, 2020c). Often van der Kuijp’s inquiries focus on a particular figure and take up the space of several articles to see themselves through. He has, over the years, produced major studies on Khedrup Jé (1985e, 1986d) and Butön Rinchendrup (2013c, 2016b), for instance. Elsewhere he focuses on a particular period of time, as in his ongoing series of articles on “Fourteenth-Century Tibetan Cultural History” (1993d, 1994a, 1994d, 1995a, 2018b). Other themes running throughout his essays include institutional history (1984b, 1986c, 1987c, 1988, 1991a, 1991b, 1992c, 2007b, 2010c, 2013f, 2015d, 2020a), the lives of travelers across Asia (1993a, 1993b, 1994e, 1995b, 2004b, 2015b), and the scholasticism of Indian classics (1982, 1985c, 1985d, 1992a, 2007d, 2009d, 2013d, 2013g, 2014b, 2014d, 2020b, 2020c, 2021).


Finally, the history of the book in Tibet, with a particular focus on Tibetan traditions of philology, linguistics, printing, and manuscript practices, has been a persistent theme in van der Kuijp’s work (1986d, 1993c, 1996c, 1999, 2004a, 2006b, 2009a, 2009c, 2010d, 2013c, 2014e, 2015a, 2018a, 2020a, 2020d). Throughout these and other essays, he challenges us to fully collect the earliest evidence for any given historical issue and cautions us to resist jumping to easy conclusions based upon impressionistic readings of that essay. For instance, in an extended introduction to his study on the making of Butön’s famous history of Buddhism, he urges care when ascribing too much causal efficacy to the advent of block printing as an agent of social and cultural change:


It stands to reason that the sociology of knowledge in Tibet was affected with the advent of blockprinting. This technique that allowed for a different way in which knowledge could be disseminated most probably had its inception, albeit on quite local scales, around the turn of the thirteenth century, although this could perhaps be pushed back into the second half of the twelfth century. But the precise degree to which printing may have had an impact on and thus changed the Tibetan intellectual landscape when it became more widespread has yet to be determined. In Central Tibet, the carving of printing blocks took off in a respectable but by no means universal way only during the first half of the fifteenth century. Why this should have been so is not at all obvious and is something that, too, still needs to be studied. The economic resources for projects of this kind had already been in place for a long time, so that their putative absence until that period could not have been an inhibiting factor. We may have to consider issues that have to do with developments in the monastic curricula and, what is of course quite related to these, the extent and depth of the demographic shifts that must have taken place from the villages and countryside to the monasteries. In some cases, we have to take into account the felt need to keep certain texts, especially those that have to do with esoteric teachings, away from the public eye. Accordingly, how decisions were made in particular or in general with regards for what text or textual corpus printing blocks were to be carved, and why, are as yet unknown quantities as well. (2013c, 127)


In this passage van der Kuijp offers a challenge to future scholars; can we investigate a sufficiently wide range of evidence — and of types of evidence — to make grounded claims about the sources of processes of change, be it technological, social, or cultural? For his own part, van der Kuijp offers a cautious and severely delimited “yes” to that question; in what follows in that essay he carefully takes the reader through the making of Butön’s most famous work — perhaps Tibet’s most famous work of historiography — and through the early years of its production as scholars moved between manuscript and print. In this micro-study of the life of a single work, van der Kuijp offers a model of carefully circumscribed historical work, a type of scholarly labor that always employs philology in service of attempting to know, to understand, to feel in a grounded way the work of the Tibetan intellectuals who forged that work in all its materiality throughout the decades and centuries following its author’s death.


Beyond the research essay itself, van der Kuijp has also written many reviews over the years, and especially throughout the 1990s. Often his reviews are essays on the subject in and of themselves, offering substantial extension or critique of the book under scrutiny. These review essays extend through the full range of topics he has worked on over the years, including Madhyamaka (1985f), the history of the Tibetan imperial period (1984b, 1991b), the Tibetan reception of Indian logic and epistemology (1999), the lives of late Indian scholars and travelers (1994b), and the life and works of Tibetan literati (Review 1990a).
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Fig. 2. Leonard van der Kuijp at the Sixth Seminar of the International Association for Tibetan Studies in Fagernes, Norway, 1992. Photo by Pieter Verhagen.


A unique feature of his reviews is the attention he has paid to both Tibetan-language scholarship (Reviews 1985a, 1985b, 1985c, 1986b) and editions of Tibetan texts produced by Tibetan and Chinese scholars in China. These reviews, while brief, provide valuable insight into scholarship that too often passes by the notice of the global scholarly community. These reviews are in effect works of research in miniature, as for instance the brief yet detailed biography of the Lhasa aristocrat Dokhar Tsering Wangyel (Review 1985c) that begins the review of Zhuang Jing’s edition of Dokhar’s Life of Miwang (Mi dbang rtogs brjod). They also focus our attention on the philological labor required to produce useful editions, in this case by walking us through the editor’s work: “The Ltag-rgyab print is, as Zhuang (pp. 1–2) laments, not without its philological problems, and he calls the scribe and/or carver ‘thoughtless’ (hol-rgvugs) and wilfull. Fortunately, Zhuang was able to collate this print (par-ma) with a handwritten manuscript (494 folia) (bris-ma) housed at the Beijing Library, and completed this important edition of one of the most extraordinary Tibetan historical texts under the tutelage of Dung-dkar dge-bshes” (Review 1985c: 322). Van der Kuijp was, in the 1980s, active in synthesizing the scholarship of Tibetan and Chinese scholars with the work of European and American scholars. In general, with appreciative comments such as “Zhuang’s edition of the MDRB is an important contribution to Tibetan historiography. The printing and production is of the high standard that we have now come to expect from all the Tibetan publications issued in China,” van der Kuijp’s reviews of editions such as this helped to bring together traditions of philological scholarship that were all too often separate. This is a type of review that few scholars have attempted, and few seek today. It represents a model of scholarly communication that takes scholarly work with the utmost seriousness, takes scholars at their words, and respects the work of Tibetan intellectuals over centuries that the work of us moderns is founded upon.


Van der Kuijp has never been naïve about the challenges inherent to historical research that relies so fundamentally on philological persistence and rigor. His seminars over the decades have been workshops in which students train in this sort of scholarship. And he has been a patient trainer who nevertheless holds each student to a high standard. His essays, too, acknowledge the effort that philology requires, with its necessarily slowed pace relative to contemporary academic practices of knowledge production. They recognize that not all scholars may find this type of scholarship sufficiently compelling, yet politely insist that work on Tibetan history is done best when paired with critical and appreciative textual scholarship:


We now come to the end of my short essay and it remains to be seen whether this exercise was worth its while and useful for future Lam rim chen mo studies or whether it is but “blowing in the wind.” To be sure, the textual instability of the Lam rim chen mo is by no means an isolated case and we will no doubt encounter the same kind of problems with other seminal and much less seminal works when we are in the fortunate position of consulting a reasonable corpus of xylograph edition and manuscripts of one and the same work. Tibetan book culture, like any other traditional book culture, requires that we engage in as detailed and thoroughgoing textual criticism as possible. (2015a: 264)


The essays in this volume, all written by van der Kuijp’s students and colleagues, seek to embody the scholarly methods and intellectual curiosity that van der Kuijp’s own work has demonstrated over the decades. Many of the topics, texts, times, and places that make up the subjects of these essays were first encountered by their authors in van der Kuijp’s seminars. Some of them approach topics that van der Kuijp has not focused on in his published work, while some dive into the waters in which van der Kuijp has been swimming for years. We have divided the contributions of this volume into three broad historiographic rubrics: intellectual history, institutional history, and cultural history. We do this not because these styles of historical research and writing exist as natural kinds, but because these shorthand terms for particular interests within the nearly infinite scope of historical research speak to the interests of van der Kuijp himself over the years. They also are the kinds of broad subjects in historical research in which his colleagues and students have engaged alongside or under the tutelage of van der Kuijp. Throughout this work, I suspect that nearly all of the writers can hear van der Kuijp’s words of encouragement and caution echoing through their minds as they continue their work: “This statement will have to be looked into with greater care.”
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Fig. 3. Leonard van der Kuijp with Xiage Wangdui 夏格旺堆 at Sichuan University in Chengdu, China, December 2016. Photo extracted from a video by Danzeng Zunzhu 旦增遵珠.


For myself, I can say that Leonard van der Kuijp has positively impacted my life and career in ways I never could have imagined when I first met him in 1991. His scholarship, at first daunting to me in its methodological pyrotechnics, has over the years and decades become for me a model of meticulous, thoughtful humanistic scholarship. And it is this humanistic work, Leonard’s overarching humanism — his humanity — that has made my own scholarly life possible. The gratefulness that I feel for his lifelong support cannot be conveyed in words alone. Yet words are what we have. So, along with my co-editors Jue Liang and Bill McGrath, we offer this volume to you, Leonard W. J. van der Kuijp, in deep gratitude for your gifts to us — gifts of criticism, creativity, and care.
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2013f. “Gu ge Paṇ chen Grags pa rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po (1415–86) on the Nyi ma’i rabs (*Sūryavaṃśa) and the Tibetan Royal Families.” Nepalica et Tibetica. Festgabe für Christoph Cüppers, vol. 1, edited by F.-K. Ehrhard and P. Maurer, 325–35. Andiast: International Institute for Tibetan and Buddhist Studies.


2013g. “A Note on Manorathanandin’s Pramāṇavārttikavṛtti in Tibet.” In Wading into the Stream of Wisdom. Essays in Honor of Leslie S. Kawamura, edited by S. F. Haynes and M. J. Sorensen, 161–92. Berkeley: Institute of Buddhist Studies and BDK America, Inc.


2014a. “Some Text-Historical Issues with the Bodhicittavivaraṇa by a Nāgārjuna and the Tibetan Commentarial Literature.” In Himalayan Passages: Tibetan and Newar Studies in Honor of Hubert Decleer, edited by B. Bogin and A. Quintman, 117–41. Boston: Wisdom Publications.


2014b. “The *Madhyamakālokabhāṣyatattvapradīpa: An Indic Commentary on Kamalaśīla’s Madhyamakāloka (Dbu ma snang ba).” China Tibetology Journal 1: 1–3.


2014c. “Studies in Btsun pa Ston gzhon’s Pramāṇavārttika Commentary of ?1297, Part One: Bibliographical and Biographical Preliminaries.” Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 30: 111–98.


2014d. with He Huanhuan. “Further Notes on Bhāviveka and His Oeuvre.” Indo-Iranian Journal 57: 299–352.


2014e. “A Note on the hor par ma-Mongolian Xylograph of the Tibetan Translation of Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttika (Tshad ma rnam ’grel). ” Zangxue xuekan [Journal of Tibetology] 14: 235–40.


2014f. with Gray Tuttle. “Altan Qaγan (1507–1582) of the Tümed Mongols and the Stag lung Abbot Kun dga’ bkra shis rgyal mtshan (1575–1635).” In Trails of the Tibetan Tradition: Papers for Elliot Sperling, edited by Roberto Vitali, with assistance from Gedun Rabsal and Nicole Willock, 461–82. Dharamshala: Amnye Machen Institute. Also available for download as an issue of Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 31 (2017): 461–82. Translated into Chinese by Giigch Borjigin, “Tumotebu Anda han yu Dalong si sizhu Gongge zhashi jiancan 土默特部俺答汗 (1507–1582) 与达隆寺寺主公哥扎石坚灿 (1575–1635).” Quaestiones Mongolorum Disputatae 18 (2022): 50–74. https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s/3mwOY0L7z-aoa9CIeMf21Q.


2015a. “May the ‘Original’ Lam rim chen mo Please Stand Up: A Note on Its Indigenous Textual Criticism.” The Illuminating Mirror: Tibetan Studies in Honour of Per K. Sørensen on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, edited by O. Czaja and G. Hazod, 253–68. Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichelt Verlag.


2015b. “Tibetan Buddhism Meets Protestant Christianity: A Memorandum of Conversations of Mā yang Paṇḍita with Cecil H. Polhill near Xining, Qinghai, on January 13–15, 1890.” Xiyu lishi yuyan yanjiu jikan 西域歷史語言研究集刊 [Historical and Philological Studies of China’s Western Regions] 8: 443–92.


2015c. “Za hor and Its Contribution to Tibetan Medicine, Part Two: Sources of the Tibetan Medical Tradition.” Zangxue xuekan 藏学学刊 [Journal of Tibetology] 12: 63–108.


2015d. “A Fifteenth Century Biography of Lha bla ma ye shes ’od (947–1019/1024): Its Prolegomenon and Prophecies.” In Tibet in Dialogue with Its Neighbours: History, Culture and Art of Central and Western Tibet, 8th–15th Century, edited by E. Forte et al., 341–75. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 88. Vienna: Arbeitskreis fūr Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien.


2016a. with He Huanhuan. “Once Again on the *Hetucakraḍamaru: Rotating the Wheels.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 44: 267–302.


2016b. “The Lives of Bu ston Rin chen grub and the Date and Sources of His Chos ’byung, a Chronicle of Buddhism in India and Tibet.” Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 35: 203–308.


2016c. “From Chongzhen lishu 崇禎曆書 to Tengri-yin udq-a and Rgya rtsis chen mo.” In Tibetan Printing: Comparison, Continuities and Change, edited by H. Diemberger et al., 51–71. Leiden: Brill.


2016d. “On the Life and Oeuvre of the Jo nang pa Scholar Zhang ston Rgya bo Bsod nams grags pa (1292–1370).” Journal of Tibetan and Himalayan Studies 1: 17–31.


