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The Heart Siitra as Dharant

Jonathan A. SILK

In loving memory of my dearest friend Stefano Zacchetti (1968—2020),

who forgot far more about Prajiiaparamita than I will ever know

Many consider the Prajiaparamitahrdaya, the famous “Heart Siitra,” to be one of
the most important Buddhist scriptures, and the attention given the text in a variety
of traditions might seem to support such a claim.” But it seems to me meaningless to
speak even of relative importance without clear delineation of a frame for such a
judgement. We must, then, in the first place ask how, by whom, and why the Heart
Sitra was treated in ways which suggest its importance. One way to try to answer
such a question is to compare the way(s) the Heart Siitra has been treated with the
manners of treatment of other texts. As the title of this essay suggests, I here propose
that the Heart Siitra was, in some contexts, as a whole treated as a dharani, a
treatment which invites comparison with the broader genre of dharani sitras. This
cannot, of course, entirely explain the valuation placed on the Heart Siitra in every
circumstance. Rather, the goal here is much more modest: to account for some of the
ways in which the text has been used.

Modern scholarship has primarily approached the Heart Siitra in the context of
the Prajiaparamita literature. This stance is amply vindicated in an Indian context by
the extensive commentarial literature the text has generated, which approaches it
from a Madhyamaka or a Yogacara standpoint.” The scripture has also been con-
sidered, at least in a Tibetan context, as tantric, though it should be stressed that this
in no way indicates per se that the text as a whole was seen as a dharani. Tibetan
sources, which naturally do classify the Heart Siitra as a Perfection of Wisdom text,
debate whether it also belongs among the tantras, namely as a kriya tantra, a

1) Since this paper was imagined in the first place primarily for an audience interested in the
Heart Sitra, readers familiar with the dharant literature will find much that is common knowl-
edge, and vice versa. I hope that I may be forgiven if as a result I have fallen between two stools.

2) Perhaps the most comprehensive appraisal of this literature is that in Watanabe and
Takahashi 2016.
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classification which indeed includes the vast majority of so-called dharant sitras.”
While some scholastic authors disagreed, those who edited the Kanjur collections
usually placed it in both the Prajfiaparamita and Tantric sections.” At least part of the
reasoning for this decision appears to have been that, first, the text contains a mantra,
and second, that there exist sadhanas and other tantric ritual works written on its
basis. We need not consider here the possible differences between mantra and
dharant, but the Sanskrit of the Heart Sitra itself speaks of its appended formula,
the famous gate gate paragate parasarmgate bodhi svaha, as mantra.

There are two broad recensions of the Heart Siitra, conventionally referred to as
Long and Short. The former contains the usual stock opening and closing formulae
expected of siitras, while the latter does not. The Indian tradition knows only the
Long, which is preserved in a number of Nepalese manuscripts,” some of which
explicitly name the whole text a dharani. Sanskrit manuscripts from Nepal typically
cite the text by its (conventional) length, denoting it with variations on
Pariicavimsatika Prajiiaparamitahrdaya. To this manuscripts sometimes append the
explicit designation nama dharani.” Moreover, as Watanabe reminds us, “Many of
the manuscripts from Nepal are included together with other siitras in ‘Dharani

”D These collections, that is, contain the entire

Collections’ (Dharani-samgraha).
text, and not simply the short mantra. Given this, it is slightly confusing that

Watanabe seemingly cannot decide whether the Heart Siitra as such is a dharant. He

3) This is not the place to discuss in detail what is meant by ‘tantric’, but it should be noted
that there are very significant differences between many of the works classified as kriya tantras
and those in the other classes. As a whole I would certainly maintain that there is nothing
meaningfully ‘tantric’ about the texts I treat in this paper, but a discussion of this topic would take
us rather far afield.

4) Silk 1994: 27-30.

5) Watanabe 2016: 23 mentions the figure of 40 manuscripts. See Suzuki 1995.

