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Abstract: Volumes from 15 to 20 of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia se-
lectively represent the Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra in Tangut language held by the Insti-
tute of Oriental Manuscripts of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The fundamental edi-
tion of the Collection certainly is not free from some invalidities, which became evident 
with the time. For the Tangut version of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra, (1) some folios of 
different volumes were mistakenly spliced together; (2) the order of the folios of the 
same volumes were mixed up. The problem of identifying of the text was also aggra-
vated by omissions made by the Tangut people, who copied the text of Sūtra. This paper 
suggests some new readings and identifications in the Tangut version of Mahāprajñā-
pāramitā-sūtra. 
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prajñāpāramitā-sūtra 
 
 
 
Preface 

 
Among the Tangut documents housed in Russia, the majority belongs to 

the Buddhist literature. Among these, the Tangut text of Mahāprajñā-
pāramitā-sūtra is notably the largest in volume, with over 1700 entries 
logged by Professor Evgenii Kychanov into his Catalogue.1 Volumes 15 to 
20 of the edition of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia for the 
first time represent the paginated folios of the Sūtra. This allowed the aca-
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demics all over the world to have a full view on this profound text and have 
an idea about “the relationship between Buddhism in the Tangut state and 
the Buddhism on the North China Plain”.2 Unfortunately, when the team of 
the compilers of the edition was working in St. Petersburg in the 1990s3  
because of the extensiveness of the material and hectic schedule of the edito-
rial work, volumes of the published Tangut text of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-
sūtra were not cross-referenced with the Chinese version. In this paper we 
try to correct some invalidities in the edition of the Tangut version of Mahā-
prajñāpāramitā-sūtra published in the Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected 
in Russia. 

 
 

Some folios of different volumes were mistakenly  
spliced together 

 
One of the problems with the Tangut version of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-

sūtra published in Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia is the mis-
takenly done splicing of folios belonging to different parts (juan) of Sūtra, 
for example of part 41. There are two documents published in volume 15 of 
Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia: Инв. № 2750 and Инв. 
№ 7731, mentioned in Professor Kychanov’s Catalogue of Tangut Buddhist 
Monuments (hereinafter — Catalogue).4 The last three lines of Инв. № 2750 
are the folios following the beginning of Инв. № 7731 do not belong to part 
41. Subsequently, two questions arise: does the text of Инв. № 7731 belongs 
to part 41? And for which part of Sūtra does the text, not belonging to part 
41, pertain to? 

Инв. № 7731 contains the conclusion of part 41. Therefore, employing a 
method of cross-verifying is possible to determine the order of folios. Through 
this approach, we can swiftly confirm that 08.15 “this meaning to the transla-
tion indicates that from folios from 06.1 to 07.6 belong to part 68 of Mahā-
prajñāpāramitā-sūtra, equivalent to folios from 12.6 (the third character) to 
15.2 (the seventh character) in part 68 of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Col-
lected in Russia. The corresponding Chinese text begins with “The Dharma 
                              

2 Zhongguo shaoshumingzu gujizongmutiyao Xixiajua, 24. 
3 E cang Heishuicheng wenxian (continuing edition, 1st vol. published in 1996). 
4 KYCHANOV1999: 137, 59. 
5 In this article we adopt the numbering method of Professor Han Xiaomang’s on construc-

tion of the Tangut Buddhist literature corpus, and encode each part of Buddhist scriptures 
folio by folio and line by line, such as 08.1 is representing the first line on the 8th folio. 
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realm’s tranquility remains undispersed. Shāriputra! Even in the tranquility 
of different realms, there is no dispersion” 法雲地寂靜亦無散失。 
舍利子！ 異生地寂靜亦無散失6 and extends to “Shāriputra! Even when 
the realm of the ear is distant, there is no dispersion. Whether it’s the realm 
of sound, the consciousness of the ear, or the sensations arising from contact 
with sound through the ear, even when these are distant, there is no disper-
sion” 舍利子！耳界遠離亦無散失, 聲界、耳識界及耳觸、耳觸為緣所 
生諸受遠離亦無散失.7 In folios from 01.1 to 05.6, the prevalent terms in 
this section of the scripture are “亡舘闰吵舘庭癦癦 ” and “投禑 ”.  
Simultaneous locating of these terms in the database gives evidence that this 
section originates from part 35 “初分教誡教授品” of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-
sūtra. The corresponding Chinese text spans from “Venerable Sir! For all 
Bodhisattvas, whether their actions are distant or not distant, ultimately they 
cannot be grasped. Their nature is inherently non-existent” 世尊！一切菩 
薩摩訶薩行遠離不遠離, 尚畢竟不可得, 性非有故8 to “Subhūti! Once 
again, what do you observe regarding what is said: Whether all Bodhisattvas 
have afflictions or are free from afflictions, does the mention of increase or 
decrease apply to Bodhisattvas” 善現！汝複觀何義言： 即一切菩薩摩 
訶薩行若有煩惱若無煩惱增語非菩薩摩訶薩耶.9 Volume 16 of Heishu-
icheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia contains Инв. № 2167 and Инв. 
№ 2130;10 after combining both numbers, there are still incomplete parts. 
Consequently, the content of folios from 01.1 to 05.6 in Инв. № 7731 serves 
as a suitable complementarity, rendering part 35 more comprehensive. 