2016e. “Reconsidering the Dates of Dol po pa Shes rab rgyal mtshan’s (1292–1361) Ri chos nges don rgya mtsho and the Bka’ bsdu bzhi pa’i don.” Zangxue xuekan 藏学学刊 [Journal of Tibetology] 14: 115–59.


2018a. “On the 1449 Xylograph of Rgyal tshab Dar ma rin chen’s (1364–1432) Pramāṇavārttika Commentary.” China Tibetology Journal 1: 21–27.


2018b. “Fourteenth Century Tibetan Cultural History III: The Oeuvre of Bla ma dam pa Bsod nams rgyal mtshan (1312–1375), Part Two.” Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 46: 5–89.


2018c. “The Bird-Faced Monk and the Beginnings of the New Tantric Tradition, Part One.” In Tibetan Genealogies: Studies in Memoriam of Guge Tsering Gyalpo (1961–2015), edited by G. Hazod and Shen Weirong, 403–50. Beijing: China Tibetology Publishing House.


2018d. “The Bird-Faced Monk and the Beginnings of the New Tantric Tradition, Part Two.” Zangxue xuekan 藏学学刊 [Journal of Tibetology] 19: 86–127.


2019a. “What Kind of Animal Is a Tree? Apropos of Some Tibetan Reactions to the Vimalaprabhā and Laghukālacakratantra, I:4c and 8c, Part One.” Zangxue xuekan 藏学学刊 [Journal of Tibetology] 20: 196–221.


2019b. “A lag sha Ngag dbang bstan dar (1759–after August 1, 1840): On Some Chinese Lex-emes and the Chinese Language, Part One.” In Unearthing Himalayan Treasures: Festschrift for Franz-Karl Ehrhard, edited by Volker Caumanns, Marta Sernesi, and Nikolai Solmsdorf, 287–98. Marburg: Indica et Tibetica Verlag.


2019c. “Gyaltsab Darma Rinchen and the Rigs gter dar ṭik, an Exegesis of Sakya Paṇḍita’s Tshad ma rigs pa’i gter*.” In Reasons and Lives in Buddhist Traditions: Studies in Honor of Matthew Kapstein, edited by Dan Arnold, Cécile Ducher, and Pierre-Julien Harter, 309–24. Somerville, MA: Wisdom Publications.


2020a. “A Note on the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ Tibetan Translations of the Prasannapadā.” In Archaeologies of the Written: Indian, Tibetan, and Buddhist Studies in Honour of Cristina Scherrer-Schaub, edited by V. Tournier, V. Eltschinger, and M. Sernesi, 417–46. Naples: UniorPress.


2020b. “Indo-Tibetan Tantric Buddhist Scholasticism: Bhavyakīrti and His Summary of Sāṁkhya Philosophy (Part I).” Journal of Tibetan and Himalayan Studies 5.1: 1–40.


2020c. “Indo-Tibetan Tantric Buddhist Scholasticism: Bhavyakīrti and His Summary of Sāṁkhya Philosophy (Part II).” Journal of Tibetan and Himalayan Studies 5.2: 1–62.


2020d. “On the Transmission of the Verse-Text of Sa skya Paṇḍita’s Tshad ma rigs pa’i gter and the Rang ’grel Autocommentary.” Hualin International Journal of Buddhist Studies 3.1: 126–69.


2020e. “A Case of Upward Social Mobility in Fourteenth Century Tibet in Text-historical Context: Dol po pa Shes rab rgyal mtshan (1292–1361) in Confidence to Mi nyag Rin chen bzang po (1317–1383).” In On a Day of a Month of the Fire Bird Year: Festschrift for Peter Schwieger on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, edited by Jeannine Bischoff, Charles Ramble, and Petra H. Maurer, 505–22. Lumbini: Lumbini International Research Institute.


2021. “A Brief Note on the Date of Daśabalaśrīmtra and His Saṃskṛtāsaṃskṛtaviniścaya.” Zangxue xuekan 藏学学刊 [Journal of Tibetology] 24: 67–73.


2022a. with Ning Tien 田凝. “A Bout with Smallpox in Beijing: Personal Accounts of the Tibetan Statesman — Dga’ bzhi pa Bsod nams bstan ’dzin dpal ’byor (1761–after 1810) and his Struggle with Smallpox.” Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 63: 5–48.


2022b. “Studies in Btsun pa Ston gzhon’s Pramāṇavārttika Commentary of 1297, Part Two(a): ’U yug pa Rigs pa’i seng ge (ca. 1195–after 1267).” Revue d’Etudes Tibétaines 64: 307–343.


2022c. “Studies in the Life and Thought of Mkhas grub rje II: Notes on Poetry, Poetics and Other Things in Mkhas grub rje’s Oeuvre.” Journal of Tibetan Literature 1.1: 75–109.


Reviews


1977. The Practice and Theory of Tibetan Buddhism. By Geshe Lhundup Sopa and J. Hopkins. Philosophy East and West 27: 462–66.


1979. Verse-Index of Dharmakīrti’s Works (Tibetan Version). By E. Steinkellner. Philosphy East and West 29: 106–7.


1983. Contributto allo Studio Biografico dei Primi Gter-Ston. By R. Prats. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 6: 151–54.


1985a. Dag yig ngag sgron gyi rtsa ’grel. By Dpal khang Lo tsā ba and Bstan ’dzin rgyal mtshan. Indo-Iranian Journal 23: 213–17.


1985b. Snyan ngag me long gi spyi don sdeb legs rig pa’i ’char sgo. By Tshe tan Zhabs drung. Indo-Iranian Journal 23: 212–13.


1985c. Mi dbang rtogs brjod. Edited by Zhuang Jing. Journal of the American Oriental Society 105: 321–22.


1986a. Tibet Bon Religion. By Per Kvaerne. Acta Orientalia 47: 202–208.


1986b. Dge ldan legs bshad. By Paṇ chen Bsod nams grags pa. Journal of the American Oriental Society 106: 617–21.


1989a. A Catalogue of the Stog Palace Kanjur. By T. Skorupski. Acta Orientalia 48: 153–56.


1989b. A Study of Svātantrika. By D. Lopez. Bulletin of the School for Oriental and African Studies 52: 159–60.


1990a. The Entrance Gate for the Wise (Section III) — Sa skya Paṇḍita on Indian and Tibetan Traditions of Pramāṇa and Philosophical Debate, 2 vols. By D. Jackson. Indo-Iranian Journal 33: 214–21.


1990b. Nepalese Manuscripts, Part 1: Nevari and Sanskrit. By S. Lienhard. Journal of the American Oriental Society 110: 540–41.


1991a. Jñānagarbha’s Commentary on the Distinction between the Two Truths: An Eighth Century Handbook of Madhyamaka Philosophy. By M. Eckel. Journal of the American Oriental Society 111: 402–5.


1991b. Rong ston on the Prajñāpāramitā Philosophy of the Abhisamayālaṃkāra. His Subcommmentary on Haribhadra’s “Sphuṭārtha”: A Facsimile Reproduction of the Earliest Known Blockprint, from an Exemplar Preserved in The Tibet House, New Delhi. Edited by D. P. Jackson. Journal of the American Oriental Society 111: 584–88.


1992. The Pradumna-Prabhāvati Legend in Nepal and Jagatprakaśamallas Maladevasasidevavyakhyananujaka. By H. Brinkhaus. Journal of the American Oriental Society 112: 668–70.


1993. A History of Modern Tibet, 1913–1951: The Demise of the Lamaist State. By M. Goldstein. Indo-Iranian Journal 36: 269–72.


1994a. Udanavarga, vol. 3, Tibetischer Text. By Champa Thupten Zongtse. Journal of the American Oriental Society 114: 124–26.


1994b. Tshad ma sde bdun rgyan gyi me tog. By Bcom ldan rigs pa’i ral gri. Journal of the American Oriental Society 114: 304–6.


1994c. Xizang Wenwu jingcai [Bod kyi rig dngos snying btus]. Journal of the American Oriental Society 114: 306–8.


1994d. Studies in the Buddhist Epistemological Tradition. Edited by E. Steinkellner. Bulletin of the School of African and Oriental Studies 57: 604–6.


1995. Tibetan Buddhism: Reason and Revelation. Edited by S. D. Goodman and R. M. Davidson. Bulletin of the School of African and Oriental Studies 58: 592–93.


1997. Recognizing Reality: Dharmakīrti’s Philosophy and Its Tibetan Interpretations. By G. B. J. Dreyfus. Journal of Asian Studies 56: 1083–86.


1998a. Chinesischer und Tibetischer Buddhismus im China der Yüanzeit. By H. Franke. Journal of Asian Studies 57: 255–58.


1998b. Buddhism and Language: A Study of Indo-Tibetan Scholasticism. By J. I. Cabezón. Journal of the American Oriental Society 118: 563–67.


2014. “Zhongguanxin lun” jiqi guzhu “Sizeyan” yanjiu [A Study of Madhyamaka-hṛdayakārikā and Tarkajvālā], 2 vols. By He Huanhuan. Indo-Iranian Journal 57: 271–76.
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Fig. 4. Leonard van der Kuijp in Nepal (2018). Photo by Kurtis Schaeffer.









A Note on Transcription, Transliteration, and Bibliography


FOR CONVENIENCE and general legibility, this volume uses a system of phonetic transcription developed by David Germano and Nicolas Tournadre, the Tibetan and Himalayan Library’s (THL) simplified phonetic transcription of standard Tibetan (2003). The first appearance of a transcribed personal or place name will also typically include THL extended Wylie transliteration in parentheses (2004), which is based on the Wylie transliteration system (1959). Tibetan-language text titles and special terms have also been translated into English whenever possible, followed by transliteration in parentheses after the first use. In a volume such as this one there will inevitably be some terms that resist translation, however, and these terms have been rendered in phonetic transcription or transliteration at the discretion of the authors. These conventions were carefully chosen by the editors in order to ensure that both specialists and nonspecialists are able to understand this volume, while also ensuring that all salient information is concisely conveyed.
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On Gtsug-lag khang, “Monastery, Vihāra”


Christopher I. Beckwith


To Leonard, with thanks for many years of friendship and good 
cheer, and best wishes for many more.


THE JOKHANG, “The Lord’s House,” is the oldest and holiest Buddhist monastery (vihāra) in Tibet. It was founded during the reign of Khri Srong rtsan (r. ca. 618–649/650), better known under his later traditional name Srong btsan sgam po. The edifice is also one of the earliest two attested in a datable historical source, the Samyé Inscription of circa 764 CE, which begins:


ར:ས:དང ། བྲག་མར་གྱྀ་གཙུག་ལག་ཁང་ལས་སྩོགས་པར: ། ་་་


In the monasteries of Rasa, Bragmar, and so on. . . .1


The word གཙུག་ལག་ཁང་ gtsug-lag khang, ‘monastery, vihāra,’ has always been taken to be native Tibetan.2 The third syllable, khang, is of course the well-known native Tibetan nominal used to form words for various kinds of building, house, or hall. The key term gtsug-lag is also attested alone in Old Tibetan as an attribute of the བཙན་པོ་ btsanpo (Tibetan emperor). Li and Coblin define gtsug-lag as “wisdom; knowledge; the entire body of indigenous, pre-Buddhist beliefs.”3 However, despite these and other doubtful proposals based on later sources,4 the word gtsug-lag so far has no actual etymology and is unexplained, other than by folk etymologies. The same is true of gtsug-lag khang, but scholars today are agreed that this Tibetan word, meaning ‘Buddhist monastery, vihāra,’ refers to the actual thing: a specific foreign physical object with a specific design and specific socioreligious functions unprecedented in Tibet.5 Based on historical accounts, including the Samyé Inscription quoted above, it is accepted to be a foreign introduction to Tibet from the early imperial period (seventh century CE).


As a complex foreign artifact and concept with a foreign word attached to it, the normal, regular, virtually universal procedure for dealing with it is for the receivers or importers to adopt the previously unknown foreign thing together with the word for it.6 Therefore, gtsug-lag khang is undoubtedly a loanword from an unidentified language, or an Old Tibetan folk etymologization of that early loanword, or both.


Since all are agreed that the word khang is a genuine Tibetan word or compounding form meaning ‘building, house, hall,’ we are not looking for a word meaning ‘[unknown]’ (plus ‘building’), but a word meaning specifically ‘Buddhist monastery, vihāra’ (plus ‘building’). Thus, the loanword gtsug-lag should mean ‘Buddhist monastery,’ while the native Tibetan word khang means ‘building,’ together making ‘vihāra building’ or ‘monastery building.’ The question then is, from what language, ultimately, does the loanword gtsug-lag ‘Buddhist monastery’7 derive, and when was it borrowed?


We must first look at languages spoken in regions near the early Tibetan Empire from which the Tibetans might have borrowed the word for ‘monastery’ along with the thing itself. As a loanword, the donor form should be a word for the same complex thing that was borrowed, the monastery.8 Phonetically the word obviously cannot be vihāra, an Indic word meaning ‘Buddhist monastery’ (traditionally etymologized as ‘a place for spending the night’), which became the classic word for ‘Buddhist monastery’ in Indic languages and was widely borrowed in medieval Central Asia and elsewhere to the north, west, and south of Tibet in the early medieval period.