6) Discussed by Watanabe 2016 = 2009: 2—11 from back. For examples see (from the blog of
Jayarava; I have not checked his transcriptions) Cambridge Add 1553: https://
prajnaparamitahrdaya.wordpress.com/2015/11/30/cambridge-manuscript-add-1553-ne/:
aryyapanicavimsatika prajiaparamitahrdaya nama dharani samapta; Add 1164: https://
prajnaparamitahrdaya.wordpress.com/2015/12/02/cambridge-manuscript-add-1164-nh/:
aryyasripaficavinsatika prajiaparamitahrdaya nama dharani parisamapta. 1 do not enter here
into the question of the usage of the suffix hrdaya, which signifies a précis and can certainly
indicate an extracted essence of a larger text. Though no doubt important for understanding the
Heart Sitra overall, it is not a crucial question at present. The term is mentioned in a Tibetan
context by Mkhas grub rje in Lessing and Wayman 1968: 116—118n18, although this discussion is
not very useful for us. I am not aware of other texts which plausibly had Ardaya in their titles
likewise having been treated in toto as dharanis: see for instance the Shih-i-mien shen-chou hsin
ching +—mmBLoAE (T. 1071), and the Amoghapdasahrdaya (Pu-k ‘ung-chiian-so shen-chou hsin
ching RZEFBRMVLOAE [T. 1094], Pu-k ‘ung-chiian-so chou hsin ching RZFB5RWLOAE [T. 1095]).

7) Watanabe 2016: 23-24.
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writes, “Even though it does not in fact constitute a dharani, among the several
designations of this siitra there are some that declare it to be a dharani.”® However,
he also avers, “The titles...Paficavimsatika Prajiiaparamita-hrdaya-dharant and...
Paricavimsatika Prajiiaparamita-nama-dharani...clearly indicate that this sttra is a
dharani.”” Further, referring to a number of examples, he writes, “[[Jmportant char-
acteristics of these Sanskrit manuscripts include the fact that they have the qualifier
‘in twenty-five lines’ (paficavimsatika) not found in Chinese translations, almost all
identify the Prajiiaparamita-hrdaya as a dharant, and many of them did not circulate
independently but were included in collections of dharanis (Dharani-samgraha).”"”
In fact, there is significant evidence that it is not only the mantra text contained in
the sttra but the stitra as a whole that was considered as dharani. This does not mean
it was always seen that way, or by everyone, but it does show that there existed (and
perhaps still exist) at least in Nepalese contexts those who understood the Heart
Siitra as such to be a dharani."V

There is no question that many, even most, Buddhist scriptures were composed
with the expectation that audiences (which may have been limited to monastics or
scholastics) could understand those scriptures on a lexical and syntactic level—that
is, understand them in an ordinary sense. Yet it is also clear that a special type of text
did not partake in that expectation, namely the mantra or dharant (or differently
named similar works). The topic under consideration here is one case in which there
appears to have been a change of status of a scripture from the former to the latter
category, a sort of generalization of the category of dhdarani to encompass a whole

8) Watanabe 2016: 21.

9) Watanabe 2016: 24.

10) Watanabe 2016: 25. It is worth noting that there is something strange with the idea that
the Long text is 25 $lokas (800 syllables), while the Short version is said to be 14 $lokas (a mere
448 syllables). I thank Paul Harrison for bringing this point to my attention.

11) T am certainly not the first to say this. It is at least implied already, for instance, by
Winternitz 1927: 381. As below, most of the evidence discussed here is from East Asia, and
similar conclusions have been drawn on that basis. In the context of the dharant pillar at the
Ti-tsang-ssu &= in K‘un-ming £# (for illustrations see https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/
Category:Dizang_Si_Jingchuang), for instance, Mori n.d. wrote that “historically [the Heart
Sitra] circulated as a dharani scripture” (S IZPEMEEREH & LCiitAi L Cw7z). This K'un-
ming pillar contains the Heart Siutra along with several vow texts (Howard 1997: 37), and,
according to Howard, 38 dharant texts, including the Usnisavijaya, all written in Siddham; see
below.

Although much of the evidence I will offer comes from East Asia, when possible I refer to texts
in their Indic versions. Teasing apart the developments undergone by the dharant literature as it
made its way into China is a task far beyond the scope of this short paper, and one barely
undertaken by scholars so far. For a sobering look at only one small piece of the puzzle, see Forte
Unpublished.
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work.'”” The existence of multiple commentaries on the Heart Sitra in Sanskrit,
Tibetan and Chinese traditions amply shows that many scholars felt that they could
understand the scripture in a commonsense way. But there is also simultaneously
evidence that the text was treated as dharanis are commonly treated, although—save
perhaps for the Nepalese evidence cited above—most of this seems to come from
East Asia." If the Heart Siitra is not the unique example of this process, it is perhaps
the most prominent one.'"

