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Provenance

The Tokyo National Museum Collection contains a manuscript known as
the “Dharant text of Horytji” (hereafter Ho.Ms.), preserved along with the
Prajiaparamitahrdaya (% 10:#%, duoxinjing) Usnisavijayadharani ({hTE,
foding) and an Aksara list. According to Miiller, “We have good evidence,
showing that these leaves were brought to Japan in 609 A.D., and that they
came from China. <...>in China they (= Ho.Ms.) belonged to the monk Yashi,
who died in 577 A.D., and before him to Bodhidharma, who emigrated from
India to China in 520 A.D.”" And then this Sanskrit manuscript was kept at
the Horylji temple in Nara.

The Ho.Ms. was presumably written on a poor-quality plant leaf or hemp
paper, the fiber of which can be seen on the published photo. Apparently, it is
not written on good-quality paper, e.g. so-called Cai Hou paper (£{Z#E Chin.

' MULLER & NANJIO 1884: 64.
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caihouzhi Jap. saikoshi) which was supposedly produced since 105 CE. In
Dunhuang, the quality of paper began to deteriorate after the Tibetan invasion,
as Yoshida mentions.” Nowadays, such low-quality paper is still produced in
Khotan or in Bhutan.

The script is so-called ‘Siddham’ (FZRZEXXZF Chin. xitanwénzi Jap. shit-
tanmoji) which was developed from the Gupta script around the 6th c., and
used especially in esoteric Buddhism. Siddham developed further to the Na-
gari script in the 7th c., and then to Devanagari in the 10th c. According to
Miiller, the alphabet with ‘wedges’ (e.g. at the top of vertical lines) existed in
the fourth century and perhaps earlier.” A reed pen could be used to write the
Sanskrit text because of the wedges,* but the photo makes it clear that a brush
was used for the Chinese characters duoxinjing Z1L0#% and féding {LTH at the
beginning of the Sanskrit text. They were likely written as a memo, because
they are positioned vertically from left to right alongside the Sanskrit sentence,
i.e. rotated 90 degrees, and their ink seems lighter than the one used for the
Sanskrit characters.

The size is 4.9x28 cm with two string holes which are not necessary for so
small a manuscript, and without numbers on both folios.

Some scholars supposed that Ho.Ms. is a fake, e.g. Matsuda mentions that it
is not written on genuine palm leaf, not written by a specialist judging from
poor script, and written later than the 9th c. based on its paleographical fea-
tures. Therefore, Ho.Ms. is not the oldest manuscript in Japan, as claimed, and
is surely a ‘fake manuscript’, because it was not written in India.’ I, however,
cannot understand his argument or grounds. There are many Mss. written with
unskillful letters by novices or not specialists, but Ho.Ms. was written skill-
fully, in my opinion, although admittedly it contains some mistakes, as hap-
pens often in manuscripts.

Yaita mentions that the same ink was used both for the Sanskrit text and the
Chinese characters duoxinjing %10:#% and foding {LTH. Therefore, he sug-
gests, Ho.Ms. must have been written in China, Japan or Korea. However,
there were many Chinese monks in Central Asia or Serindia, who studied
Buddhism, such as the famous Xuinzang (cf. /NEFZ ' G. Ono 1923
pp. 115-132). And also Yaita mentions® that the writing mistake para- —

2 YosHIDA 2009: 291.

3 MULLER & NANJIO 1884: 94.
4 Ibid.: 66.

> MATSUDA 2010: 129.

Y AITA 2001: 9.




prad- was caused by Chinese sound/pronunciation GE£& hanyin) — Sanskrit
letter (3X=F fanzi), but it could also be explained easily by the influence of
Tocharian phonology on the scribe. It possessed no long vowels as phonemes
and showed a peculiar accent system, i.e. the second syllable of more than 3
syllables was always accented, and unaccented @ (grapheme) became a
(phoneme), and unaccented @ became d, and often disappeared (syncope).
Therefore, we get para — pra in r7. Other examples in Serindia: in Khot. we
can see the change dar > dra in $sandramata ‘devata-deity, Skt. $r or a
back formation of Skt. pramukha / Pali pamokkha / Chin. JE#E#EM pwa 14
mju xa.* It is also possible to see an assimilation with <prajfia> or it could be
explained by a general “r-metathesis”.

Another doubt was raised by J. Silk” with regard to the character A instead
of f#,'” which is thought to be evidence for Japanese production, but this
1L appeared already during the Six Dynasties (7<8] Lituch4o 220-589 CE) in
Chinese texts as suzi (&5, popular or vernacular character) of the formal
character f6 {88."' Later the character {8 was used in Buddhist literature because
of its dignity.

The material, script and form of Ho.Ms. are very similar to the ones seen in
Sanskrit manuscripts preserved in the China Ethnic Library in Beijing (5x48
cm with two string holes), which were published by Ye Shaoyong in 2021."
According to him they were brought from Tibet and date paleographically
to the 8-9th cc. And the letters of Ho.Ms. are also similar (especially -y
of ligature) to those in Sanskrit manuscripts of the Serindia Collection at
the IOM RAS in St. Petersburg (SI 1943, etc.) published by Vorobyeva-
Desyatovskaya and Tyomkin as “Fragments of Sanskrit Manuscripts on
Birch-Bark from Kucha” in Manuscripta Orientalia 1998, although its script
is old southern Brahmit (not Northern Brahmi used in Kucha). From these
facts, I suppose that the ‘Siddham script’ could be derived from those of the
Serindia area.

Ho.Ms. is small in size, half the normal length (28 cm to 48 cm), but with
two string holes, although one is enough for such a small size, i.e. it could
mean that this is a portable manuscript as mentioned by Yoshida: “The

7 Cf. BAILEY 1979: 395; ITO 1979: 309.

8 Cf. KARASHIMA 1994: 128.

® SILK 2021: 106, fn.33.