 
 
 

 
 

                              
6 Taishō shinshū daizōkyō 5 1924–1932:383. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid.: 196. 
9 Ibid. 

10 E cang Heishuicheng wenxian 16 2011: 32–37. 
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The order of the folios in the same volumes were mixed up 
 
Another problem with the Tangut version of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra 

published in Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia is the inaccurate 
order of some folios, as for example is for part 69. In the 16th volume  
of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia spliced documents  
Инв. № 1121 and Инв. № 1222 are published.11 Folio-by-folio numbering 
reveals that this document consists in total of 53 ff., with a partial loss on 
some folios. The first folio contains 6 lines, the second preserves the last 4 
lines, the seventh has the first 3 lines (with the third line being fragmentary), 
the eighth retains the last 3 lines (with the first line being fragmentary), the 
twenty-third folio has the first 3 lines, and the twenty-fourth retains the last 5 
lines (with slight damage of the first line). According to the Catalogue, the 
description for Инв. № 1121 is “part 274, with a soft white cover, 57 f. in 
total, fully preserved, with 7 lines per folio and 18 characters per line”, 
whereas Инв. № 1222 is described as “part 69, 1 f., only the beginning of 
the text remains”.12 Upon comparison, it’s evident that the designation of 
Инв. № 1121 in Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia is incorrect, 
and it requires further verification, which could be done by compering line 
by line with the Chinese text of Sūtra. And the correct sequence of folios of 
part 69 of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia clarified, that  
folios from 01.1 to 01.6 are followed by folios from 08.5 to 23.3, from 02.4 
to 07.3, and from 24.3 to 50.6. Even after this adjustment, there are  
still missing segments between folios 01.6 and 08.5 and between 23.3  
and 02.4. 

Folios from 02.4 to 02.5 contain phrase “篟疾矺漓蒜礌緁蘦堡  
蒜虥搓矖癦癦篟絢篟疾矺/漓蒜礌緁蘦堡蒜虥哗矖癦癦篟絢篟  
疾矺漓 ” corresponding to the Chinese scripture “All phenomena with char-
acteristics of being remembered are neither permanent nor destructible. 
Why? Because they are based on inherent nature. All phenomena without 
characteristics of being remembered are neither permanent nor destructible. 
Why” 一切有記法非常非壞。 何以故？ 本性爾故。 一切無記法非常 
非壞。 何以故.13 Folios from 07.1 to 07.2 contain phrase “蒜蘦落  
矺漓雷揉碽維雷哺絅癏礠栏礠腞笍/臀哗蒜虯实竛竃揉礌緁纁