However, the word vihāra was not borrowed by Tibetan or by attested East Asian languages as the word for ‘monastery.’ There is a good reason: the word vihāra is not firmly attested anywhere before the early medieval period in that meaning.9 Accordingly, when the monastery was introduced to China in the first two centuries CE, the early Parthian and Kushan Buddhist teachers and translators in China introduced it along with their word for it,10 Aramaic dērā, dayrā (‘monastery’).11


As a result, to the east of Tibet, Far Eastern languages share the same word for ‘monastery,’ which does not go back to vihāra but rather to Aramaic dērā ~ dayrā, borrowed via Chinese, specifically from 寺 Late Old Chinese (LOC) *dēʁă,12 now read ssu (sì), and LOC 祠 *dēră, now read ssu 祠 (sī). 13 The word *dēʁă ~ *dēră spread from LOC via Koguryo (which like its relative Japanese has the phonological feature of not allowing voiced word-onsets) to Old Japanese tera (perhaps earlier *taira), Jurchen (medieval Manchu) taira ~ taira-n, and Middle Korean tyer, all glossed 寺 ‘(Buddhist) monastery.’14 To the west of Tibet, Near Eastern languages all share the same Aramaic word for ‘monastery,’ dērā ~ dairā (modern dayro, dayr) from the early centuries of the Common Era on, meaning ‘(Christian) monastery.’ In both cases the monastery cloister’s functions included those of the early college cloister; they have the exact same plan and function.15 In the beginning they were one and the same edifice and institution.


Old Tibetan gtsug-lag bears no obvious resemblance to the attestations and reconstructions of the words for ‘Buddhist monastery’ above because shortly after the loan of the Aramaic word into LOC, the Chinese language underwent massive phonological change in which it became pre-Middle Chinese, as recently shown.16 Then as a loanword in Chinese, the word was reinterpreted in many variant forms, so that there are actually two sets of transcriptions in Chinese. The earlier monocharacter transcriptions have one character transcribing two syllables: ssu 祠 (sī) ‘spring sacrifice’ from LOC *dē´ră,17 with *r, and ssu 寺 (sì) ‘eunuch, servant’ from Middle Chinese (MChi) ✩zi from LOC *dḗʁă, with *ʁ.18 They were followed not long after by a number of dicharacter forms (two characters representing two syllables).19 The dicharacter forms, the result of further Chinese internal developments, are key here.


The earliest of the dicharacter words appears to be ssu-she 寺舍 (sìshè) ‘(Buddhist) monastery.’20 Its post-LOC form, *dzeʁla,21 shows that the onset *d first affricated to *dz (presumably because of the following long vowel *ē), and later, the Old Chinese vowel length was lost, leaving *e ~ ɛ in the first syllable, while the second syllable onset *r in the word’s spoken Old Chinese form became *l in post-LOC.22 In its post-LOC disyllabic form, the word is *dzeʁla ~ *dzeɣla, with the single intervocalic liquid <r> of the original Aramaic loan represented doubly, as the first syllable coda *ʁ/*ɣ and as the second syllable onset *l.23 The onset of this form then devoiced in pre-MChi times, giving *tseʁla ~ *tseɣla.


This reconstruction is supported by the other dicharacter transcriptions of the word for ‘monastery’ resulting from a regular Syllable Contact Law change characteristic of the Northeast Asian Sprachbund,24 whereby syllables ending in a voiced velar stop *g or velar-uvular fricative *ɣ/ʁ coda, when in contact with a liquid onset (*r or *l), became a velar nasal coda, *ŋ.25 The regular result in pre-Early Middle Chinese was *tseŋlâ,26 and eventually Mandarin ching-lu 精廬 (jīnglú) ‘(Buddhist) monastery,’ the most frequent of several variants.27 The devoiced first syllable onset *ts is well attested in the dicharacter transcriptions, so reversing the process gives the original post-LOC dialect form, 寺舍 *tseʁla ~ *tseɣla ‘(Buddhist) monastery.’ The chief significance of the nasalized form *tseŋlâ here is that it directly attests the previous existence of the voiced uvular/velar fricative form *tseʁla ~ *tseɣla,28 the source of the Chinese loan to Old Tibetan.29


The main remaining problems are that Old Tibetan gtsug-lag contains an apparent prefix <g-> and an apparent suffix <-g>, neither of them having any certain meaning within Tibetan, and that the vowel of the first syllable is <u> rather than *e or its central neighbor *ǝ.


For the prefix and suffix, there are very good reasons why Early Old Tibetan speakers, especially the monks, must have found the foreign word *tsuɣla to be too foreign, especially considering that it was the word for their home, the monastery, the heart of monastic Normative Buddhism.30 One reason is that no native Early Old Tibetan word could begin with an unaspirated unvoiced stop or affricate, such as ཙ [ts]. It could be written, but it would normally be pronounced as its aspirated allophone, ཚ [tsh], as we know from misspellings in Old Tibetan texts. Another reason is that as a conservative Tibeto-Burman language, Early Old Tibetan was heavily prefixing and suffixing in its morphological structure. Taken together, it was all but inevitable that a prefix-imitating prosthetic element would be supplied to make the word look or sound like a good Tibetan word with a g- ‘prefix.’ In this case it makes the first syllable into a native Tibetan word, གཙུག་ gtsug, ‘crown of the head; vortex.’ As soon as that was done, it would have created a postpositional phrase with ལ་ la, meaning ‘at the crown of the head’ or the like. This was odd for the thing named (a monastery). However, adding a -g ‘suffix’ to la makes it ལག་ lag ‘hand, arm,’ which apparently made it (the word itself) work semantically — as many Tibetans tell us to this day, pointing to the vortex of their head and then stretching out their arms to explain the meaning of གཙུག་ལག་. So is this textbook example of a folk etymology the actual etymology of the word? No. The word means ‘monastery,’ not ‘head-arm.’


There is of course another option. An unknown people located somewhere inaccessibly high in the mountains between Tibet and the outside world could have contributed the word for ‘monastery’ in their own language, complete with prefixes and suffixes, or they could have added their suffixes to the Chinese loanword *tseɣla, as in one or two known examples of loanwords with added non-Tibetan prefixes.31 However, this approach violates Ockham’s razor and here substitutes unknown actors and things for known ones, the reverse of what we should do.


We must in any case still solve the vowel problem. It is necessary to note that even within Old Tibetan the cardinal vowel written <u> was not always pronounced [u], as we might expect based on its canonical place in the list of five original vowels (a i u e o), where (as an open vowel) /u/ was no doubt pronounced [u], as it is still usually pronounced today, maintaining its Old Tibetan value. However, in a closed syllable <u> is normally pronounced [ʊ], and was evidently pronounced [ʊ] in Old Tibetan too, as shown by the fact that the mid-back rounded vowel written <o> in Old Tibetan transcriptions of MChi corresponds to MChi *ʊ, a vowel usually reconstructed by Pulleyblank as *ɔ (a mid-back rounded vowel, ‘half-round o’), and Old Tibetan transcriptions of Old Turkic usually record Turkic /u/ as Old Tibetan <o>, i.e., [ʊ], while Old Turkic /ü/ [y] is usually transcribed as Old Tibetan <u>.32


At least one other early foreign transcription of a Chinese dicharacter word renders an unrounded mid-vowel *ə or *e in the first syllable as u. It is the Aramaeo-Sogdian transcription <’ḥwmt’n> ăḥūm(ă)tān(ă) in the fourth century CE Sogdian Ancient Letter II.33 Usually read ‘Khumdān,’34 it represents the Chinese city name now read Hsien-yang 咸陽 (Xiányáng),35 from attested Late Middle Chinese hamyaŋ, from Early Middle Chinese *ɣamyaŋ (based on hamyaŋ) ~ traditionally reconstructed ✩ɣǝɨmyaŋ,36 from Old Chinese *ăgắmădáNă.37 In literary Sogdian the segment <ḥ> in this word is sometimes written <γ> [g] instead of <ḥ> [χ].38 Thus Aramaeo-Sogdian <’γwmt’n> evidently records ăɣum(ă)tān(ă).39 With the exception of <w> for the expected MChi vowel ✩ǝ ~ ✩ă,40 this Sogdian transcription is identical to the Imperial Aramaic transcription of the name of the capital of ancient Media, Aḥ(ǝ)mǝṯā[na] (recording the same name as Akkadian Agamatana/Agammatana, etc.), Greek Agbatana,41 with the reading of <ḥ> as [ɣ] supported (for both Imperial Aramaic and Aramaeo-Sogdian) not only by the Akkadian but also by Old Chinese *g and MChi *ɣ. The Imperial Aramaic form also has schwa (ǝ) in the Masoretic pointing, corresponding to the vowel ✩ǝ in Pulleyblank’s reconstruction of the pronunciation of the transcriptional first character 咸 in MChi. In addition, the <t>, read in Sogdian as [d], reflects an Old Chinese reading of the character yang 陽 (yáng), as pointed out by Takata, suggesting that the Aramaeo-Sogdian name is much older than the fourth century CE. In short, the early fourth-century CE Aramaeo-Sogdian transcription essentially preserves an Old Chinese form of the city name Hsien-yang 咸陽 (Xiányáng).42 The vowel shift from [ǝ] to [u] could be due to Sogdian, though (in view of the word for ‘monastery’) the Sogdian form of the city name may have been influenced by the local Chinese dialect, which the Sogdian traders who lived there surely knew.


Moreover, there is further evidence on the vowel. Ts’en Chung-mien suggests that T’ang Chinese poets write the foreign pronunciation of the name of ‘the capital’ as Chin-tien 金殿 (Jīndiàn), in which the first syllable is chin 金 (jīn) ‘gold(en),’43 reconstructed for MChi as ✩ki̯əm (Karlgren 1957, 173 #652a), ✩kïǝ.m (Takata 1988, 358); its pronunciation is actually attested in the name Chin-ch’eng 金城 (Jīnchéng) in the Old Tibetan Annals, where it is written kïm ཀྀམ་ (710–11 CE).44 It has long been thought that the reversed writing of the vowel sign <i> in Old Tibetan as <  ྀ > in Old Tibetan script is purely a graphical variation. However, the consonantal spelling <kïm> is significant. According to pre-Old Tibetan and Early Old Tibetan phonological rules, the high front unrounded vowel <i> and the mid-front unrounded vowel <e> always palatalize eligible preceding consonants, one of which is <k>. According to the rule, if this were an Old Tibetan word it should have been written <kyim>, identical to an allophonic transcription of khyim ‘house.’45 In Imperial Old Tibetan no native words appear to violate this rule. That alone tells us what was different about the Chinese vowel: the feature [front] is either missing or is replaced with [back], so that the transcriptional vowel represents a vowel close to [ɯ], the unrounded version of [u].


The Aramaeo-Sogdian transcription with <w>, read [u], or [ɯ],” and the Old Tibetan rendering <u> of its Chinese retranscription indicate that in two instances a northwestern pre-MChi dialect regularly rounded a stressed vowel *ă [ə] ~ *e/ɛ ~ *ɯ to [u]. Thus for the first syllable of the name Hsien-yang 咸陽, the expected vowel ă/ə is recorded as <w> [u] or [ɯ] in Aramaeo-Sogdiann script. Similarly, the vowel e/ɛ in the first syllable of *tseɣla 寺舍 ‘monastery’ is recorded in Old Tibetan script as <u> [ʊ] in the attested loanform tsugla ‘monastery,’ vihāra.


In sum, the Old Tibetan word གཙུག་ལག་ཁང་ gtsug-lag khang is a compound consisting of the Tibetan nominal ཁང་ khang ‘building’ plus the loanword tsugla ‘monastery,’46 from the pre-MChi northwestern dialect form *tsɯɣla, from *tseɣla ~ *tsɨɣla, preserved in Chinese in ssu-she 寺舍 and ching-lu 精廬 ‘Buddhist monastery,’ two writings of the same loanword from Aramaic.


Abbreviations


C any Consonant


V any Vowel


OChi Old Chinese


LOC Late Old Chinese


MChi Middle Chinese
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Zürcher, Erik. 2007 [1959]. The Buddhist Conquest of China: The Spread and Adaptation of Buddhism in Early Medieval China. Leiden: Brill.


_______________


I would like to thank Andrew E. Shimunek for kindly suggesting improvements to this paper. I am responsible for any remaining errors.


1. Text from Li and Coblin 1987, 188; and Iwao et al. 2009, 11. On the dating of the inscriptions see Walter and Beckwith 2010. For transcriptions, I use the standard system for each language that has one. For others, I use the Wylie system for Tibetan; for Chinese, the modified Wade-Giles system (with Pinyin in parentheses).


2. The words gtsug-lag khang and vihāra equally mean ‘monastery,’ but refer specifically to the cloister. Each could refer by synecdoche to an entire monastery complex, but when the monastery first appeared it consisted only of the cloister; in some surviving early examples the cloister is still nearly all of it. Several other buildings were eventually added to cloisters for various purposes, making them monastery complexes. Archaeologists of South Asia, followed by architectural historians, call the standard core cloister plan the vihāra plan (Beckwith 2017, 2020), as it cannot be confused with any other plan. See note 11 for a word on the mistranslation of the term vihāra as ‘temple.’


3. See Li and Coblin 1987, 95, 442, for original text citations. Their definition adds ‘statecraft’ (when referring to the principles underlying the king’s rule). However, the entire definition is purely conjectural. We have no glosses or contemporaneous translations in other languages, and the context is vague enough to allow almost any translation. Note that they include several post-imperial texts in their volume, so that many of the items in their glossary and index are from texts that are not Imperial Old Tibetan.


4. Surveyed by Walter 2009, 267n15, who concludes that “gtsug lag . . . is never presented in a context in which it is opposed to Buddhism. Indeed, it is difficult to understand how [the term] gtsug-lag khang, the Tibetan rendering of the Sanskrit Buddhist term vihāra, one of the earliest Buddhist terms in Tibet . . . could have been created if the term were in any way antithetical to Buddhism,” noting that the “earliest attestations of gtsug-lag are during the reign of Khri Srong Lde Brtsan, a ruler who supported Buddhism” (229–30).