19 Both characters sound in Japanese as hotoke (‘Buddha’).
' XU 2021: 240.

12 YE SHAOYONG 2021: 1054.
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smaller size of the manuscript may indicate that it was carried by its owner as
a sort of talisman. One may be reminded that when Xuanzang lost his way in
the Taklamakan desert, he prayed earnestly to the Bodhisattva Avalokites-
vara”." It could mean that Ho.Ms. was an ‘amulet’ as suggested by Silk."*

Since the backsides contain no writing,'” these two manuscripts were
originally a single folio, i.e. normal recto/verso style, but double sheets made
the materials stronger for portable usage. This can also be inferred from the
fact that no number is written on two folios. This separation of doubled ma-
terials happens when the glue loses its adhesiveness, as is often seen in the
case of birch bark and paper.

1. A study of Ho.Ms. with detailed observations

Transliteration of Ho.Ms.-1 Prajiaparamitahrdaya with Chinese par-
allel in Tdng Sanzang Fdsht Xuan Zhuang yi Panruo-boluomi-duoxin-jing
BEDEEEREE REREZEZ D (‘The Heart Siitra of Prajiia-
paramita translated by Tang Tripitaka Master Xudn Zhuang’)

Notes: parts in italics show that there are no correspondences in the parallel
version; bold marks are mistakes; («—) indicates corrections. T refers to Tai-
sho shinshii Daizokyo K IEHEKE#E.

recto

1. (Siddham) namas sarvajiava  aryavalokitesvara  bodhisatvo
ganbhiram(«—ayam?) prajiaparamitaya(<—a)m caryam caramano vyavalo-
kayati(examines carefully) sma pamcaskandhas tas ca svabhavasiinyam
pasya-

BEHEERETRARENEESH. BRREABEZE—JZFE,
(T0251_.08.0848c06)

2. ti sma iha §ariputra ripam Sinyatda sunyataiva rigpam riipan na prthak,
stinyata $tinyataya na prthag ripam yadriipam sa $linyataya $tnyata tadripam

EMF. BFEZE, ZTER, BHEE, ZHEE,
(T0251_.08.0848c07-08)

evameva veda-

" YOsHIDA 2009: 296.

Sk 2021: 112.

'3 Y AITA 2001: 13, as well as personal communication from the curator of the Tokyo Mu-
seum.




3. na-samjia-samskara-vijianani  itha  $aripuCtra  sarvadharma
stnyatalaksana anutpanna yu(«—a)nirizddha amara vimala nona na pariptrna
(reversed) tasmac chariputra $inyata-

ZEITHFENZ, EFF, BHEEE, TETRTETR S, T8
TiBl. =MZEF (T0251 .08.0848c08-10)

4. yam na riipam na vedana <na> samjiia na samskara na O vijiiani na
caksu-§rotra-ghrana-jihva-kaya-mana[m]si na rapam-$abda-gandha-Crasa-
sprastavya-dharma na caksurdhatu yavan na ma-

REEZETH. BRERTSE. BEETWEE. BRA, NE
# (T0251 .08.0848¢c10-12)

5. nodhatu na vidya navidya na vidyaksayo navidyaksayo yavan na
jaramaranam na jaramaranaksayo na duhkha-samudaya-nirodha-marga na
jiianam na praptitvam bodhisattvasya prajhaparami-

B, BENER, LEFFH, EREELARERBES AL,
(T0251_.08.0848c12-14)

6. tam asrtya(N$r ‘resort’+ tya / aéritya ‘having recourse to, practicing’)
viharati cittavaranah(\/v_r ‘choose’; 'enclosing'? I #f a-citta) cittavarana
nastit[v]ad atrasto vipary[a]s('overturning' 88 8] )atikrantah('surpassed' i= Bff )
nist<h>a(«<a %% & )nirvanah tryadhvavyavasthita (& - 1 way-situated)
sarvabuddhah prajfiaparamitam asrtyanuttaram samyaksambodhim abhi-

DEEE (W) . BER, BELW, =2 — BB EY, RE

(FaiB)B8E, = e, KR ERBESH, GFBSHR=ZHF=ER.
(T0251 .08.0848c14-17)

7. sambuddha [t]lasma jhatavyam prajiapra(«—para)mita mahamamtra
mahavidyamamtrah anuttaramamtra asa-

HMABREKREES, EXHR. EXAR, EELR,
(T0251_.08.0848c17-18)

verso

1. mas{rjamamamtra sarvaduhkhaprasamanah satyam amithyetvak,
(« -atvat)

prajiaparamitayam ukto mamtrah tadyatha gategate paragate parasamgate
bodhisvaha || : || prajiiaparamitahr(da)ya samapta

BEEENR, R —VE, EETER, SREREESR, HRT
£, 8% HB% REBT REGHRT ZRETH REKEES DK
(T0251 .08.0848c18-23)

o)
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There are so many discrepancies between the Sanskrit and Chinese versions
including a lack of mutual correspondence that it is clear that one is not a
direct translation from the other. Presumably this Prajiaparamitahrdaya
could be an interpretation citing Pasicavimsatisahasrika-prajiiagparamita Si-
tra § 1 and § 2,'° but it is very difficult to find any synchronic and diachronic
relationship with regard to the problem of its authenticity, e.g. “The Siitra of
the dharani of the Great Enlightenment” (KBAWL#E Daming zhou jing) by
Kumarajiva could be close to Xuanzang’s “The Heart Sutra [of Prajna-
paramita]” (1ME Xin jing) as discussed by Harada,'” but I am not sure that we
can decide a relationship or problem of authenticity only based on usage of
words or sentences in texts. There were always changes (corruptions or de-
velopments with addition or deletion of words and sentences) of texts from
time to time and place to place, e.g. we can find some texts in Tocharian which
are so changed or corrupted from originals that we can recognize only per-
sonal names in original texts."®

The Prajfiaparamitahrdaya in Ho.Ms. was shortened in order to make a
portable small text, e.g. evam eva vedana-samjiia-samskara-vijianani with-
out explanation one by one of 4 of the 5 skandhas, or only one bodhi instead of
multiple bodhis in other texts."