                              
11 E cang Heishuicheng wenxian 16 2011: 37–40. 
12 KYCHANOV 1999: 184, 79. 
13 Taishō shinshū daizōkyō 5 1924–1932: 391. 
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蜶篟毯矺漓蒜碽 ”, and the scripture reads, “Shāriputra! The inherent  
nature of the realm of the body ultimately does not arise. Why? Because it is 
not something created” 舍利子！身界本性畢竟不生。 何以故？ 非所 
作故.14 Folios from 08.6 to 09.1 contain “撮盝粙碠蔾亡茸稨抖融  
袭臼慷疾魏哗虯实/竛淮盝粙融袭臼慷疾魏哗淮吞壳淮翓哗绢
/融袭臼慷疾魏哗虯实竛萰粔膁融袭臼慷疾 ”. The scripture reads, 
“The pure precepts, patience, diligence, tranquil contemplation, and the Per-
fection of Wisdom do not disperse even in transcendent realms. Shāriputra! 
The four types of tranquil contemplation and the four immeasurables, as well 
as the four formless absorptions, also do not disperse in transcendent realms” 
淨戒、安忍、精進、靜慮、般若波羅蜜多出世間亦無散失。 舍利子！ 
四靜慮出世間亦無散失, 四無量、四無色定出世間亦無散失.15 Compar-
ing the above Chinese segments, we find that the latter’s Chinese text  
appears earlier, indicating an error in the folios sequence below folio 8. 
Through comparison, it’s observed that between the three areas of damage, 
namely on 13.4 and 14.5, 19.3 and 20.4, and 23.5 and 24.6, the texts before 
and after these areas connect seamlessly, while 26.3 and 27.3 do not match. 
Therefore, the previously numbered 13 and 14 should be merged into one 
folio, as should 19 and 20, and 23 and 24. Ff. from 08.6 to 23.3 form a rela-
tively intact section. According to 23.1 to 23.3 (“漓蒜礌緁蘦堡蒜  
虯实竛科穉篟絢篟疾矺漓/蒜礌緁蘦堡蒜絸穉科絸穉穉穉菢穉
監佬穉/糭緸穉糭带穉纁蜶穉碭哗穉慷穉篟藴瓮穉 ”), the corre-
sponding scripture reads, “Shāriputra! Inner emptiness is neither permanent 
nor destructible. Why? Because it is based on inherent nature. Outer empti-
ness, inner and outer emptiness, empty emptiness, vast emptiness, emptiness 
of the ultimate truth, existence is empty, non-existence is empty, ultimate 
emptiness, boundless emptiness, dispersed emptiness, unchanging empti-
ness, inherent emptiness, self-characteristic emptiness, shared characteristic 
emptiness, emptiness of all phenomena, emptiness that cannot be grasped, 
emptiness of inherent nature, emptiness of self-nature, emptiness of non-self-
nature, emptiness of self-nature itself, are neither permanent nor destructi-
ble” 舍利子！ 內空非常非壞。何以故？ 本性爾故。 外空、 
內外空、空空、大空、勝義空、有為空、無為空、畢竟空、無際空、

                              
14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid: 389. 
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散空、無變異空、本性空、自相空、共相空、一切法空、不可得空、

無性空、自性空、無性自性空非常非壞.16 
Pages 24.3 to 24.4 of Инв. № 1121 contain “属牡簁蒜哺揉竃聁  

揉篎竃哺竃哺絅癏礠栏/礌緁纁蜶篟毯矺漓蒜碽属牡簁蒜蘦落
矺漓 ”, corresponding to the scripture “Because they are not produced by 
intentional action. The realm of touch, the domain of bodily perception, and 
the sensations arising from contact with the body through touch ultimately 
do not arise. Why? Because they are not produced by intentional action. 
What is the reason for this” 非所作故。 觸界、身識界及身觸、 
身觸為緣所生諸受本性畢竟不生。 何以故？ 非所作故。 所以者何.17 
Here, it is observed that 24.3 and 07.2 are contiguous, and the remnants  
displayed in 07.3 are exactly the portions extracted from 24.3. Thus, the  
correct sequence of part 69 of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra in Heishuicheng 
Manuscripts Collected in Russia is clarified, that is, 01.1 to 01.6 is followed 
by 08.5 to 23.3, 02.4 to 07.3, and 24.3 to 50.6. Even after this adjustment, 
there are still missing segments between 01.6 and 08.5 and between 23.3  
and 02.4. 

 

                              
16 Taishō shinshū daizōkyō 5 1924–1932: 390. 
17 Ibid.: 391. 
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The errors of the Tangut scribes and editors 
 
When the Tangut people copied the Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra published 

now in Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia, they made an omis-
sion in its title, and that caused the content and title of the scripture to be 
inconsistent. Scholars were unable to identify it and registered it according 
to its literal form. For the 409th part of the Tangut version of Mahāprajñā-
pāramitā-sūtra, Professor Kychanov recorded two entries, Инв. № 5092 and 
Инв. № 670. Catalogue described Инв. № 5092 as “part 409, manuscript 
format, 34.5×710 cm, damaged at the beginning, 16 characters per line”.18 
Инв. № 670 it described as “part 409, manuscript format, 34.5×945 cm,  
entire text preserved, 17 characters per line”.19 According to this description, 
Инв. № 670 is complete. When the 409th part was published in Heishu-
icheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia, Инв. № 670 and Инв. № 5092 
were put together.20 However, upon comparison, it was found that their con-
tent is different. 