5. See Beckwith 2017, which includes architectural plans of ancient vihāras.


6. In some cases (not this one) the borrowing culture coins a native word for the borrowed thing.


7. The loanword originally meant ‘monastery, vihāra’ by itself, so it did not need khang (‘building’) or the like.


8. On the invention and early spread of the Buddhist monastery, which is first attested from archaeology in the first century CE, see Beckwith 2014, 2017, and 2020; on its functioning equally as a college, see Beckwith 2012; on the nonexistence of monasteries and monasticism earlier (in attested Early Buddhism), see Beckwith 2015 and 2020. See also note 9 below.


9. Schopen 2004, 77. Stefan Baums (personal communication 2013) reports that, so far, no references have been found to vihāras (monasteries) in the Gāndhārī manuscripts; all occurrences in the Gāndhārī Dictionary (online) are from inscriptions.


10. They also introduced the Chinese to many other key Buddhist concepts and terms, and produced the first Chinese translations of Buddhist texts (Nattier 2008). On the history of the transmission of Buddhism to China, see the classic work of Zürcher 2007.


11. Beckwith 2014 and 2017. Unfortunately, the traditional words for ‘Buddhist monastery, vihāra’ in Chinese, Korean, Japanese, and Tibetan are almost universally mistranslated as ‘temple,’ and thus misunderstood (e.g., Li and Coblin 1987, 95, 442). The English term ‘temple,’ which is often used to refer to the Buddhist monasteries located in these four nations, apparently goes back to Christian missionaries of the colonial period. The colonial misunderstanding is reinforced by its use in English translations of modern Japanese to distinguish Buddhist monasteries (which are called ‘temples’) from Shinto establishments (which are called ‘shrines’). In Japanese itself, the Buddhist monastery is standardly called a tera 寺. In Chinese, the standard headword ‘monastery’ in names is still ssu寺 (sì).


12. The character 寺 is the phonetic of several other ancient characters, such as tai 待 (dài) from MChi ✩d’ậi2 (Karlgren 1957, 253 #961g), ‘to wait (on), serve,’ MChi ✩dəj2 (Pulleyblank 1991, 69), etc., from LOC *dēʁă ~ *daiʁă. It is also the phonetic of many other words once pronounced approximately the same as 寺 in one or more ancient dialects, as shown in detail in Beckwith 2014 and again, with further linguistic and archaeological-architectural data, in Beckwith 2017. In the recently excavated Classical texts, these characters are often interchanged, regardless of their supposed meanings, showing they were (nearly) homonymous; what was important was the sound of the spoken Chinese word, which conveyed the meaning.


13. MChi ✩zi ‘spring sacrifice’ (Karlgren 1957, 256 §972h); the character 祠 is not in Pulleyblank 1991; it is misprinted as 祀 ‘sacrifice’ in Beckwith 2014.


14. Beckwith 2007; cf. Beckwith 2014. See also Shimunek 2021.


15. See Beckwith 2012, which also shows how the disputational method used in them is the historical basis for the earliest known ‘scientific method,’ the rhetorical-logical method used in medieval Latin texts and often called quaestiones disputatae.


16. Beckwith and Kiyose 2018.


17. In a poem by the famous historian Pan Ku 班固 (Bān Gù, 32–92 CE) its homophonous phonetic ssu 司 (sī) ‘supervise’ (Karlgren 1957, 256 §972) rhymes directly with ssu 寺 (sì), which still did not mean ‘Buddhist monastery’ in Pan’s time. See Beckwith 2017 for details. Tones had not yet been recognized by the Chinese, because they did not exist — they only came into existence during or after the transition from LOC to pre-MChi. That little fact seriously undermines the traditional system of Old Chinese reconstruction (which is based on MChi tone categories); it is further undermined by the discovery of hard data on many monocharacter transcriptions (two syllables written with one character) of Chinese and foreign words (Beckwith and Kiyose 2018). On the Chinese discovery of the tones, see the detailed discussion by Knechtges in Knechtges 2014, 11ff.


18. See note 12 above.


19. The early monocharacter transcriptions ssu 祠 (sī) and ssu 寺 (sì) both mean ‘monastery’ and represent LOC *dḗră and *dḗʁă respectively, a loanword directly from Aramaic dērā ‘monastery.’ The transcription 寺 quickly supplanted the earlier transcription 祠, the Chinese meaning of which is ‘spring sacrifice,’ a sense not congenial to Buddhism. The characters do not, however, translate the word. Before the borrowing, the transcriptional characters referred to unrelated things in Chinese (as shown in Beckwith 2014 and 2017). That is the general rule for all transcriptions of foreign words in Chinese. The later dicharacter transcriptions are treated in the long appendix of my 2014 article.


20. This compound word is said to have earlier meant ‘government office’ (Morohashi 1984, vol. 4, 3407), but this definition is suspect and should be reexamined. The character she 舍 (shè) [ʂə] was read *lâ or the like in LOC. Its reading changed in the LOC period via a dialect reading *la to what became MChi✩dʑia (Pulleyblank 1991, 278), Mandarin she, and then (via a phonetic change discussed below) pre-MChi *tseŋla (Beckwith 2014, 2017); the resulting ching-she 精舍 (jīngshè) ‘monastery’ was then partly supplanted by a writing that preserves LOC *lâ, now read lu, namely ching-lu 精廬 (jīnglú) ‘monastery.’ See the next note.


21. The phonological changes of this word in the pre-MChi period suggest that the onset of the subsequent MChi reading ✩ɕia3 (Pulleyblank 1991, 279) is a dialect reading from an OChi *la- (cf. Baxter 1992, 786). However, the character 舍 (now read shè) may well have had two ancient dialect readings, one with an unvoiced fricative onset, the other with a liquid onset.


22. It is well known and accepted that at the end of the Old Chinese period *r syllable onsets regularly underwent canonical unconditioned change to *l. The great phonological changes that ended the Old Chinese period included particularly the thoroughgoing monosyllabicization of all remaining disyllabic morphemes and the appearance of tone, all undoubtedly due to creolization during the Völkerwanderung, the pan-Eurasian migrations that characterize the third and fourth centuries CE.


23. The unexplained splitting or doubling of an original single intervocalic continuant phone (based on externally attested linguistic data) occurs in at least one other ancient loanword in Chinese. Such cases are clearly connected to the monosyllabicization of Chinese morphemes that began around the third century CE, but several of the changes involved are also characteristic of the Northeast Asian Sprachbund, which includes East Scythian (Hsiung-nu), Koguryo, Korean, and Northeastern Chinese. This complex issue is currently under study.


24. The Syllable Contact Law requires that for syllables in contact within a word, the preceding syllable coda should be higher in sonority than the following syllable onset (Davis 1998; Gouskova 2004; Özçelik forthcoming).


25. That is, CVg/ɣ+l/rV(C) > CVŋ+l/rV(C), where V stands for any vowel and C for any consonant. This particular change affected several languages, so there are many examples, such as Sugda ‘East Scythian, Sogdian’ > *Sugla (*d > *l is a regular, unconditioned Scythian-internal change) > *Suŋla, recorded in Old Chinese as Hsiung-nu 匈奴 (Xiōngnú); see Beckwith 2018 and forthcoming.


26. Attested MChi tseng ཙེང་ (Takata 1988, 406–7); the second syllable lu 廬is not attested in Takata.


27. See the appendix of Beckwith 2014. One of the variants is ching-she 精舍 (jīngshè), with the post-Old Chinese fricative reading of the second character.


28. And in turn, it attests to the earlier monocharacter forms; see Beckwith 2014 and 2017.


29. The coda of Old Tibetan gtsug <ག> regularly represents not only a stop g or k, as might be expected, but also a fricative [ɣ] or [ʁ] as in Old Tibetan transcriptions of foreign place names with ɣ, and in old loanwords — e.g., སྟག་ stag ‘tiger,’ a loan from hu 虎 (hǔ), OChi *stâʁă/*stâɣă ‘tiger’ (Kiyose and Beckwith 2008).


30. For the crucial distinction between attested non-monastic Early Buddhism, versus later attested monastic Normative Buddhism, see Beckwith 2015.


31. Historically a borrowing makes sense theoretically, since the earliest known Tibetan contacts with China during the early T’ang period (seventh century CE) took place via what is now eastern Gansu province and northeastern Tibet (now Amdo, Chinese Qinghai), as well as northern Khams (partly now in Sichuan). Linguistically there is an attested proclivity for prefixing and suffixing in eastern Tibetan dialects (as well as in Old Tibetan itself), and even more so in other Tibeto-Burman languages. The most famous (if not the only) example is the k in ཀླུ་ klu ‘nāga,’ an early loanword into Tibetan from a western Chinese dialect pronunciation of lung 龍 (lóng), attested MChi lung, long (Takata 1988, 416–17), traditionally reconstructed ✩luawŋ (Pulleyblank 1991, 198). It was also loaned into Old Turkic as lū [luː] ‘dragon’ (Clauson 1972, 763) and into Serbi-Mongolic — e.g., Middle Kitan *lu ‘dragon’ and Middle Mongol lu ‘id’ (Shimunek 2017, 86). The same word was borrowed earlier into proto-Tibetan and is attested as Old Tibetan འབྲུག་ ḥbrug [mbrug], from Old Chinese *mruʁă or *mruɣă ~ mruŋă ~ *βruɣă, etc. (Kiyose and Beckwith 2008).


32. Ligeti 1971, 184, 187 passim.


33. Sims-Williams 2001.


34. The widespread rendering of ’ḥwmt’n as ‘Khumdān’ or the like is based on transcriptions in other scripts from the Middle Ages, the earliest being the late sixth century. See Takata 2010 for a thorough survey of the sources.


35. The Aramaeo-Sogdian unambiguously represents *aḥūm(ă)tān(ă) ~ *aɣūm(ă)tān(ă). With the exception of the dialectal <w> it is a standard Imperial Aramaic transcription of the name of the capital of Media, ‘Ecbatana.’ The Imperial Aramaic is ’ḥmt’[n], in pointed Biblical Aramaic Aḥ(ə)məṯā[na], which transcribes the Median capital city’s name, solidly recorded as Agamatana in Akkadian. The only difference is the vowel under discussion. ‘Khumdān’ is regularly identified and translated as ‘Ch’ang-an’ (i.e., Cháng’ān, now Xi’an). The two cities are in fact located several kilometers apart and across the Wei River from each other.


36. Attested: Takata 1988, 352–53, 390–91; reconstructed: Pulleyblank 1991, 335, 360.


37. See Beckwith (forthcoming) for details on the Scythian (Avestan) name Aɣəmatā-na- and its use for several ancient capital cities.


38. Gharib 1995, 84, who also gives the reading of <’ḥwmt’n> as ‘ǝxumdān, where [ǝ] = [ă].


39. Gharib 1995, 84, following whom <’γwmt’n> should be read ‘ǝxumdān. However, this reading and the one in note 38 must be late, so the initial vowel must have been deleted, as shown by the many foreign transcriptions of Khumdān.


40. Takata 2010.


41. Also written Ecbatana; for a detailed discussion of this Median capital city name (now Hamadān) and the two Agamatanas in ancient China, see Beckwith (forthcoming).


42. In full, Early MChi ✩ɣăm-i̯ang (Karlgren 1957, 178 #671a, 188 #720e), ✩ɣəɨm-yɨaŋ (Pulleyblank 1991, 335, 360); attested Late MChi ham-yaŋ (Takata 1988, 352–53, 390–91) from Early MChi *ɣam-yaŋ; Old Chinese *ăɣắmădáNă ~ *ăɣə´mădáNă, not despite but because of the dialect-shifted vowel *u for *ắ ~ *ə´ ~ ɯ. Its existence shows that the Sogdians wrote what they (or their ancestors) had learned from speakers of a dialect of Old Chinese, as pointed out in Takata 2010.


43. Takata 2010 cites Ts’en Chung-mien’s comment that Li Po 李白 and Wang Ch’ang-ling 王昌齡 use 金殿 in their poems for ‘the capital.’ I thank my colleague Fu Ma for kindly checking Ts’en’s book, which is unavailable to me.


44. Old Tibetan Annals, line 177, and again identically in line 282 (739–40 CE); cf. kïm ཀྀམ་ (Takata 1988, 358).


45. Attested in the Old Tibetan Annals, line 206 as ཁྱྀམ khyïm.


46. With a quasi-prefix and quasi-suffix <g> of unknown origin, but probably added by Early Old Tibetan folk-etymologization of the foreign word.









Andrade’s Mission to Tsaparang, Western Tibet, and the Mystery of the Aftermath


Hubert Decleer


THIS ESSAY is modeled after a van der Kuijp composition that explains: “Thus, in this essay, we have gathered in one place much that is by now fairly well known and uncontroversial, but also added some data that, to our knowledge, have not yet played a role in these various discussions.”1 In a similar vein, a substantial amount of my starting-off information is based on (and was originally conceived as a review article of) “More Than the Promised Land”: Letters and Relations of Tibet by the Jesuit Missionary António de Andrade (1580–1634).2 “Data that have not yet played a role” constitute the mystery of the aftermath.


Change of Plan: From Delhi to the Western Himalayas, and the Kingdoms Beyond


On March 30, 1624, . . . [we] departed from Agra to attend upon the king [Moghul emperor Jahangir]. . . We arrived at the city of Delhi just when a large number of [Hindu] pagans were departing from there on pilgrimage to [Badrināth,] a famous idol temple that was a month and a half’s journey from Agra.