Transliteration of Ho.Ms.-2 Usnisavijayadharant and {LBERFIER {ATE
B 5BE# e, Jap. Buddahari yaku butché-sonsho-darani (‘The Dharani
dedicated to the Buddha’s growth on his head («—a topknot; one of 32
laksanas of the Buddha) translated by Buddhahari’).

Notes: 1 transliterate the Usnisavijayadharani in Ho.Ms. and correct it
using Unebe’s model,?® which is based on Melzer’s transliteration of the
Gilgit Ms. now kept in Miho Museum, and Unebe’s supplement of the col-
lated text. I cite Unebe’s model for comparing the Sanskrit text and its Chi-
nese version (T.967 19.352a26).

(«—) indicates corrections, i.e. when the actual writings are mistakes; <>
indicates text written in the model; { } indicates text not written in the model;
[ ]indicates uncertain readings; () indicates possible readings; O represents a
string hole.

16 HARADA 2010: 13.

7 HARADA 2010: 48.

8 TaMAI 2022: 1181-1183.
19 HARADA 2010: 383.

20 UNEBE 2015: 25.
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verso

2. (Siddham) namas trail[o]kya prativis(«—$)istaya buddhaya bhagavate
tadyatha om vis(«—$)odhaya sama-samantavabhasa-spharana(«—na)-gati-
gahana-svabhava-suddhe(«—i) abhisimca{tu} {mam} sugatavacanamrtabhise-

3. ke <@>harahara aya(«—yu)h-samnta(«—dha)rani §odhaya sodhaya gagana
-vis(«—$)uddhe usn[i]sa-vijaya-s(«—$)uddhe sahasra<ka>-ramyi(«—ras$mi)-
samcodite sarvatathagatadhist<h>anadhisthita(<—e) mudre vajra-kaya-
samhatana-s(«<—s$)uddhe

4. sarva(«—a)varana-<bhaya>-vis(«—$)uddhe  pratinivartaya-ayu-Cs
(«$)uddhe samayadhist<h>ite man(«—n)i man(«<n)i tatha(<a)ta-
bhuta- {kuta}k(o)ti {} paris(«—$)uddhe visphut(«—t)a-Cbuddhi-Suddhe
ja(«—a)ya ja(«—a)ya vija(«—a)ya vija(«—a)ya sp(«—sm)ara sarva(«<—smara) bu-

5. ddhadhist<h>ita-s(«—$)uddhe vajre(«—i) vajra(«<—a)-garbhe vajram bha-
vatu mama sarva-satvanam ca kaya-vis(«—$)uddhe sarva-gati-parisuddhe
sarva-tathagata(«—a)- samas(«—$)vasadhisthite bu<d>dhya bu<d>dhya
bodhaya {vi}bodhaya {sadhaya

6. visodhaya sarvakarmavaranani sama}samanta-paris(«—s$)uddhe sarva-
tathagatadhisthanadhisthite svaha || : || usnisavija yatharani sama(«—a)pta [J [J

The Sanskrit text”!

(1) namo bhagavate trailokya-prativisisthaya buddhaya bhagavata.
(2) tadyatha om (3) visSodhaya samasamantavabhasa-spharana-gati-gahana-
svabhava-suddhi. (4) abhisifica sugata-vacana-amrtabhiseke ahara ahara
ayu-samdharani. (5) sodhaya Sodhaya gagana-viSuddhe usnisa-vijaya-Suddhe
sahasraka-rasmi-samcodite sarva- tathagatadhisthana-adhisthite mudre va-
jra-kaya-samhatana-Suddhe sarvavarana- visuddhe (6) pratinivartaya-
ayu-Suddhe samayadhisthite. mani mani tathata-bhiita-koti- pariSuddhe
(7) visphuta-buddhi-suddhe jaya jaya vijaya vijaya smara smara (8) buddha-
adhisthita-Suddhe vajri vajra-garbhe vajram bhavatu mama (9) sarva-
satvanam ca kaya-visuddhe sarva-gati-pariSuddhe sarva-tathagata-
samasvasadhisthite. budhya budhya bodhaya bodhaya samanta-pariSuddhe
sarva-tathagatadhisthana-adhisthite (10) svaha

21 UNEBE 2015: 24; SASAKI 2009: 226; MELZER 2007: 109.




The Chinese version T967.19.352a26 R ITHE FCFE B, F6 ding zin
sheéng tudluoni jing™

a28: (1) ABELEMNER 77 W SR BN SAME K B2 SR Z M) ZhPCHR SEMNERE
Q)IEIEMEEQ) BWMEER LE- =B L REL - LEE-15E-NFTR-2
EIE- )M RHE BB S-RITM-FIEIES BIRA FFIERE FE#
Br] 45 - B BE ¥# FE (5) M EXER EMEKER {n{hnAR- BHER-E & E - B AR-1E1R
L5 L0ES -1 RIE- Bk S R0 138 2 B SE B R R
R OBRHTHE-MER-EE S IR-1EIR EEMERE-BIEIR(0)HEE MEKIEER
PrIERPELR RERER-PIMZELT Kl Rl (B8 % -4 % -EIE-SAWEEIR(7)
ERESE-Fhih-FEIR 41 HR 4L BR ER+L AR ER4LER iERNE REKME(S)FNPeLE Mt
DI Z-EIR BWITE BITIR-15E BINE ZAAEER (ZRHERLLEHE
&) (O)rEZ-EED MER- B iR RE- 1B E- SR EEEthiE%-=
BEREZ BT BIE BPE FHEAER #HEAER =8 2 -SMIEIR EE-18
fth$8 % 3t Z I AR - 28 M X BL T (10) 2 E5]

The Japanese monk Jogon i & (1639-1702) stated the following: The text
for the most part agrees with all the eight Chinese translations by {85Be & %]
Buddhapila (A.D. 676), ¥1T58 (A.D. 679), iﬂ%%i‘f%‘é Divakara (two ver-
sions A.D. 682), & % Ijing (A.D. 710), # & Subhakarasimha
(A.D.716-735), "2 Amoghavajra (A.D. 741-774), R (of Tang dynasty
A.D. 618-907), and ;X (Dharmadeva? A.D. 973-981, of the Kao family
A.D. 960—1127); though it is still not certain which translator used this text.”