Our earliest datable evidence for the Heart Sitra comes from a Chinese
inscription of 661 found at Fang-shan 5111, some 12 years after the text is recorded
as having been translated by Hsiian-tsang %4 in 649." The earliest source is not, as
was long thought, the so-called Horywji #:f£=F palm leaf manuscript, which is
certainly of a considerably later date than the 609 CE long claimed for it. This
“Horytji palm leaf” manuscript of the Sanskrit text of the Short Heart Siitra seems
not to be written on palm leaf after all, and even more surely not to have been
written by an Indian scribe.'® What seems most likely, rather, is that it is a secondary

12) This change, if that is what it was, need not necessarily be understood as having a
chronological dimension. By this I mean, it is very plain that the Heart Sitra continued to be
treated as “meaningful,” that is, subject to exegesis, long after, I assert, it was also understood in
its entirety as a dharani.

13) In fact, there is little evidence for the life of most texts in Indian contexts. Some dharanis,
to be sure, are found inscribed throughout the Indian world (for a few examples of which, see
below), but for most Indian Buddhist scriptures, even those preserved in Sanskrit, we know little
to nothing of how they were actually used in India.

14) 1 do not overlook the fact that there is a huge body of evidence of the uses of texts in
contexts in which they are not understood (in any conventional sense): to take only one type of
example, we need only think of the use of Pali texts by those in Sri Lanka and Southeast Asia who
do not know Pali, of those who use Chinese texts in Korea, Vietnam and Japan but do not know
Chinese, and so on. We might also think of inscriptions placed where they cannot be read, or of
aids to the recitation of a text by those who are unable even to read—I think here of the so-called
mekura-kyo, “blind [=illiterate] sitras,” rebus-like aides-mémoire, on which see Watanabe 2012.
Into the same category would fall, for instance, the recitation of Chinese texts in Japanese pro-
nunciation by American Buddhists, who know neither language. All the many things one can do
with a text which do not require approaching it in terms of “meaning” are fascinating, and cer-
tainly in need of extensive study.

15) Ledderose 2004: 395, and Attwood 2019. On the date of Hsiian-tsang’s translation see
Attwood 2019: 17ff., who doubts that it is a translation at all (I would stress that I have no desire
to enter into the debate over whether the Heart Sitra originates in a Chinese composition, dis-
cussed by several scholars including Attwood). Jeffrey Kotyk kindly points out to me the refer-
ences to Hsilian-tsang having presented a gold-lettered Heart Siitra to the throne in 656. See Kotyk
2019: 540.

16) The information in this discussion is taken from Yaita 2001, Kanayama in Takubo and
Kanayama 1981: 56-57, and from personal communications with Matsuda Kazunobu (and see
Matsuda 2010: 128-129). Regarding the leaf, it is the opinion of Kanayama and Matsuda that the
leaf is not palm. There has not yet been, to the best of my knowledge, any examination by a
qualified expert in plant biology. A high quality photo is available at www.emuseum.jp.
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transcription in Siddham script of a Sanskrit text, perhaps first recorded in Chinese
script transcription. There are a number of features of the leaves which support this
supposition. Direct examination suggests that the Chinese indication of the title (¥
O#%) found on the first leaf is written in the same ink as the Siddham text (and the
same is true for the Usnisavijayda dharani with which it is written together, on which
see below).'” If this is correct, it obviously rules out any Indian origin, although it
does not help decide whether the leaf was scribed in China or in Japan. Matsuda
Kazunobu dates the script to the 9th or 10th century and suggests that it could not
have been written by an Indian scribe, a conclusion which corresponds with the
evidence of the Chinese abbreviated title. The style of writing seems to treat each
aksara separately, and contains many errors,'® some of which are highly suggestive,
such as the writing of para/a- as pra-, explicable by the erroneous addition of —#
after the transcription characters # . While J### easily represents para, the —&
(conventionally added in small characters) is the normal way to indicate that the
sounds of two preceding characters should be merged; thus, # % —# would produce
pra."” Simply copying an Indic manuscript would allow almost no way to make such
a mistake, that is, if the Vorlage read ¥ {. At the same time, there are also other
mistakes which do indicate a confusion in reading an Indic script, such as the error
of yuniruddha for the correct aniruddha, based on confusion of yu for initial a.*”
This suggests a two-stage process, involving both a Chinese character transcription
and then the copying of an exemplar in an Indic script, perhaps a form of Siddham.
A close comparison makes it clear that the text found on the leaves, representing the
Short version, which as suggested above might well be based on a Chinese tran-
scription, is not based on that initially credited to Hsiian-tsang but clearly due to
Amoghavajra (Pu-k‘ung ~2, 705-774), the T‘ang fan fan-tui tzu-yin Po-jo po-lo-
mi-to hsin ching PR 75 F BRRE % 04% (T. 256),”" nor s it identical with the