We were already in possession of a great deal of information that convinced us there were Christian kingdoms in that region. . . . Seeing that I was in the company of people who would serve me as guides for the greater part of the way [up to Garhwal, close to the border with Western Tibet], and realizing that if I were to pass up this opportunity it might be a long time before a similar one presented itself, I made up my mind to go and acquaint myself with these countries.3. . . I had no doubt that such was Your Reverence’s will, . . . since the enterprise was demonstrably for the greater glory of God. . . .4


[image: Image]


Map. Andrade’s 1624 journey to Tsaparang.


Thus begins the Jesuit missionary Andrade’s letter to his superiors. The emperor was about to set out for his summer vacation in the vale of Kashmir, mostly to be spent boating, hunting, and carousing, hence with no pressing need for Andrade’s presence at the court for the by now customary Thursday evening religious debate sessions.5


Hopes for Christian conversion at the Moghul court, of either the emperor in person or his descendants, had been steadily fading.6 But perhaps all was not lost. Fresh information about Christian kingdoms up north suddenly revived the possibility of tracing the heir of the elusive King-Priest Prester John, widely said to be “a linear descendant of the Magi”7 and the author of a mysterious message — soon to appear in translation at courts all over Europe — originally addressed to the Byzantine emperor Manuel Komnenos (r. 1143–80) containing an offer to help stop fast-spreading Islam.


As is clear from the letter extract, Andrade pleads innocence: the idea of a Tibet expedition had never occurred to him, notwithstanding the evidence over the years to the contrary. Joining those travelers in a location close to the western Tibetan kingdom of Gugé happened on the spur of the moment. That left him no choice but to inform his superiors in Goa and Rome of the fait accompli. They at first reacted in a less-than-enthusiastic way: the Portuguese monk had made an “officially unauthorized” move.8 Would he have the nerve to request funding for it? He would indeed — already in his first letter of 1624, where he pointed out that these lands were far more promising than some of the missions established in places like Madagascar (“San Lorenzo”).


As they trace the history of the numerous searches for Prester John that had preceded Andrade’s own attempt, Sweet and Zwilling, here and throughout their oeuvre, maintain a tight storyline that never drifts away from the subject matter at hand; yet at every step they also provide detailed annotations and extensive bibliographical references. They call More Than the Promised Land a prequel to their earlier magnum opus, Mission to Tibet: The Extraordinary Eighteenth-Century Account of Father Ippolito Desideri, S. J. In the course of this tremendous research adventure, they left no stone unturned: their unerring command of the mass of data (extending in a hundred directions) is evident on every page. It is simply baffling how they managed to remain in control and withstood being overwhelmed by repeated avalanches of information.


It would be naive to take Jesuit Father Andrade’s letters from the field at face value, which is why our scholars weigh the evidence statement by statement and wonder to what extent the author of the missive “really meant it” or had something else up his sleeve. But we cannot doubt his every word, and it would be presumptuous to believe that Andrade’s sole motivation was to set up smokescreens. His reports are addressed to the inner circle of the society, so they are likely to be sincere at least much of the time.


Thus we get a grand display of all the available data, annotated by scholars expert in both late-Renaissance Christianity and borderland-Himalayan Buddhism. Already in the choice of their reference works, they offer cogent arguments as to what really happened, and according to what primary and what secondary factors. Even so, More Than the Promised Land leaves it to the reader to decipher the finer points of the “plot” (Paul Veyne’s l’intrigue) and come up with their own interpretation of what, in the end, turned into a total fiasco.


And although the authors inscribe their work within a history of Christian-Buddhist dialogue, I strongly disagree with Richard Sherbourne’s earlier appraisal describing the entire Andrade and Desideri episode as Christian missionaries’ first attempts at “appreciation of the truth and goodness [t]he[y] perceived in Buddhism.”9 Not only did these missionaries not come anywhere close to “modern levels of sympathetic dialog and ecumenism,” but plain God-on-our-side arrogance was the prevalent attitude.


A Portuguese Destin


[It was] the widespread hope and belief among many Portuguese of Andrade’s time and later . . . that the world would soon be united under the spiritual sway of the pope and the temporal rule of a messianic Portuguese sovereign.10


The fascinating chapter on Prester John, alluded to above, is followed by another relevant chapter, “The Tibet Mission and Portuguese Nationalism,” which features The Lusiads, Portugal’s national epic. I have always wondered how anyone today could read The Lusiads with a straight face. My previous attempts at perusing it always got stranded before reaching the end of canto I, with nine more cantos to go:


Vasco de Gama and his men were already sailing across the restless ocean. The winds blew softly, filling their sails. . . . The waters were flecked with their foam.


Up on Olympus . . . Jupiter had sent his summons out by Mercury. . . . And now Jupiter spoke, in a grave and awesome voice:


“Eternal dwellers in the starry heavens, you will not have forgotten the great valor of that great people the Portuguese. You cannot therefore be unaware that it is the fixed resolve of destiny that before their achievements those of Assyrians, Persians, Greeks and Romans shall fade into oblivion. . . . Fate has promised them — and its decrees are irrevocable — that they shall for long be supreme on this ocean. . . . ”11


This time around, it was clear to me that familiarity with The Lusiads would provide the indispensable presupposed knowledge for understanding the appeal, to a Portuguese Jesuit like Andrade, of a place like Tsaparang, with — judging by the descriptions of Muslim traders — its idiosyncratic form of Christianity that appeared to have survived in isolation.12 I now read The Lusiads in one go, with the result that even the Baroque pomp of Rome-based Dutch artists like Cornelis Bloemaert (1603–92) fall into place. Witness his portrait in heaven of St. Ignatius of Loyola, the frontispiece of the Mission to Tibet volume. The call of the unknown must have been irresistible. As Sweet and Zwilling succinctly put it:


The potential for profit, both in souls and commerce, seemed large. Based on these twin motives, recalling the “search for Christians and spices” which was famously given as the motive for the [earlier] Portuguese explorations, Andrade could have been reasonably confident that his seemingly impulsive initial trip to Gugé would meet the warm approval of his religious superiors and the viceroy of Goa.13


. . . at least in the long run, when the first harvest of souls would come rolling in, followed (who knows?) by a reopening of the overland caravan route to the farther eastern kingdoms, all the way to Cathay.


Reading Padre Andrade’s accounts from the field (relatio) — the chief subject matter of More Than the Promised Land, in finely nuanced translation — one can’t help admiring the missionary’s courage and determination, whether in negotiating the passes when they’re still piled high with snow, dealing with stubborn, greedy border officials, or crossing those dizzying rope bridges above wild mountain rivers.14


At this stage, the foreign missionary still believes he is dealing with adherents to a form of Christianity that has gone slightly astray but can be brought back to the fold. Which explains why he isn’t entirely surprised by the Tibetan king and queen’s eagerness to make a public display of their devotion to the sacred Christian imagery and relics he shows them.


In the course of this twenty-five-day recon, Andrade, for his part, “recognizes” a local image of the “Mother of God,” possibly the magnificent White Tārā on a book’s cover, although the more likely image identified by him as “a woman seated with her hands raised” (Sweet 2017, 93) is the goddess Prajñāpāramitā. See the famous Tholing (Mtho lding) mural in plate 1.15


The Kingdom of Gugé’s Precarious Position


Experts agree: the mural paintings at many a site in the Gugé kingdom — at least those not completely vandalized by anti-culture revolutionary zealots — are exquisite, among Tibet’s finest. Caravans between China and Ladakh would go out of their way to include Tsaparang on their itineraries, for the Gugé kingdom’s purchasing power seemed infinite. Full-time employment for four goldsmiths would not have come cheaply either.16


In the latter part of his 1624 letter, Andrade was more explicitly descriptive: “However the royal city where we are, which is also the most important in the region, has the most barren land I have ever seen. . . . The Kashmiri Muslims are wont to say that hell lies underneath this region, because of its great barrenness.”17 So how could this rocky desert kingdom, where even the most basic foodstuffs had to be imported, afford all those luxuries? The answer no doubt lies in the wealth generated by its gold mines. Petech casually mentions them, and cites Wessels as his source.18 The latter has “mines” (minas), with the note, “What mines are not specified.” Yet Petech was right: western Tibet gold was renowned as the most brilliant of all, simply beyond compare. This is still evident in the Guhyasamāja maṇḍala mural in the Golden Temple (Gser khang) at Tholing, Gugé’s religious capital, and on several wall paintings of Dungkar and Piyang (reproduced in Pritzker 1996). When in the early eleventh century the unnamed Qarluq Turco-Mongol king is willing to exchange his prisoner King Yeshé Ö, he asks for the prisoner’s weight in gold; the latter had himself been collecting gold for a ceremonial gift to be presented to Jowo Atisha (982–1054), along with an invitation to come to Tibet. And from where? “The regions bordering on Nepal,”19 which here almost certainly refer to Tsaparang, the capital of Gugé. The Qarluq king knew about the local source of wealth, and from what happened next, it is plain that nearly every ruler, in the region and beyond, had their eye on this medieval Himalayan El Dorado.


In the next section of this report from 1624, we learn what occurred soon after Andrade’s departure: there was an uprising involving three unnamed “vassal states” and the king of Garhwal took advantage of Tsaparang’s vulnerability to invade:


A little while after we had left his country, great troubles befell the king. Three rajas that were his vassals had joined together and rebelled against him with large forces, compelling the king to call up his troops to deal with this threat, [troops] located many days journey from the city. The raja of Shrinagar (in Garhwal)20 also suddenly moved to make war against the king, and it appeared he was in league with the three vassals. . . . 


The main military force [of Garhwal] first reached a certain Tibetan fortress in which there were only thirty soldiers who decided on the first night to attack the enemy army. They killed almost three hundred men and got as far as the tent of the commander whom they sought, capturing the royal insignia. . . . The [Garhwal] enemy army was completely overcome by terror; in fact, the Tibetan soldiers are quite courageous and well-trained in arms, while those from Shrinagar are mountain-dwellers familiar only with farm work. . . . It pleased God that peace was made with Shrinagar and that the other three rajas were defeated and subjugated.21


Just previous to this, Andrade had been distributing crosses to nine members of Tsaparang’s royal family as protection amulets — including to the king’s brother-in-law, “who was leaving that afternoon as general in a very perilous war . . . [and] was quite sure that through it our Lord would deliver him and his soldiers from the dangers of war, which he did in fact do, granting the general a very easy victory with honor.”22 We start to see the king’s relationship with the Jesuit fathers in a different light. The impression created is that he perceives them first and foremost as holders of a stronger, more trustworthy magic, to be directed against his enemies. All the more since one lama’s divination had proved way off the mark:


On one occasion the king desired to know what had happened to the army he had sent on a certain expedition, and he sent for a lama who is widely esteemed here for being a learned and virtuous man. . . . The lama made his calculations and concluded from them that the army had defeated their adversary that very day and were already returning with much booty from the war. . . . In a few days, accurate news arrived about what had [really] happened on the battlefield, and it turned out the army had never engaged with the enemy, but rather had been avoiding them, as they were much inferior in strength. This news greatly saddened the king, who proceeded to say myriad bad things about the lamas.23


At this point one thought has been rolling round in my mind. It is possibly a far-fetched one, since it draws information from two sources unmentioned in Sweet and Zwilling’s exhaustive bibliography. The first one has no business in any Andrade context, since it deals with eighteenth-century Jesuit involvement in military operations and materiel in the service of the Chinese emperor — the “Jesuit cannons” of the title.24 I only refer to it as a “post-cedent” to secret negotiations that must have occurred in the late 1620s in order to carry out a major operation, which failure to mention I view as the black hole in Andrade’s Letters. The second source is a long note in Michael Aris’s Bhutan, in which “a group of Portuguese soldiers of fortune (fidalgos) of whom no trace remains in western records” suddenly turn up


with offerings that included muskets, the magical device of cannons (me’i sgyogs kyi ’khrul ’khor), gunpowder, . . . also an eye-glass which caused one to see even minute objects at a distance as if they were in front. [Addressing the Zhabdrung Ngawang Namgyel (1594–ca. 1651)] they declared: “Lama, if you have enemies that harass you, we can summon a large army from the country of our king.”25


Aris — imagining this might have something to do with the earlier visit of that other Jesuit, Estévão Cacella (1585–1630), who intended to bestow gifts of this nature to the ruler of what would become Bhutan — wonders: “The problem largely hinges on the Portuguese gift of guns, which finds no mention in Cacella. Could Cacella have omitted them from his report as being a subject too delicate for the ears of his Provincial?”26 Yet from the way the freebooters address the Zhabdrung, it seems clear that this is an impromptu offer. The most likely alternative hypothesis would then be that this information was missing from someone else’s report — Andrade’s — and that the gifts listed were meant for the king of Tsaparang but came too late. Those fidalgos arrived in 1634, by which time Gugé had ceased to exist as an independent kingdom.27


In Memoriam: Tsaparang


It would be such a joy to put ourselves in the shoes of each protagonist and, on the basis of their acts and the snatches of conversation reported by Andrade and others, try to figure out their character and motivation as they faced various dilemmas, and identify among them the bright and the genuine, the simpatico, the lost soul, the naïve, the nasty, the unsavory, and the utterly untrustworthy too — taking our inspiration from the way these royals and courtiers are depicted in the masterly panel in Tholing’s Red Hall (plate 2).28 To give one case of character and motivation in action:


One of the fathers learned to read [= recite aloud, at a reasonable speed] their book[s] in the space of five or six days in a manner that astonished them. The king and others asserted many times that their own lamas had not achieved as much despite years of diligent study, and that to learn so much in so short a time was impossible without a great favor from God.29


Who, here, is the naïve one? At first sight “the king and others” come across as the simpletons who can’t distinguish reading comprehension from parrot-fashion recitation, with only the odd word ringing a bell. But when they go on to insist that local monks are unable to achieve so much even after “years of diligent study,” this is pokerfaced Tibetan humor. Only someone grandiosely naïve could take them at their word. From their side, if (as I suspect) it is a question of the very survival of the kingdom and its dynasty — a dynasty that is hoping to receive advanced weaponry, along with foreign legion types who will train their men in its use — then no wonder that everyone at court is more than willing to join in the chorus of praise for the Portuguese wunderkind!