After the Karandavyitha, the Usnisavijayadharani begins on f. 52v3 in
Reel No. A 39-5 of the Nepalese-German Manuscript Cataloguing Project as
follows:

O < namo budhaya || om namo bhagavateO sarvatrailokyaprativisistaya
buddhaya bhagavate namah || tadyatha om S$idhaya Sodhaya viSodhaya
viSodhaya samasamantavabhasasya ranagati O gaganasvabhavavisuddhe
abhisificantu mam sribodhiguptasya sarvatathagatas
sugatavaravacanamrtabhisekaih mahamudramantrapadaih | ahara ahara
ayusamdharani $odhaya visodhaya visodhaya gaganasvabhavavisuddhe
usnisavijayapariSuddhe sahasrarasmisamcodite etc. (f. 52v3)

sahasrakrtvah pradaksinikrtya bhagavatah purata sthitva tathaiva codanayi
O tva bhagavatah purato nisanna dharmasravanaya | atha bhagavan
suvarnnabahum praOsarya supratisthitam devaputram samasvasya dharma-
desanam akarot || yavad buddhatve tam vyakrtavan iti || € || (f. 56r2-3)

22 UNEBE 2015: 25.
2 MULLER & NANJIO 1884: 15-16.
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Transliteration of Ho.Ms. (Aksara list)

7. (Siddham) siddham a @i [fjudir711e ai o au am ah ka kha ga gha na ca
cha ja jha fa ta tha da dha na ta tha da dha na pa pha ba bha ma yarala [v]a sa
sa sa ha llam k[s]a (51 Aksaras) + + + (3—4 ligatures?)

The Aksara list is important, as mentioned in B FEABEH Sho-ji-jisso-gi
‘The meaning of the true state of voice and letters’ written by Kiikai 22 &
(around 820 CE): we can see various teachings in Bijaksaras (the ‘seed
syllables’or first syllables of a mantra or spell), and also in other Sanskrit texts,
many descriptions for the learning of syllables, e.g. in Lalitavistara lipim
Sisyante ‘they study a letter (one by one)’,** or in Tathagataguhya-siitra ‘The
Tathagata’s Secret Siitra’ (WK FZE Nyorai-himitsu-kyd): vakkarmany
akarah (/) karma karoty ‘the character of ‘a’ operates on functions of the
words’.”®> And in esoteric Buddhism, Bijaksaras ¥&-F show the names of the
Buddhas, Bodhisattvas and so on, and also could be an object of meditation.*®
The syllable theory is developed based on sunyata ‘emptiness’ thought of
Prajiiaparamita-sitra and also in the Dainichi-kydo X B#%, (Skt. Mahavai-
rocana-sitra).”’

This Aksara list shows the normal 50 Aksaras (opposed to “Aparacana”
with 42 Aksaras) plus ligature <llam> which can be seen in the Tocharian
writing system, and <r, T, 1, [> are treated as vowels, which are written at the
end of the list of 50 Aksaras. We can see lacunae with 3 or 4 Aksaras in our
Ms., which could be filled with <tsa, ska, §ca>, if the scribe was influenced by
Tocharian, because in Tocharian <lla> is written as an example of a typical
ligature. According to Yamamoto,”® the ligature list of arapacana <sta, §va,
ksa, sta, jia, rtha, sma, hva, tsa, ska, ysa, Sca> were not proper syllables in
Sanskrit, and Salomon argues that the origin of “Arapacana” with ligatures is
Gandhari,” but I suppose that there were no ligatures originally in Gandhar,
but ligatures were eventually constructed out of necessity with Kharosthi
signs because of Sanskrit texts. I cannot find <jfia, hva, tsa, ska, ysa, §ca> in
the list in “Kharostht Inscriptions 1920.” <hva, ysa> were used in Khotanese
as local usage, <tsa, Sca> are often found in Tocharian, and <jiia, ska> are

2 HokAzoNO 1994: 528.
2 IKUMA 2019: 891.

26 Y AMAMOTO 2006: 99.
27 ¥ AMAMOTO 2006: 101.
28 Y AMAMOTO 2006: 88.
29 SALOMON 1990:257.




common in Sanskrit. From these ligatures, I cannot understand the Kharostht
character <p> (horizontal line over <j>) for YSA and <¢> (horizontal line
over <c>) for SCA in Salomon’s study.’ The horizontal straight line over
characters is very much disputable,’ and I suppose that this sign shows a
gemination, but it is not clear.

“Arapacana” could be a list of syllables of local usage for their local lan-
guage including those found in Sanskrit texts.

The shape of the approximant (earlier known as semi-consonant and
semi-vowel) /I/ in the Aksara list is very similar to the so-called ‘Fremd
Zeichen’ /14/ (consonant /l/ plus shwa /4/) in Tocharian, and I have never
considered it a vowel in Tocharian. This shape came presumably from the
earliest Brahm1 written in Asokan inscriptions. As it is difficult to think that
Siddhamatrka /I/ came directly from ASokan Brahmi, it is natural that the
shape of /I/ came from Tocharian. Then, also taking into account /lla/, Ho.Ms.
and Siddham script could have been produced in Serindia, including Gilgit,
Nepal and Tibet. Here we must disagree with what Jogon ;% && wrote in 1694:
“four letters of 7i etc. (= 71, i, [7) are added. It shows that these are the Brahma
letters (35F) of Central India.”*

J. Silk writes: “The Horytji leaves are not the only place that the Heart
Sitra and the Usnisavijaya dharant appear together. They also appear in-
scribed together on so-called dharani pillars, ching-ch ‘uang $&1& ‘sitra
banner’, or, apparently more usually, shih-ch ‘uang B1& ‘octagonal stone
monument’ in China”.*?