It may be worth noting here that some scholars of late, in arguing for the non-Indic origin of the
Heart Sutra as a whole, have made much of the fact that the so-called Short version, that found on
the Horytji leaves and in Hsiian-tsang’s translation, omits the “normal” opening of a siitra, evam
mayda srutam and so forth. However, see below for the case of the Usnisavijaya.

17)  On this Chinese title see Fukui 1971; 1982; 2000: 25-39, 199-216, esp. 29—30, where the
Horytji leaves are discussed, although Fukui maintains the notion that these are old. In this
context, already Fukui (1971: 153) concluded that this title suggests that the text “was transmitted
as a spell (¥L3%2) among Chinese people.”

18) For my transcription of the leaf, see Appendix 1, below.

19) Line 7, in the word prajiiapramita. Noted by Yaita 2001: 9.

20) Noted by Yaita 2001: 14n16. As one clear example of the near identity of these letters, see
the script table in Marciniak 2017: 109 (a) and 110 (yu). I do not presume the exact identity of the
script which was (mis)copied, and only cite this as an example.

21) See Nagata 1935, esp. 52-58; Wan 2004a, 2004b, 2004c; Chen 2004: 142—-151; Fukui
1985, 2000: 91-168, esp. 127—135. On Amoghavajra see Yang 2018. Identified Tun-huang manu-
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text transcribed some centuries later by Tz‘u-hsien (3%, 907-1125? *Maitribhadra?)
and found at Fang-shan (No. 1060), Fan-pen Po-jo po-lo-mi-to hsin ching %A+
B E % 04%.% The ultimate source of the Sanskrit on the Horytji leaves is therefore
unclear.” Both the dating of the Horyuji leaves and the date of Amoghavajra’s
transliterated Sanskrit version are significant, since they place the earliest available
evidence for the Sanskrit text in the 8th century at the earliest.* The existence of
transcriptions of the complete (Short) Heart Sitra in Chinese script but Sanskrit
language is the first good evidence for a different treatment of the text, though this in
and of itself does not suggest it was necessarily treated as a dharani.”

Before turning to other evidence, we must note that a Tibetan script transcription
of the Heart Sitra found at Tun-huang (Pelliot tibétain 448) records Hsilian-tsang’s
Chinese translation in Tibetan script. That is, in contrast to transcriptions of the
Sanskrit sounds in Chinese script, noted above, it transcribes the Chinese sounds in
Tibetan script, evidently for the purpose of aiding recitation by those who were not
familiar with Chinese writing, but could read the Tibetan script. But this too should
not itself necessarily be understood as treating the text as a whole as a dharani. This
caution is motivated by the existence of a number of other texts, including not only
the A-mi-t‘o ching FIFEPERE but also non-scriptural texts,”® also transcribed in the

script witnesses: Stein 2464, 3178, 5627, 5648, Pelliot 2322.16, Peking University 118. To the
best of my knowledge, the Chinese transcriptions have not yet been strictly evaluated by those
who have reconstructed the underlying Sanskrit, because case endings, for instance, and vowel
length are often not indicated, at least not consistently, in such transcriptions. This could be
important because Siddham script versions often indeed contain errors precisely in case endings
(often missing) and vowel length.

22) Fukui 1989, 2000: 441-459. Tz‘u-hsien is also responsible for a commentary, Hsia chu
po-lo-mi-to hsin ching PGEHEF#E%E % 0#E (T. 2747), based on Stein 2421 (complete), but see also
5771 (partial), not used by the Taisho editors.

23) The same is true for the accompanying Usnisavijaya dharant, on which see below.

24) As above (n. 15), avoiding the debate over the origins of the Heart Siitra, 1 do note that
this late appearance of Sanskrit evidence is of potential relevance for this discussion. I also note
that this date causes no conflicts with the dates of the Indian commentators of the text, the earliest
of whom is perhaps the late 8th-century Kamalasila.