Sweet and Zwilling’s own approach to this, and to related issues — the Tibetans, especially the monks, invariably being “confused and overwhelmed by Andrade’s logic,” “dumb struck,” and “looking at one another and not knowing what to reply”30 — is to quote Joan-Pau Rubiès:


The Jesuits embraced the dialogue [with other religions] as an apologetic genre, and this led them to write many works that successfully fictionalized the raw materials of their dialogic experience and transformed them into literary victories.31


Yet I do not find that sort of sophistication reflected in Andrade’s diary notes; my overall feeling is that he really believed the impact of his words as described above. But there’s more. What happens next is already handily summarized in a note to the authors’ Mission opus:


The Buddhist monks from Tsaparang, led by the king’s brother, were threatened by the royal family’s growing involvement with the Christian missionaries and various measures that the king had taken against them. They32 turned to the king of Ladakh, who had designs against the region, and offered him the crown; Gugé fell to the invaders, and the king was treacherously taken prisoner, and he and his family led in chains to Leh. The Christians were made captives and slaves, and the church in Tsaparang was sacked.33


As Petech makes clear, in this version (1) of the event “treacherously” refers to the fact that the Ladakhi commander of the siege had originally agreed “to accept his submission, on the condition of keeping his kingdom as a tributary state” — that is, as a vassal of Ladakh34 — and his family being granted free passage. Having broken his word immediately after the king’s surrender, and sent him off “in chains to Leh,” it is hard to believe the Ladakhi ruler Senggé Namgyel’s subsequent change of heart, as described in another contemporary source, the sacred biography of the yogin Taktsang Repa Ngawang Gyatso (Stag ’tshang ras pa Ngag dbang rgya mtsho, 1574–1651).35 Far from being led off in chains, as per “Ladakh’s Dynastic History” (La dwags rgyal rabs), in this version (2) of the event its author paints a picture of lavish largesse and hospitality, “all sins forgiven.” Gugé’s king and family


were sent to Ladakh with a suite of about twenty men and with all their belongings, and were granted a spacious and comfortable residence, where the king and his brother lived till the end of their life and were given state funerals. Later (1647) the prince of Gugé was given as wife a sister of the Ladakhi queen.36


Shortly before my own visit to Tsaparang, a discovery was made that may well provide the key to what actually happened — that is to say, there’s yet another interpretation of the facts. With the melting of the snow, a cave opening had become visible in the mid-1990s. Inside were a dozen or more naturally preserved headless corpses, including a number of females (seen with our own eyes). The explanation (version 3), supposedly going back to an oral tradition, has it that upon riding out of the city gates, the


king and his family were slaughtered [beheaded] immediately in view of the population. . . . The heads were then impaled upon spears, . . . forming a circle around the entire town.37


To me, this “tragic testimony” of the cave with the headless corpses sounds much more like the inevitable outcome of the siege of 1630.38 The main objection would be an eyewitness account. A fellow Jesuit priest, Francisco de Azevedo (1578–1660), allegedly saw, from afar, the imprisoned former king and crown prince in the capital of Leh:


He tried all possible means to speak to the poor captive king and the prince, but this was impossible due to the many guards and watches that had been placed over them. He only saw the good king from a window, when he and the prince were on their way to obey a summons from the tyrant. When they passed by the door of the house in which the father was staying, the king saw him and displayed a joyous expression, and the prince did the same, showing strong emotion.39


It could have been another father and son, made to impersonate the unfortunate king and prince. “Version 2” finds confirmation in the same Andrade letter of 1633, where Azevedo is quoted as saying that “the tyrant [the Ladakhi king] treated them very basely, giving them no more than the bare minimum to eat. The poor queen is suffering even more tribulations, because she was given to the tyrant’s brother as a captive.”40 It is not hard to imagine the victorious king humiliating the distraught queen in front of her husband and son and letting his brother treat her as a slave. Any grain of truth in here undermines the likelihood of version 1, whose author would be eager to show that everyone was living “happily ever after,” since it was Taktsang Repa who led the negotiations between the kings of Ladakh and Gugé and arranged the deal.


But then in a discreet note, Sweet and Zwilling point out that no such information is to be found in Azevedo’s own written report.41 Was it just hearsay? Did Andrade make it up?


Even after the Gugé king, no doubt on Andrade’s advice,42 decided on a grand cleanup of the monastic institutions and went on to deny state sponsorship to all those who neither studied nor practiced, or else led less than exemplary lives (some 70 percent!), then went on to bestow unending privilege, largesse, and adoration to the Jesuit fathers, my own main question remains: What led the Gugé monastics and army leaders to the extreme move of making overtures to, of all people, the king of Ladakh?


As Dzongsar Khyentse Rinpoché once said regarding the early Dharma-king rulers of Tibet: guaranteeing the continuity of the Dharma transmission stood “most high in their agenda, possibly 99 percent.” And the twentieth-century Tibetan resistance movements, too, blazed that resolve on their banners. It follows that an outright rejection of that transmission was the highest of high treasons, compared to which inviting a foreign invading force from a neighboring Buddhist nation would be a minor evil. Seen from that perspective, it all falls into place.


Postscript: “It is not Christian to proselytize” (Pope Francis, September 25, 2019, this morning on the news).
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1. He and van der Kuijp 2014, 300.


2. Sweet 2017.


3. The pilgrimage to Badrināth was and still is an annual affair, so it would not be “a long time before a similar [opportunity] presented itself.” But on an astrologically more auspicious year, as happens every twelve years, the number of participants used to increase up to fifty thousand, which makes one wonder whether 1624 was such a “twelfth year.” If Andrade and his companion hoped to melt into the crowd more easily in their disguise as Armenian merchants, actually that would create extra suspicion when crossing the border into Tibet. Fine “merchants” indeed, who were not carrying any wares.


4. Sweet 2017, 62–63, 66.


5. A situation tellingly evoked by Payne 1997, xviii–xix: “It amused Jahangir to listen to disputes between his Mullahs and the Fathers, just as it amused him to watch a fencing match or a cock-fight. . . . He frequently joined in these disputes; and as he usually took the side of the Fathers, and made no effort to conceal his contempt for his own faith, new hopes began to be entertained for his conversion. These were strengthened by the fondness and reverence he displayed for pictures of Christ and the Virgin and the Christian saints, of which he possessed a large number. . . . Jahangir prized the sacred pictures which the Fathers gave him, not, as they imagined, out of veneration for the subjects represented, but because he had a passion for works of art and curios of all kinds.” A refined connoisseur, in other words.


6. An extreme case is reported in Gascoigne 1987, 115: “During the next reign, in 1610, three of Akbar’s grandsons were even publicly baptized as Christians amid great festivities and were handed over to the Jesuits to be educated. But the fathers’ joy was tempered by the subsequent rumor that they had only entered the fold in the hope of acquiring some Christian ladies for the various royal harems, and three or four years later, as a Jesuit writer put it, the princes ‘rejected the light and returned to their vomit.’”


7. Sweet 2017, 16.


8. One authority based in Goa, writing to his superior in Rome, is adamant that “Andrade should not have set out along such a distant route without an order of us,” but then, to calm the waves, goes on to cite a sympathizer: “Maybe Father Andrade had some revelation from God about this journey” (Sweet 2017, 66n259).


9. Sherbourne 1989, 305.


10. Sweet 2017, 61n243.


11. Camões 1985, 42–43.


12. “The similarities between Tibetan Buddhism and Catholic ritual and religious organization, later remarked upon by so many European visitors, likely convinced the Muslim traders . . . that they were seeing some exotic variation of Christianity” (Sweet 2017, 30). Those traders, in other words, were not making things up so that Andrade and friends would hear what they wanted to hear.


13. Sweet 2017, 23.


14. See the well-known mid-twentieth-century photograph by the Swiss geologist Toni Hagen of “the reed bridge over the raging Arun River at Num,” https://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=19173 (consulted August 27, 2019).


15. Reproduced in Rhie and Thurman 1991, 57, fig. 23. This is the four-armed form. Seen from a distance, these outer hands could strike one as those of a Byzantine “Madonna Orante,” and Andrade may well have missed the first pair of hands, held close to the body.


16. See Decleer 2019.


17. Sweet 2017, 91–92.


18. Petech 1977, 42; Wessels 1992, 76.


19. Decleer 1997, 164.


20. Not to be confused with the capital of Kashmir with the same name Shrinagara, the town being dedicated to the Wealth Goddess Shri, the Resplendent.


21. Sweet 2017, 89–91.


22. Sweet 2017, 89.


23. Sweet 2017, 116. What the Jesuit father here calls “divination” refers in fact to an application of clairvoyance. As explained by Lama Shabkar (1781–1851): “If you just practice calm abiding alone, you will achieve all its qualities, which include clairvoyance and so on.” Moreover, “the merit gained in a single day by one with such clairvoyance / Even in a hundred lifetimes cannot be obtained by one without” (Price 2018, 107). Application of clairvoyance for worldly matters — that is, divination proper — is fine for highly realized beings, but practiced by the nonqualified, it easily leads to an obsession with personal power and overconfidence, not to mention blunders such as the one here exposed.


24. Martin 1990.


25. Aris 1980, 289–90n14.


26. Aris 1980, 289–90n14.


27. By 1630 Gugé was no longer an independent kingdom. Someone in extremis must have “redirected” the gifts, which the Zhabdrung politely refused as highly unethical (as contrary to “the sacred path of the warrior,” one could say), well aware, also, that a barbarian (kla klo) army, once invited, sometimes forgets to go back.
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Introduction


KHAMGAR GÖN (Khams sgar dgon), also known as Püntsok Chökhor Ling (Phun tshogs chos ’khor gling), in eastern Tibet is known as the most important Drukpa Kagyüpa (’Brug pa bka’ brgyud pa) monastery in the region. It was closely associated with the incarnation lineage of the First Khamtrül Karma Tenpel (Khams sprul Karma bstan ’phel, 1598–1638), who was an important disciple of Ngawang Zangpo (Ngag dbang bzang po, 1546–1615), the First Dechen Chökhor Yongdzin (Bde chen chos ’khor yongs ’dzin), whose incarnation lineage had its seat in the monastery of Dechen Chökhor in Central Tibet. The original foundation of the monastery in Kham was laid by the Third Khamtrül Künga Tendzin (Khams sprul Kun dga’ bstan ’dzin, 1680–1729), and this was followed by ambitious building projects, especially under the Fourth Khamtrül Tendzin Chökyi Nyima (Khams sprul Bstan ’dzin chos kyi nyi ma, 1730–79). These began in 1745 and included the establishment of the meditation and teaching convents Sangchen Tongdröl Ling (Gsang chen mthong grol gling) and Tsennyi Dratsang Namgyel Chökhor Ling (Mtshan nyid grwa tshang Rnam rgyal chos ’khor gling).1


The Fourth Khamtrül counted among his teachers the Eighth Situ Chökyi Jungné (Si tu Chos kyi ’byung gnas, 1700–74), the Seventh Drukchen Kagyü Trinlé Shingta (’Brug chen Bka’ brgyud ’phrin las shing rta, 1718–67), the Fourth Chögön Jamgön Gyepé Wangchuk (Chos mgon ’Jam mgon dgyes pa’i dbang phyug, 1705–61), and the Fourth Dechen Chökhor Yongdzin Jampel Pawo (Bde chen chos ’khor yongs ’dzin ’Jam dpal dpa’ bo, 1720–80). He is famous for his exhaustive work on Daṇḍin’s Kāvyādarśa, which offers ample proof of his interest in Sanskrit aesthetic theories, an interest acquired during his studies under Situ Paṇchen. As is well known, the latter was very productive in the area of Sanskrit studies, having translated the Kāmadhenu almost in its entirety, the Sanskrit-Tibetan text of the Amarakośa, and other works. He paid two visits to the Nepal Valley in the years 1723/24 and 1748, and in the course of them acquired Sanskrit manuscripts, including the Svayaṃbhūpurāṇa, a translation of which he made during the second sojourn. Tendzin Chökyi Nyima followed in the footsteps of his teacher and visited Nepal a few years later, in 1756, where he composed a pilgrimage guidebook to the sacred Buddhist sites of the valley.2


The sojourn of Tendzin Chökyi Nyima in Nepal was part of a longer journey from Kham to Central Tibet and pilgrimages to southwestern Tibet during the years 1755–57. This follows from an account of the life of Tendzin Chökyi Nyima, written by the latter’s successor, the Fifth Khamtrül Drupgyü Nyima (Khams sprul Sgrub brgyud nyi ma, 1781–1847):


From [the age of] twenty-six, a wood-pig year [= 1755], up to [the age of] twenty-eight, a fire-ox year [= 1757], he traveled to the foremost sacred sites: Gang Tisé, Mapam Lake, the two stūpas of Nepal [i.e., Svayaṃbhū and Bodhnāth], the Wati [Zangpo] of Kyirong, and most of the sites of Milarepa’s spiritual realization, including the six well-known outer fortresses, the six unknown inner fortresses and the six secret fortresses — eighteen [sites in total] — the two further fortresses — twenty [sites in total] — the four well-known large caves, and the four [caves] that are not well known.