As a sub-conclusion, Ho.Ms. appears to be a pure Dharani text with the
essence of Prajfiaparamita-philosophy, i.e. Sinyata and so on, which pre-
vailed as the main Buddhist teaching.”* And it was necessary to make it
portable for reading, reciting and writing at any place or time in order to
protect the man who carried it from every kind of misery. For example, it is
written in the ‘Legend of Buddhist priest who masters Tripitaka’ = j&&;&BM1n
that Xudnzang could not get rid of demons by praying to Avalokite$vara, but
he could do it by reciting the Hrdaya-siitra.”> We can recognize this story
from a Sogdian document,* and the text of “Dharani ring” (FE #& JE &

30 SALOMON 1990: 269.

31 BROUGH 1962: 62—63.

32 MULLER & NANJIO 1884: 16.

3 Q1K 2021: 108.

3 SILK 2021: 116, Appendix 3; HARADA 2010: 48.
35 WATANABE 2018: 265.

36 Y osHIDA 2009: 296.
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tuoluoni lun) from Dunhuang: ‘If a man carries it with him, he can destroy his
sin...” (B EFE IR, ruo dai chi zhé zui mié),”” and also one could get merit,
for example, as in the case of Karandavyitha (KV): the one will be happy who
addresses KV, makes others write KV, makes others accept KV, makes others
recite KV, makes others hold KV as memorial service, and makes others
ponder.*®

2. Diachronic and synchronic investigation of Avalokitesvara

Karashima writes: ‘An illustrative example of this sort of misunderstanding
is Avalokitasvara and Avalokitesvara. There are at least eight old Sanskrit
fragments from Central Asia which bear the name Avalokitasvara, as well as
one fragment from Kizil, which has (4pa)lokidasvara. These older forms
agree with the early Chinese renderings “One who observes sounds” and “One
who observes sounds of the world”(B8 &, IREE, SXHE, HiS), which
were made between the 2nd and 5th cc., while the newer form Avalokitesvara,
which first appears in a Mathura inscription of the Gupta year 148 (467/468
C.E.) and later in the Gilgit manuscript of the Lotus Sutra, dating back to the
7th c., agrees with the newer Chinese renderings “One who observes the
sovereignty of the world” and “One who observes sovereignty” (it B7E,
#B7E) from the 6th c. onwards. We cannot say for certain that the older
forms are “corruptions” of the newer ones’.”’

Mironov proved that Bl() &, Guan(shi)yin in Saddharmapundarika was
not a mistake, because he found avalokitasvara in manuscripts which were
brought from Xinjiang by the Otani Expedition, now kept in Liishun.*

Until the 5th c., svara (Chin. &, yin) — ‘sound’ — was mainly written, i.e.
S FEFI SR, Guang shi yin pii mén pin (‘Guangshiyin, the Bodhisattva of
Compassion or Goddess of Mercy’) in ‘The Lotus Siitra’ by Dharmaraksa
(286 CE) (T263.09.128¢19) or ¥ & EFE fh, Midoyin piisa pin ‘The section of
the Wonderful Sound Bodhisattva’ in Kumarajiva’s translation of the same
Sitra (T262.09.56¢03), and then #$vara (Chin. B7E, zizai) was written by
Xuanzang (602—-664 CE).

The chronological change is: Abha-loka-svara (in ‘The lotus Sutra’ by
Dharmaraksa) — Ava-lokita-svara (Kumarajiva) — Avalokite$vara (Xuan-

37 WATANABE 2018: 96.

38 SAKUMA 2021: 814.

39 KARASHIMA 2015: 113-114.
40 MiroNOV 1927: 243.




zang), but Avalokitasvara (Chin. #1 & Guanyin) became common within
China and Japan.

I suppose that abha-loka-svara would be the original form when we see the
Tocharian expression, as Karashima mentions: Toch. apa-lokita-svara shows
the Tocharian phonology, i.e. no long vowel (unaccented ‘@’ could be written
as ‘a’) and no aspirated voiced sound (‘b4’ — ‘p’).

The Tocharian word ‘apa’ is either the same as Pali apa (‘apart’) + lokita
(Chin. 3REE giii ting ‘seeking to hear’ or BB R zhdo jian ‘clearly seeing’"), or
ava + lokita ‘looking down’ in Sanskrit. It is difficult to determine the
Tocharian form, but I suppose that the Toch. was /abhda-lokita-svara/ because
of the original Tocharian phonology and Skt. ‘v’ being written as ‘w’ in
Tocharian.

A diachronic development could be: abhd-loka-svara (Chin. Jt i &
Guang shi yin) according to Dharmaraksa — Toch. apa (‘bh’—‘p’)-lokita
(from “Gloka’?)-svara (4-5" cc. based on Toch. paleographical analysis)** —
avalokita-loka-svara (Chin. i1 5, Guanshiyin), according to Kumarajiva,
who might have been familiar with Toch. ‘avalokita-svara’, because he came
from Kizil, and also he knew ‘/oka’ in Dharmaraksa’s version and presumably
used it in his translation. Another possibility is to see ‘avabha-loka’ —
‘avaloka’ — ‘avalokita’. Anyway ‘bh’ and ‘v’ were confused, as Karashima
mentions: “We find an example which suggests that the translator confused
-v- and -bh-: Z 63a3 J¢ (abha) t (loka) / K34 Avalokite$vara (v.1. Avaloki-
tasvara). The alternation of -bh- / -v- is common in Gandhari, but it is seen
also in Pali samvida / sambhida: not only a confusion between meanings, but
also a phonetic (or writing) confusion”.*

Moreover, as for -bh- and -v- in ‘Abhalokasvara’ (Chin. Yt &, Guang shi
yin) in Dharmaraksa’s “Lotus Sitra”, when the original language was
so-called Gandhar or some Prakrit in Northern India, abha- ‘light’ could be
written instead of ava-, but according to Brough,* -bA- was written as bh, vh,
v, h in Gandharf, i.e. -v- could not be Gandh. -b%-, and moreover -sv- appeared
as -sv-, -s- (not -$p-) in Gandh., and -sv- is represented by sv, sp and § in
Gandh. Therefore, abhalokasvara would be the original, and -bA- changed to
-p- in Toch., then to -va-, as showed above. Another possibility: Toch. -p- was
from -b- which was from -v-. In this case, this could show that -ava- was the
original, and Dharmaraksa could have seen avabha-.