Considering the initial damage in Инв. № 5092, examining the end of the 
volume can shed light on this issue. In Инв. № 670, the final segment runs 
from 13.09 “穔砂界艱篎砈笒虯实竛谍禑妒蔲亡舘闰 ” to 13.27 
“焊矖癦癦緁緳筟蒜 ”, with related scripture starting from “At that  
moment, Subhūti once again addressed Long Life Shariputra, saying, ‘If a  
Bodhisattva abides in such various meditative absorptions’ ” 爾時, 
善現複語具壽舍利子言: “若菩薩摩訶薩安住如是諸三摩地”, ending with 
“Because of the equality of the nature of all phenomena” 
以一切法性平等故.21 However, in Инв. № 5092, the final section in the 
Tangut language begins at 10.05 “篎虃界艱焦紻冉哺絅癏礠栏焦紻  
冉哺絅 ” and concludes at 10.25 “雷竃磀哺絅癏礠栏笍臀帛綕 ”, 
showing significant discrepancies from the aforementioned text in  
Инв. № 670 from 13.09 to 13.27. This indicates that Инв. № 5092 does not 
contain the content of part 409. By searching for the descriptors in  
Инв. № 5092, we can confirm that this identification pertains to the Tangut 
version of the 419th part of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra, with the related 
scripture starting from “Again, Subhūti! The sensations arising from past  
eye contact as a condition are empty” 複次, 善現！ 過去眼觸為緣所生諸 

                              
18 KYCHANOV 1999: 49. 
19 KYCHANOV 1999: 49. 
20 E cang Heishuicheng wenxian 20 2013: 157–164. 
21 Taishō shinshū daizōkyō 7 1924–1932: 51. 
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受過去眼觸為緣所生諸受空 and ending with “Sensations arising from fu-
ture and present contact with the ear, nose, tongue, body, and mind as condi-
tions are also empty. The nature of emptiness is also empty. Emptiness 
within emptiness cannot even be grasped, let alone the sensations arising 
from future and present contact with the ear, nose, tongue, body, and mind as 
conditions within emptiness can be grasped” 未來現在耳、鼻、舌、身、 
意觸為緣所生諸受即是空，空性亦空，空中空尚不可得, 
何況空中有未來現在耳、鼻、舌、身、意觸為緣所生諸受可得.22 

At position 10.26 in Инв. № 5092, the title tag reads “粯 ” (大), which 
corresponds to the case number of volumes within the range of the 411th to 
the 420th volumes.23 This indicates that the scribe omitted the character 
“灯 ” (十) in the volume number “淮舅灯缞吨 ” (四百十九第) mentioned 
in the colophon, instead writing “淮舅缞吨 ” (四百九第). Consequently, 
the compilers of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia failed to 
thoroughly examine its content and mistakenly attributed it to the 409th part 
of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra. In reality, Инв. № 5092 contains the content 
of the 419th part. As Catalogue doesn’t explicitly document the 419th part, 
and Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in Russia in its 20th issue didn’t 
publish the image plates of the 419th part, the content from Инв. № 5092 is 
a valuable supplement. 
 
 

                              
22 Ibid.: 106–107. 
23 MYLNIKOVA & PENG 2013: 93. 
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Conclusion 
 
The fundamental edition of Heishuicheng Manuscripts Collected in  

Russia, including the Tangut version of Mahāprajñāpāramitā-sūtra, cer-
tainly is not free from some invalidities, which became evident for the  
researchers with the time. In the process of study of the Tangut literature 
published facsimile, we need to pay attention to both its textual and codi-
cological features, and identify the title of the manuscript after rigorous 
analysis. Mistakenly splicing together mixed texts can belong to different 
periods and are subject to thorough comparative research. We should keep in 
mind that when publishing literature, we should avoid arbitrary splicing or 
cutting, but for this we should seek for objective information. 
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