He spread extensively in a hundred directions the doctrine of the Jina in general and the uncorrupted glorious doctrine of the Drukpa [Kagyüpas] in particular and created a retinue [that formed] a connection with all living beings. The magnificence of his sublime virtue produced a rumor that the sound of the words of [his] aspirational prayers for the final attainment of virtue would grant wishes immediately [to those who heard them]. He was able to perform anything in the way of external appearances, such as letting the lotuses [that were] his hands and feet sink into stone. From this period [of his life] onward he was a great lord of yogins who dissolved objects, appearances, and mind into one.


Many men and spirits of these regions, and in particular the great and minor kings of Nepal, bowed down [before him] with respect. The acts through which he guided them on the excellent path of the highest maturation and liberation cannot be expressed in words. After he had completed his journey to all the great sacred sites of the western region [of Tibet,] he went on pilgrimage to the Üru [district] of Central Tibet, and when he had reached his twenty-ninth year [i.e., 1758] he went on to encounter the Upachandoha Mahāpīṭha Himālaya together with the [site called] “New Yongdzö” [in Tsāri].3


The Diaries of Tendzin Chökyi Nyima


In addition to this hagiographical account, it is possible to consult the personal descriptions of the Fourth Khamtrül and look in more detail at this phase in his life and his travels. The text in question is a manuscript of 368 folios with the title A Prose Exposition of My Own Situation: Self-Liberation into the Uncontrived Original State (Rang tshul lhug por smra pa ma bcos gnyug ma’i rang grol). It provides year-to-year entries in chronological order over the whole life of the Fourth Khamtrül and can be compared to a similar work by Situ Paṇchen, the importance of which for the intellectual history of eighteenth-century Tibet has already been assessed. Although the former work, in contrast to the latter, never circulated as a xylograph, the two texts share the same two-section structure: an autobiography proper covering the early years, and a diary of the following period distilled from the entries into yearly packets. At the end of the diaries an editor wrote an account of the death and funeral ceremonies, together with a colophon listing the literary sources used; in the case of the Fourth Khamtrül, the editor can be identified as one Mipam Chömpel (Mi pham chos ’phel, eighteenth/nineteenth centuries), a close disciple of Tendzin Chökyi Nyima.4


Special mention is made in this section of the entire journey to Central Tibet, and that the yearly compendiums started at the departure and were regularly maintained up to the return trip to Kham:


So, at the beginning of spring in the earth-snake year, called śukla [= 1749], when this noble one reached his twentieth year, he went to Jalung Monastery in Ling following an invitation to the site where [his] teacher Ngawang Jungné [17th/18th c.] had passed away, and when he had shown kindness in discussing the philosophical view [of other emptiness (gzhan stong)] in a conversation with the teacher Tamdrin, the noble precious one himself composed some 183 pages in small format [of a biography], [thereby] manifesting the [same] kindness [as] his actual [spoken] words.


But of everything that was left over by way of remaining topics [there exist] some scattered notes in a rough general notebook. At the beginning of his twenty-fifth year, and for [a period of] eight years [from that time] onward, when he broke encampment at [his monastery] Pün[tsok Chökhor] Ling on the eighth day of the fifth month of the wood-dog [year, 1754,] and left for Central Tibet, up to the tenth day of the tenth month of the iron-snake year called vṛṣa [1761], when he returned from the monastery De[chen] Chö[khor in Central Tibet] to the region of Kham, there exists a notebook of a diary kept with passion day by day.


And afterward, [for the time] up to when his excellency was absorbed into the dharmadhātu [i.e., passed away] on the tenth day of the third month of the earth-pig [year, 1779,] there exists a tattered notebook. When the noble father [i.e., the Thirteenth Karmapa Dündül Dorjé (Karma pa Bdud ’dul rdo rje, 1733–97)] and son [i.e., the Tenth Zhamarpa Chödrup Gyamtso (Zhwa dmar pa Chos grub rgya mtsho, 1742–92)] asked for clarification whether I would not provide some words summing up what was left over from among what he himself had composed — an account of himself in the form of a last teaching — the protector, the most precious Vajradhāra [i.e., the Fifth Chögön Tuchen Jampel Dorjé (Chos mgon Mthu chen ’jam dpal rdo rje, 1761–98)] spoke:


The scattered papers and scrolls of a notebook [making up] the starting point for writing the remaining part of the biography of this precious one have not developed into a text, a collection of well-articulated words. To be sure, the noble precious one himself had sped along [composing] the first part of the sequence of [his] meaningful acts, condensed natural prose in flowing phrases, explained in uniform amounts [of text] — exquisite, well analyzed, dignified — without [self-]exaggeration or [self-]deprecation.


And again, what is right for the father and the son, [taking as] a basis what [the master] had composed, with the corrected adjustments, [if necessary] for a while mediating between two possibilities, it should be written by you, the one who possesses the knowledge of having stayed close to the lotus feet of the noble one!5


In the following I will treat only that part of the edited diaries of Tendzin Chökyi Nyima that describes the journey to the Nepal Valley, and in particular the encounters with the kings, already highlighted in the hagiographical account above. Also, in the case of the first assessment of the diaries of Situ Paṇchen, the reception at the fortress in Gorkha by Pṛthvīnārāyaṇ Shah (1722–75) was singled out among the day-to-day happenings, as were his encounters with the Kathmandu kings Jagajjaya Malla (r. 1722–34) and Jayaprakāśa Malla (r. 1735–68). This is due to the fact that these records contain fascinating accounts of the contacts between the Tibetan scholar and the exponents of Sanskrit learning associated with the royal courts.6


The Descent from Mangyül Gungtang


The description of the Gang Tisé region that is dated in the hagiographical account to the year 1755 sets in on the second day of the eighth Tibetan month. On the twentieth day of the tenth month the Fourth Khamtrül continued his journey, heading this time to Ngari Dzongkar (Mnga’ ris rdzong dkar), the capital of Mangyül Gungtang. Two days later he was able to meet the Seventh Drukchen, who was then residing at the Gawo Lhading (Dga’ bo lha sdings) hermitage in Gungtang. After another three days he began a rather short stay in Dzongkar, where he called upon the local governor. On the twenty-eighth day of the month he, together with a group of fellow travelers, reached Orma (’Or ma), the first village on the descent to the south. By then a heavy snowfall had set in, and verses from the Bsam pa lhun grub ma were intoned to counter this obstacle, especially ones for the pacification of local deities when approaching a “hidden land” (sbas yul). Once the weather had cleared, the journey continued to Günda (Dgun mda’), and after further difficulties they arrived in Gro-thang. One of the “stewards” (mgron gnyer) of the Seventh Drukchen, Damchö (Dam chos) by name, had acted as guide and had suffered light frostbite of his feet. The third day of the twelfth Tibetan month was marked by the arrival at Jampa Trin, one of Tibet’s twelve royal temples of the Yarlung dynasty. The Fourth Khamtrül stayed four days at the site and met further members of the Seventh Drukchen’s entourage, special mention being made of his disciple Lori Trülku Künzik Chökyi Gyatso (Lo ri sprul sku Kun gzigs chos kyi rgya mtsho, eighteenth century). This group was engaged in preparing for a pending renovation of the Svayaṃbhū stūpa in Kathmandu set in motion by Kaḥtok Rindzin Tsewang Norbu (Kaḥ thog rig ’dzin Tshe dbang nor bu, 1698–1755) and followed up on by the Seventh Drukchen.7


The subsequent itinerary of the Fourth Khamtrül has been described elsewhere, where it is noted that the diaries identify the successive ethnic groups, including the Magars (rma gar), Nyishangpas (gnyi shang pa), and Newars (bal po), along the route further south. On the seventeenth day of the twelfth Tibetan month he arrived at Drezhing (’Bras zhing), the place name referring to the open rice paddies on the banks of the Trishuli River below Nuwakot. There Tendzin Chökyi Nyima rested for four days, during which time he met Pṛthvīnārayāṇ Śāha. Before the actual audience the diaries highlight the warfare between the kings of Gorkha and Kathmandu and the trouble caused to Tibetan traders and pilgrims by tax collectors and guards stationed on the Kathmandu border. The transport of the yaṣṭi for the renovation of Svayaṃbhū stūpa is mentioned again, along with a group from the entourage of the Seventh Drukchen who acted as donors for this project. The main person was another of the latter’s stewards called Chödzin (Chos ’dzin), who found himself under constant surveillance by heavily armed soldiers. The military camp was guarded at night along an outer fence by regular watches. It was not possible to meet the ruler in the daytime, so that the actual encounter took place at night:


Although there were two not very brightly shining torches, I could not see clearly the interior of the main room on either side. In its inner part, on a not very large throne, [were] the rulers [Pṛthvīnārayāṇ Śāha and Pratāp Siṃha (1751–77)], father [and] son, and after the others got up I took my place on a seat, a cushion of satin [placed] on a cushion stuffed with velvet, woolen cloth, and silk, in front of [and] to the right of the rulers and three or four [other] seated persons.


With the help of the steward Chödzin as translator such questions were raised as: “From what places in Tibet have you come, and for what purpose?” I gave the corresponding answers. Then I conveyed my thanks for [their] service on behalf of the spiritual masters, father [and] son, and [to] the Mahācaitya, [including] the transport of the yaṣṭi and so forth. And I requested once more [on their behalf] that the final completion [of the renovation] should be viewed [by the rulers (i.e., father and son)], and also that I myself was in need of an official document allowing me to travel freely without being hindered by tax collectors during my travels in Nepal. The answer came back that this would [all] be done accordingly. Then I returned up to my encampment.”8


Various gifts were received from the Gorkha ruler on the following day, and the journey resumed on the twenty-second of the month, once the travel pass with the seal of Pṛthvīnārāyaṇ Śāha had come through. One day later, the Fourth Khamtrül joined the vast group of people tasked with dragging the yaṣṭi from the Nuwakot area to the south, the number of Magars, Nyishangpas, and Newars employed being given as 1,500 individuals. They were led by kāji Kalu Pande, Pṛthvīnārayāṇ Śāha’s right-hand man, and the above-mentioned steward Chödzin. The arrival of the yaṣṭi at its destination is not reported, but Tendzin Chökyi Nyima reached the Nepal Valley without incident and set his eyes on the Bodhnāth stūpa on the twenty-fifth day of the twelfth Tibetan month.9


It was thus in difficult times that the Fourth Khamtrül arrived in Kathmandu. Military clashes between the armies of the Gorkha and the Kathmandu kings are mentioned several times in the diaries. At the same time, Kathmandu and Patan were engaged in warfare of their own, as will be seen below.


The Sojourn in the Nepal Valley


During the five weeks that Tendzin Chökyi Nyima stayed in Kathmandu, Bhaktapur, and Patan, the base of his travels around the valley was Drepung (’Bras spungs) vihāra in present-day Kimdol in the vicinity of the Svayaṃbhū stūpa. A description of the valley — including the Buddhist and non-Buddhist traditions of its inhabitants and the valley’s own natural (fauna, flora, etc.) and spiritual qualities — stands at the beginning of his guidebook, together with a verbatim quotation from a song of Marpa Chökyi Lodrö (Chos kyi blo gros). This section is followed by the history of the Self-Manifested Mahācaitya, which was under repair at the time of his arrival. The Fourth Khamtrül reports on the persons responsible for the gilded copper shields and the Newar craftsmen engaged in the renovation. They were led by Kaḥtok Rindzin Tsewang Norbu’s “ceremony master” (mchod dpon) and a representative of the Kathmandu king Jayaprakāśa Malla named Jamyang (’Jam dbyangs). On the twenty-seventh day of the twelfth month a note on the religious beliefs of the Newars as followers of Viṣṇu and Śiva was penned, along with the fact that Tendzin Chökyi Nyima had become further involved in the ongoing renovation of the Svayaṃbhū stūpa.10


As the ceremony master was busy with supervising the ongoing work, it was the Fourth Khamtrül who stood in for him in following up on an invitation to the royal palace in Kathmandu. He declined an offer to ride there on an elephant and was joined by the above-mentioned Jamyang, who is described as a Newar Buddhist who had visited Tibet and was well versed in its language. The audience took place on the twenty-eighth day and is introduced with a vividly painted picture of the Hanuman Dhoka palace in the center of the city just south of the traditional trans-Himalayan trade route. The actual encounter with the king is described in the following words:


Then [came] the courtyard of the royal palace in the middle of it, surrounded by fully armed infantry troops, one of the four branches [of the royal army]. Afterward I passed through the inner door of the palace into its interior, where the king came occasionally in order to witness spectacles — dances and the like. The floor of [its] vestibule and corridors was as spacious as the earth, and immaculate. As soon as I entered, a group of eighty royal servants emerged from inside the palace toward me. The members of this entourage were wearing beautiful ornaments and clothing and bore knives and shields. The retinue attending this entourage all had the bodily marks of Indian atsaras; they were decked out with golden bangles on hands and feet.


The king himself [i.e., Jayaprakāśa Malla, was wearing] religious dress like [that worn by] Newars in general, including a two-tiered turban of white cotton adorned by bands studded with pearls. His hands and feet were decked out with golden bangles. Two small iron chains encircled his neck one above the other, and at his waist he was wearing a small Nepalese knife, the upper part of its handle and its case made of gold, and [the rest of] its handle of pearl. He was draped in what had the form of a printed cotton shawl, its [one] end placed in the crook of his left arm. He was holding in his right hand a Kashmiri battle-ax, its broad-surfaced golden top ornamented with the head of a makara. In the interior, [off] the corridors and vestibule, was a high throne on an earthen platform, on which there was a square satin mat on top of a cushion of black woolen cloth and silk; my seat was on it. In front of it to the right, on a lower level, was a throne of gilded copper with [images of] the Six Ornaments and so forth, and on a square silk mat on this throne was seated the king in the pose of [Buddha] Maitreya.