41 Mizuno 2005: 31.

42 TAMAI 2011: 372.

43 KARASHIMA 1992: 268.
4 BROUGH 1962: 96-97.
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The translated Chinese word KB X, dazizditian for ‘Mahesvara’ by
Kumarajiva was used instead of the name of Indra and other Indian gods with
supernatural power in his ‘Lotus Sttra’ translation, and the Bodhisattva ap-
peared as I$vara or Mahesvara in order to rescue and enlighten laymen. One
example of Kumarajiva’s free translation: £, A XKBHEHEBEZN
(“<...> again it is heard that every Buddha has supernatural power of the
mahes’vara”)45 which corresponds to Skt. vrsabha-ta.

Xuanzang mentioned in his “Great Tang Records on the Western Regions”
(KEETEIER, Da tang xivi ji) as follows:

REABLEEE=Z /\Bl ZEEMXRES B2 RATBEHZEREER
(Butkara?)

FMBERERKRBEEGEEHER. A7 EE., HHE
(T2087 51.0883b23).L, N XEE, EFEERZ, ZFEHH, FREHE,
ZFHBHE, EEZRAHTE ‘,QZ:EETE g, B EEEMZB M. “Thereis
a statue of Avalokiteévara which is called by a useless (or ‘unclear’? for f&)
word i B £ ‘looking at will’. <e> is Sandhi of /a/ + /1/ in Skt. i.e. Avalokita
is translated as ‘looking’, I$vara as ‘freely, at will’. Formerly it was translated
as ‘light-world-sound’ or ‘looking world-sound’ or ‘looking-world-at will’,
all are mistakes”.*

Xuanzang used ] B7E Guanzizai (Avalokitesvara), although he knew Yt
& Guangshiyin and Bt & Guanshiyin. It could mean that Xuanzang took
the new name Isvara instead of svara because of Kumarajiva’s Mahesvara
(Chin. XBZE, Dazizai) in order to follow the new conception which fitted
well his time, as I$vara prevailed in the Serindia area after a long cultural
history in India (see the next section). Nevertheless, (1) &, Guan(shi)yin
(‘[One, who] Looking at the sound’) is very popular in China and Japan.
Thereafter, Avalokitesvara faith with Tantrism became very popular. Thus,
Karandavyiuhasitra, extolling the virtues and powers of Avalokite$vara, was
compiled at the end of the 4™ century or beginning of the 5th c. It introduces
the mantra Om mani padme hiim and also teaches the important Cundi
dharant, recitation of which causes a pore in Avalokite$vara’s body to open
and reveal in brilliant illumination a vast multitude of world systems. This
stitra probably originated in Kashmir, since it has similarities with Kashmiri
tantric traditions of the time and with Avatamsakasiitra earlier associated with
Central Asian regions.

4> My translation for T0262 _.09.0027b19-20.
46 My translation.




As for the change /avaloka/ — /avalokita/, which I take from the meaning
‘looking’ (Chin. #] guan), 1 will try to find other possibilities: /lokita/ is not
the past part. (pass.) of Vlok ‘to look® + -ita, but lokT (nom. of lokin ‘pos-
sessing a world”) + -#@ (abstract suffix) or lokya ‘conducive to the attainment
of a better world” + -ta (abstract suffix). /1/ or /ya/ could become /i/, when
these syllables are not accented, e.g. there was no /1/, and /i/ was written as
<ya> (unaccented) in Tocharian.

Karashima had mentioned that there was a confusion between /svara/ and
/smara/ in Gandhari,*” but he had hesitated to claim that the meaning of /svara/
changed from confused ‘7% thinking’ and ‘7 voice’ to the original ‘&
voice’.* There is no example of /svara/ and /smara/, nor /sma-/ in Gandhari.
According to Brough, m/v is rare in Gandhari, but the Dharmapada shows a
clear preference for -m- in place of -v- (including original /-p-/; cf. § 36), and
Skt. (sm) to sv was not normally attested, but shows the assimilated form, e.g.
sadana for Skt. smrta 340 or sacita for Skt. svacitta in Gandh. Dharmapada,
or the historical spelling -sm-, as in vanasma for P. loc. -smim, svadi for Skt.
smrti; § 53).* Therefore, a linguistic confusion between smara and svara did
not happen, but the translators were confused because of diachronic and
synchronic changes.

A problem is avalokita. It is not the adj. form of past part. passive (in the
case of transitive verb), because the past part. passive shows a completion or
state as its result. Judging from the compound form avalokitésvara, avalokita
would be a nominalized participle with active function, or a noun with ab-
stract suffix /-ta/ which is a nom. form of /-tr/. Here param-ita is feminine of
nominalized part. because of the fem. form of its predicate. The compound
/abha-loka-svara/ is a Bahuvrihi ‘man of possessing light, world and sound’
and /avalokite$vara/ is appositional Karmadharaya ‘(clearly) looking 1$vara’.
Another possibility of /avalokitesvara/ is the binomen ‘dominator-i§vara’, as
is in B-Tocharian /pud-nidkte/ ‘Buddha-God’ and A-Tocharian /puttispar/
‘Buddha-i$vara(?)’ used to make the word semantically clear.