The officers of his entourage, [still] holding their knives and shields, went [and] stood in front [of him]. Then, with the help of the translator Jamyang, questions were posed, such as: “O respected teacher, what is your birthplace? From where in the upper [or] lower [parts of Tibet] [have you come]? Did nothing occur because of obstacles along the way? And what is the purpose of your visit?” And I answered [accordingly]. Then I conveyed in all ways possible my thanks that [the king] had provided necessary materials to the honorable father [and] son and for the renovation of the Mahācaitya toward increasing the happiness and prosperity of Tibet — the whole country in general and its parts in particular. And once more I beseeched him, with quite a big show of praise, that he should, given his noble love of giving [and] supporting [it], witness the final completion [of the renovation]. He said that the meaning [for him] of whatever had come [from it,] including the joy that had entered his heart, being such as it was, it would not change again from [what] it [was] — [that he] by all means planned to do [as requested]. As soon as the audience was over, everyone having dispersed, the king went to [his] vehicle outside of the royal palace.11


On the following day the Fourth Khamtrül received various gifts from the Kathmandu court through one kāji Rula Rabhal. His trip around the valley then got underway. Setting off from the Kimdol vihāra, he visited first the Lokeśvara statues of Jowo Akham (Jo bo A kham) and Jowo Bhukham (Jo bo Bhu kham) in Patan. It was there that he celebrated the Tibetan “female fire-mouse new year” (me mo byi pa’i gnam lo gsar), which corresponds to the first of February 1756. On that day he also visited the Śākyamuni statue of the Kva Bahal and the replica of the Mahābodhi temple. This was followed by a pilgrimage to Yanglé Shö (Yang le shod) on the southern rim of the valley and nearby sacred sites, especially ones associated with Padmasambhava, whose descriptions can be found in both the diaries and the guidebook. He headed back on the fourth day of the first Tibetan month, stopping in at the Ramadoli charnel ground along the way, and upon arriving in Kathmandu paying his respects to the Mahākala statue known as Protector of the Tibetan Plain (Bod thang Mgon po). An ascent of Nāgārjun Hill (Ri bo ’bigs byed) to the northwest of Svayaṃbhū took place on the fifth day; Tendzin Chökyi Nyima inspected various caves, stories relating to which he later recounts. He also reports on certain prognostic practices associated with funerals on the top of the hill as described to him by a vajrācārya named Samantabhadra, who appears to have accompanied him. However, there were some problems in communicating with each other.12


The next part of the trip brought the Fourth Khamtrül to Cangu Narayan and Sankhu, followed by a visit to the Milarepa cave near Bhaktapur and a stay at Takmo Lüjin (Stag mo lus sbyin) on the eastern rim of the valley; the route to these sites was covered in a period of four days.13


The entry for the fourteenth day of the first Tibetan month describes the Vasubandhu and Mañjuśrī stūpas on Svayaṃbhū hill, referring in the latter case to narratives in the Svayaṃbhūpurāṇa. For the first time the diaries also refer to military activities of the Gorkha king. About fifty people, among them children without any clothes, are depicted fleeing from the approaching troops, seeking shelter in the Kimdol vihāra. The army of the Kathmandu king was able to drive back the attack, but the sound of fighting echoed for a long time through the night. On the fifteenth (a full moon) day a great offering was made to the Mahācaitya, the diaries containing a long passage on the “five towns” (grong khyer lnga) around Svayaṃbhū, the temple of Śāntipur and the shrine of the goddess Haritī, and, most particularly, the religious practices of the Newars. Two days later the pilgrimage continued to Stham vihāra in Kathmandu, and in the night of the seventeenth day another attack by the Gorkha troops is recorded; on that occasion three regiments, bearing wooden barriers, swooped into the suburbs of the city like a swarm of birds.14


The nineteenth day of the month is given as the date when Khamtrül paid his respects to the Lokeśvara statue of the Jowo Jamali Karpo (Jo bo ’Ja’ ma li dkar po) in the center of Kathmandu and to an Aśoka stūpa in the courtyard of a nearby Buddhist vihāra, a monastic complex under the charge of the previously mentioned Vajrācārya Samantabhadra. In the night, three regiments once again showed up, the time units of the king of Kathmandu. After describing a visit to Buḍhanīlkaṇṭha, known to Tibetans as the “Supine Nāga” (Klu gan rkyal), a longer section of the diaries treats the details of an attack in this area by the Kathmandu king’s army, headed by a general with the name kāji Dolir. His forces were able to drive back the Gorkha invaders, as personally witnessed by Tendzin Chökyi Nyima. On the twenty-second day he arrived in Bodhnāth and remained there for three days, making extensive offerings, including a whitewash of the stūpa.15


Side visits to nearby Guhyeśvarī and Gulang (i.e., Paśupati) were made, the local customs at these non-Buddhist sites being observed and later recorded in the diaries. A long section deals with the Heruka myth, and it is in this context that the land of Nepal is identified as a major site for religious practice called Upacchandoha Himālaya pīṭha. As the kings of Kathmandu and Patan had had a “slight disagreement” (cung ma ’tshams pa), localized fighting broke out at Guhyeśvarī, again in front of the Fourth Khamtrül’s eyes. He reports that after a minister of Patan had surrendered himself to the Kathmandu troops but then managed to trick his way out of confinement, many people were killed around the sacred realm.


In the early morning of the twenty-fourth day of the first Tibetan month the Gorkha army attacked the valley again with great force. The soldiers of the king of Kathmandu were able to drive back the invaders and burn their wooden barriers, but many deaths occurred and the suffering was great. The last stages of the pilgrimage followed the next day on the way back to Svayaṃbhū as he passed through a tantric Catuḥpīṭha site of Yogāmbara and at the Vajravārāhī charnel ground paid his respects to a special statue of the latter deity.16


Returning to the Kimdol vihāra, now described as a property of the Kathmandu king, the Fourth Khamtrül remained for nine days in strict seclusion. On the fourth day of the second Tibetan month, he left for the Svayaṃbhū stūpa, and during the next three days offerings were made at Śāntipur and the Vasubandhu stūpa and Mañjuśrī stūpas. An account of the state of Buddhism at the time is given, and although he was not able to visit all the sacred sites, he lists the sacred objects in Gobicandra vihāra in Patan based on the biography of Mahāpaṇḍita Vanaratna (1384–1468) and regrets that he was not able to see further Buddhist vihāras in that city or a distinctive Tārā image in the royal palace of Bhaktapur. After mentioning the main literary sources available to him, he states that he wrote his guidebook during his sojourn in the valley for the benefit of future pilgrims.17


The final version of this work was obviously not completed during the sojourn in the Nepal Valley. Further entries on sacred sites were added later on, based on entries in the diaries made on the way back to the Tibetan plateau.


The Return Journey


On the eighth day of the second Tibetan month the Fourth Khamtrül departed for the journey back. He was accompanied by the vajrācārya Samantabhadra, the latter only for the first leg of the journey. Particular attention is paid in the account to the beautiful landscape before reaching the first stopover. The different localities on the way north have been noted elsewhere, and I will name only the main ones up to Mangyül Gungtang. Nuwakot (Bal po rdzong) is mentioned and described as the site where Milarepa and Dharmabodhi had met. Tsawé Tsashö (Tsha ba’i tsha shod), the region from which the yaṣṭi for the renovation of the Mahācaitya had been transported, follows. Once again Tendzin Chökyi Nyima received a travel pass from the king of Gorkha for the onward journey, this time in the northern direction. He also met a brahmin scholar highly versed in Sanskrit grammar, but since neither knew the other’s spoken language very well, it is stated that not much benefit was gained from this encounter.


The village of Dommang (’Dom mang) was reached on the fourteenth day of the month, and Lake Nīlakaṇṭha (i.e., Gosainkund) is mentioned, located further up in the hills. The Fourth Khamtrül did not take the path to the lake, nor did he visit Yölmo or Landhe, Himalayan valleys identified in the text, respectively, as the birthplaces of the Eighth Zhamarpa Chökyi Döndrup (Zhwa dmar pa Chos kyi don grub, 1695–1732), and the Third Karmapa Rangjung Dorjé (Karma pa Rang byung rdo rje, 1284–1339). On the seventeenth day of the month he arrived in Kyirong, where he stayed for four days, paying reverence to Ārya Wati Zangpo while chanting spiritual songs of Milarepa devoted to that statue. After a meeting with the local governor, he went on to further sites in the Kyirong region, the list of which corresponds to the one in the pilgrimage guidebook.18


Jampa Trin temple was reached on the twenty-first day of the month. The Zarong River was in flood, allowing the Fourth Khamtrül to remain for a week at this place and its surroundings for a needed break. The diaries enumerate the sacred objects of the old site, including an effigy of Buddha Śākyamuni said to have been brought from India by the legendary Bhikṣu Akaramatiśīla. The twenty-third day records the arrival of the Seventh Drukchen Kagyü Trinlé Shingta from Gawo Lhading. The two men’s discussion focused on the successful pilgrimage to the Nepal Valley. The ongoing renovation of the Svāyaṃbhū stūpa came up, in particular Kaḥtok Rindzin Tsewang Norbu’s efforts to urge the king of Gorkha to hasten its completion. As the master had recently passed away and a reliquary shrine of his was located at the nearby Ngödrup cave, the Fourth Khamtrül was able to spend part of the following day in its presence. There he met the deceased’s previously mentioned disciple and representative, Lori Trülku. On the twenty-eighth day he left the Ngödrup cave and traveled on to Riwo Pembar (Ri bo dpal ’bar) Mountain. The following week was taken up with excursions to Milarepa sites in Mangyül, starting with Jangchup Dzong (Byang chub rdzong) in Rakma (Rag ma) and leading via Drakkar Taso (Brag dkar rta so) and Kyarnga Tsa (Skya rnga rtsa), the birthplace of the great yogin, up to Lingwa Drakmar Dzong (Ling ba brag dmar rdzong).19


On the sixth day of the third Tibetan month the Fourth Khamtrül returned to Ngari Dzongkar, this time to visit the monastery Pelgyé Ling (’Phel rgyas gling), also known as Dzongkar Chödé (Rdzong dkar chos sde). Among the sacred items kept there are mentioned the copy of the Ratnakuṭasūtra once owned by Milarepa and his meditation belt. On the eighth day he proceeded to Gawo Lhading and once again met the Seventh Drukchen. For a period of about three weeks he remained in the latter’s company, receiving various teaching transmissions. During that stay he completed his guidebook to the Nepal Valley and presented it to Kagyü Trinlé Shingta. Without going into the further details of this sojourn — for example, his time with another student of Situ Paṇchen and an expert in Sanskrit grammar by the name of Sanggyé Chokdrup (Sangs rgyas mchog grub) — I shall just refer to his visit to a Milarepa site called the Rala Zaok (Ra la za ’og) cave, the last place noted in the pilgrimage guidebook. The date of his departure from Gawo Lhading is given as the first day of the fourth Tibetan month. After reaching the shore of Pelkhü (Dpal khud) Lake in upper Gungtang, he venerated three further Milarepa sites from afar; another group of three — Langgo Ludü Dzong (Glang sgo Klu bdud rdzong), Lapuk Pema Dzong (La phug Padma rdzong), and Bepuk Mamo Dzong (Sbas phug Ma mo rdzong) — were afterward visited in person.20


Conclusion


According to the hagiographical account, further travels brought the Fourth Khamtrül back to Central Tibet, and he also later completed a pilgrimage to Tsāri. It was on that pilgrimage that he heard about the successful completion of work on the Svayaṃbhū caitya by the Seventh Drukchen while staying in the latter’s monastery, Sangngak Chöling (Gsang sngags chos gling) in Jar (Byar). As noted above, he visited various sacred sites and identified Tsāri — as he had the Nepal Valley — as the Upacchandoha Himālaya pīṭha. It would be worthwhile to track these further travels and pilgrimages in the following years before he finally embarked on his return trip to Kham. I conclude, though, by simply drawing attention to the figure Kagyü Trinlé Shingta and his activities. Like Situ Paṇchen and Tendzin Chökyi Nyima, the Seventh Drukchen shared an interest in the Sanskritized Buddhist cultural milieu of the Nepal Valley, where he had also stayed before the visit of his disciple. It is known that Kagyü Trinlé Shingta dispatched Sönam Rapgyé (Bsod nams rab rgyas, eighteenth century), another one of his disciples, from Garsha in western Tibet on a pilgrimage to India, resulting in a travel account whose description of Bodh Gayā and further sites of Buddhist India has been assessed elsewhere. The journey took place in the year 1752 and can be characterized as one of knowledge gathering combined with pilgrimage activity. The same holds true for Tendzin Chökyi Nyima’s journey, which took place shortly afterward, although not confronted with similar obstacles due to the control of trade and travel between Tibet and the Nepal Valley.21


The exhaustive text of the Fourth Khamtrül on Daṇḍin’s Kāvyādarśa was initially written upon his arrival in Central Tibet. This was after studies with Situ Paṇchen in Pelpung and before embarking on the journeys to southwestern Tibet and Nepal. After a period of eight years and further travels, the Fourth Khamtrül returned to Kham, starting from the monastery of Dechen Chökhor, in the autumn of 1761. As mentioned in the colophon of his diaries, up to that point regular records had been kept listing day-to-day events. After further studies of poetics with Situ Paṇchen, Tendzin Chökyi Nyima completed his commentary on the Kāvyādarśa in the year 1770, and at the beginning of the year 1773 the diaries note that he also supervised a first print of the text at his monastery, Püntsok Chökhor Ling.22
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