The well-known word olo’ispare in dhamitrasa olo’ispare danamukhe
budhamitrasa amidahe,” together with its sculpture, is a fake, in my opinion.
Evidence is as follows:

4T WATANABE 2018: 133; HARADA 2010: 31.
“8 KARASHIMA 1999: 61.

4 BROUGH 1962: 102.

52 BROUGH 1982; SALOMON & SCHOPEN 2002.
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1) Palacography: The first aksara <bu> is not written, although there is
enough space for two aksaras (see next budha-); <mu> in <danamukhe> is not
precise (see other <m>); the second <budhamitrasa> is surplus (or no space for
<danamukhe>); <mi> or <mr> is an unknown aksara (similar form can be
found in the “Indoskript” online database made by H. Falk, but it is quite un-
certain), <§p> cannot be found in the “Indoskript” until the 3rd century, sug-
gesting that this inscription was written after the 4th c., although other aksaras
show 3rd c. forms. I see the penmanship as typical fake writing (Prof. Nasim
Khan’s opinion is the same, Internet communication on Dec. 26, 2023).

2) Phonology and grammar: olo’ispare is a hapax legomenon, which is
dangerous to accept as a proper word. Gandh. /olo/ from Skt. /avalo/ is not
attested, although /o/ for Skt. /ava/ is common in Gandhart and other Prakrits.
No document including ologispara and ologemana, which are speculated
by the author(s) of “A Dictionary of Gandhar1”’, is mentioned. According
to “A Dictionary of Gandhari”, ologemana is written as avaloyayamana (Skt.
avaloka-yaman??) in Split Collection 2, site B line 20, but this is uncertain.

/kita/ of /avalokita/ could not disappear, it should have remained as /’ida/,
because /i/ of ispare could not be deleted. Moreover, I cannot understand the
cases of the ending <-e> of olo’ispare and amidahe (danamukhe ‘gift’ is
nom.). The dative is better in this context, but it could be olo isparae and
amidahae. According to “A Dictionary of Gandhart” olo ’ispare is loc. which
is cited from the research of Salomon and Schopen (with <?>),>' but it is also
uncertain. It should be the nom. sg. m. in my opinion.

3) Iconography: The head with wavy hair of Amitahe is old-fashioned, but it
is mismatched with newer style of the face, the revealed right shoulder and a
sole of the foot on his thigh. He is not sitting on the lotus directly. What is de-
picted between the Buddha and the lotus? If the small monk with a hand that
seems too big is Budhamitra, as suggested by the name of donor engraved under
him, its figure cannot be depicted, because Budhamitra is a donor of this sculp-
ture. Then who is he? The statue olo ’ispare sits on a cane chair under a canopy
with curious flowers or fruits, but his foot is on a lotus pedestal, and his position is
higher than that of the Buddha, which is impossible in the Buddhist thought. The
statue olo 'ispare has a lotus between his fingers (but which fingers?). According
to C. Bautze-Picron, the lotus is the major attribute of Avalokite§vara. It becomes,
however, a permanent element only after the 5thc.’® Early images from the
Northwest and Mathura, or from the 5th c. at Ajanta, do not necessarily intro-

51 SALOMON & SCHOPEN 2002: 27.
52 BAUTZE-PICRON 2004: 233-234.




duce the flower, and in Gandhara he can hold a wreath. The depiction of lotus
here is not suitable for a sculpture made in the 2nd—3rd cc.

The name Avalokitesvara is not attested in Gandhara. Amitabha or Ami-
tayus did not exist in Gandhara, as Prof. Rhi Juhyung stated in 2022 at the Met
Museum in the USA (he kindly sent me the video). Therefore, we should not
trust the word olo ’ispare.

It is possible to see /iSvara/ as a confusion with /svara/ because of their
phonetic similarity, and the word /i§vara/ became popular because of the preva-
lence of the I§vara-belief together with Dharani in Serindia. We can see the name
of I$vara in Tocharian documents (see below), and its paintings can be seen in
Khotan and China as Susan Whitfield commented in 1985 on the votive panel
No. 1907, 1111.71 in the British Museum (on the Internet: “Curator’s comment”
at https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/object/A_1907-1111-71):

“The triple-headed deity (from Dandan-oilik), with one fierce grotesque
head and one feminine or benign one, is ithyphallic and holds the sun and
moon, a vajra and another object. He has been identified by Joanna Williams™
as Mahes$vara, the name by which Siva appears in Khotanese texts. As such he
is seated on the vehicle of Siva, the bull Nandin. Siva’s presence at Khotan
shows the influence of tantric Buddhism and Saivism from India: forms of
Siva, which reached both Yungang (Cave 8, Northern Wei, late fifth century
A.D.) and Dunhuang (Cave 285, Western Wei, early sixth century A.D.) are
referred to by Williams. In the case of Cave 285, he is shown with three heads
and six arms, holding aloft the sun and moon discs and seated on a blue bull.
The early date at which these Siva images made their appearance in China
might lead one to question whether this image, and indeed the other wooden
painted plaques from the Khotan area, may not also be dated nearer the sixth
century than the eighth that is generally accepted (because of numerous finds
of eighth-century Chinese coins) as the terminus ante quem for both the wall

paintings and the votive plaques”.”*

3. On “isvara”

I$vara is composed from 7s-, meaning in different contexts ‘to be capable
of” and ‘owner, ruler’, and the suffix -vara.*

3 WILLIAMS 1973: 14245,

1 cite Whitfield’s comment on the internet: https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/
object/A_1907-1111-71

> DEBRUNNER 1954: 906.
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I prefer to view Is- as a secondary Present of an old reduplicated Perfect™
rather than Stative or Root-present Middle®’ because I see too few illustrations
to set up one category Stative.

The second part -vara means, depending on context, ‘best, excellent,
beautiful’, ‘choice, wish, blessing, boon, gift’, and ‘suitor, lover, one who
solicits a girl in marriage’. The word is-vara means literally ‘owner of best,
beautiful’, ‘ruler of choices, blessings, boons’, or ‘chief suitor, lover’.

According to Amano, iSvara was used in Maitrayani Samhita (900—
700 BCE) together with gen./abl.-infinitive meaning ‘to be able or fear to do
(in negative sense)’.”® The meaning ‘president, leader’ can be seen in Athar-
vaveda, and lokesvard means “Atman” (Satapatha-Brahmana 14.7.2).

The word I$vara does not appear in the Rgveda, but the verb is- does (ab-
sent in Samaveda, rare in Atharvaveda). It appears in Sambhitas of Yajurveda
with contextual meaning neither God nor supreme being, as the ancient Indian
grammarian Panini explains: yasmad adhikam yasya cesvaravacanam ...| “to
which (yasmat) there is an excess (adhikam) and about which (ydsya) rul-
ership is stated (&Svara-vicanam), <...>” (Astadhyayr 2.3.9).

The word I$vara appears in numerous ancient Dharmasiitras (600—
200 BCE), in which it could not mean ‘God’, but means ‘Veda’, or could
alternatively mean ‘king’, with the context literally asserting that the
Dharmasiitras are as important as I$vara (the king) on matters of public im-
portance.

The term is used as part of the compounds Mahesvara (‘The Great Lord’)
and Paramesvara ‘The Supreme Lord’, the names of Visnu and Siva.
In Mahayana Buddhism it is used as part of the compound ‘Avalokite§vara’,
who was a Bodhisatva revered because of his compassion. When referring to
the divine as a female, particularly in Saktism, the feminine [svari is some-
times used.

In the Advaita Vedanta school, I$vara is a monistic Universal Absolute
which connects to the Oneness in everyone and everything.

Yoga, VaiSesika, Vedanta and Nyaya schools of Hinduism discuss I$vara,
but assign different meanings to it. ISvara is a metaphysical concept in the
Yogasiitras of Patafijali, in which I$vara is mentioned not as a deity, nor as
any devotional practices (bhakti), nor as isvara-characteristics typically
associated with a deity. In the Yoga school of Hinduism, I$vara is neither a

® MAYRHOFER 1992: 207.
7 GoTO 1997: 184-185.
58 Prof. Amano at the Kyoto University kindly gave me her personal suggestion.




creator God nor the universal Absolute of the Advaita Vedanta school of
Hinduism. In Saivism, i$vara is an epithet of Siva. In Vaisnavism, it is syn-
onymous with Visnu. As a concept, isvara in ancient and medieval Sanskrit
texts variously means God, Supreme Being, Supreme Self, Siva, a king or a
ruler, a husband, the god of love, one of the Rudras and the number ‘eleven’.
Siva in Hinduism was based on the Veda and, mixed with Aryan culture and
native faith, was also called Natardja ‘dancing God’.*’

In Svetasvatara Upanisad (300-200 BCE), the ruler was the only one
God called Mahe$vara, and also Rudra, Siva, who created the entire cosmos
with phantom power maya.®® After late Upanisad (Maitrdayaniya-Upanisad
200 CE), many Upanisadas were produced, and we can find Upanisad which
shows the Siva-God worship in the teaching of six kinds of Yoga.®' In the epic
poetry like Mahabharata, Trimurti (three great Gods, Brahma, Visnu and
Siva) were especially worshiped.®

We can recognize the great Bodhisattva Avalokite$§vara (Loke$vara) as a
kind of supreme lord of the cosmos and as the progenitor of various heavenly
bodies and divinities, such as the Sun and Moon, the deities Siva and Visnu.”

I$vara prevailed so strongly synchronically and diachronically in India that
it exerted a great influence on Serindia (Gandhara and Central Asia) together
with Brahmanism and Buddhism. We can find ispara as the title of the king
Senavarma in the gold relic inscription of Senavarma, king of Odi,** in some
recently excavated statues made from white marble in the Greater Gandhara (I
found it in Pakistan, and Prof. Yokochi suggested that it might exist in Af-
ghanistan), and even in B-Tocharian we can find #$vara in the name $vara-
datte, and 36 instances of putt-ispar ‘Buddha-I$vara’ — ‘Buddhawiirde’ in
A-Tocharian.”

Conclusion

The Horytji Manuscript is very important, not only for investigating
Buddhism in the Serindian area, but also for Indian religious history. It shows

% NAKAMURA 1956: 82-83.
% NAKAMURA 1956: 85.

I NAKAMURA 1956: 100.

2 NAKAMURA 1956: 102.

3 NAKAMURA 1956: 139-140.
4 BAUMS 2022: 18.

5 TAMAI 2017: 257.
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a mixture of Saivism and Tantric Buddhism with phonological influence of
the languages in Serindia, especially of Tocharian, when we observe writing
mistakes and the typical Tocharian characters <|> and <lla> in the Aksara list.

Judging from the half size with two string holes (normal for large mss.) and
no folio numbers, the Horyi{iji Manuscript was likely portable for reciting at
any time and place.

The name of the main subject of the Horytji Manuscript, Avalokitesvara,
shows a development from a compound /abhalokasvara/ or /avabhalokasvara/
‘brilliant world sound’, i.e. /abha/ ‘light’ or /avabha/ ‘sheen’ became /ava-/
judging from Toch. /apa/; /-a/ of the preceding /abha/ with /loka/ became
/aloka/ ‘looking’ and further /lokita/ due to Skt. sandhi /-a/ + /i-/ — /-e-/ as a
sanscritization for higher prestige instead of /avalokita-i$vara/ without sandhi
in Serindia; /svara/ changed to /i$vara/ because of phonetical similarity and
also because of prevailing isvara faith. If this hypothesis is correct, the
Horytiji Manuscript was written in Serindia.
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