25) Jeffrey Kotyk kindly brings to my attention the mention already in the K ‘ai-yiian shih-
chiao lu BICEEH S of 730 of the attribution of a Heart Sitra translation to Kumarajiva, which it
calls Ta ming-chou ching KHAWLFE, “Great Spell Sutra” (T. 2154 [LV] 512b13, 555¢3, 569¢12,
584a7, 666¢c6, 680c18, 701b21); the text itself, attributed to Kumarajiva, is T. 250.

26) If I may permit myself a slight autobiographical aside: during my first stay in Japan, I
noticed that, morning and evening, the elderly father of the family from whom I rented a room
recited the Amida-kyo before the butsudan, the Buddhist altar. Having a recent interest in Bud-
dhism, and this text in particular, I thought it might be interesting to read it with him. I imme-
diately discovered, however, that he had not a clue about the Chinese in which the text was com-
posed, no idea of syntax or grammar (and no interest therein). For him, manifestly the Amida-kyo
in its Japanese pronunciation of the Chinese characters functioned precisely as does a dharant.
This seems to be much more the rule than the exception, at least in modern Japan.
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same manner, namely using Tibetan script to convey Chinese sounds.?” The purpose
of such transcripts seems to have been at least in part as a base for (cultic) recitation,
a topic which requires a separate discussion.” However, a different evaluation may
be given to the Chinese transcriptions of the Sanskrit text of the Heart Sitra,
attributed to Amoghavajra and Tz‘u-hsien, respectively, the former of which existed
already in the 8th century. Several other such transcriptions of dharanis are also
attributed to both Amoghavajra and Tz‘u-hsien, that is, transcriptions of Sanskrit
dharant texts in Chinese characters,” but what is important is that these are all
transcriptions of a dharani alone, either apart or as embedded within a larger text,
which is itself translated into Chinese. So far as I know, the Heart Sitra is one of
only two sitras transcribed in fofo in Sanskrit form using Chinese characters, which
could be suggestive of the idea that the text as a whole was treated as a dharant.’
Now, although it is often left unremarked in discussions of the Heart Siitra, the
Heart Stitra is not alone on the two Horyji leaves, but inscribed alongside another
text, namely the Usnisavijaya dharant.’” It seems most likely that this Usnisavijaya
dharant too was, directly or indirectly, retranscribed from a Chinese transcription,*®
and as with the Heart Siitra, the leaf also contains a Chinese abbreviated title,

27) See Takata 1988: 32-33, 291-292.

28) In some cases such transcription also apparently served to allow the memorization of texts
required for examinations for admission to the monastic community (an insight I owe to Takata),
again a topic which requires separate consideration. In this case, the idea was that those who could
not read the Chinese script would nevertheless be enabled to memorize texts written in Chinese, a
requirement for ordination. A transcription in Chinese characters of a text in Sanskrit would ob-
viously not be helpful to someone illiterate in Chinese.

29) On Tz‘u-hsien’s transcriptions, see the phonological study of Lin 2014. Quite under-
standably, the majority of scholarly attention paid these transcriptions has come from specialists
in Chinese historical phonology.

30) I owe to the kindness of my friend Paul Harrison the reminder that another example of a
complete transcription in Chinese characters is found in several copies of the Vajracchedika
Prajiiaparamita preserved in Japan, all ultimately based on a copy sent to Japan from China by
Ennin EI{~ (792-862), discussed in Harrison 2010, esp. 207, 212. This text pairs the complete
Chinese script transcription of the Sanskrit (and Chinese glosses of Sanskrit words) with the
Sanskrit text in Siddham script. See plates 3 and 4 in Okukaze 2010. I do not speculate here on the
question whether, if my hypothesis has any merit, interesting questions then might be asked of the
Vajracchedika materials.

31) At the last moment, through the kindness of the author I received a copy of Sasaki 2015. 1
am most gratified to see that in our considerations of evidence and earlier scholarship, and in our
thinking overall, we agree almost entirely (although naturally a bit disappointed to learn that I
have therefore said even less new here than I had imagined!). It is a pity that so much scholarship
on the Usnisavijaya dharant, probably due to unfamiliarity with the Japanese language, has over-
looked Sasaki’s studies.

32) See already Hikata 1939: 40.
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Fo-ting 1LTH, signifying Buddhosnisa.*® And once again, Chinese-script translitera-
tions of the Sanskrit Usnisavijayd dharani were also available, again due to
Amoghavajra (and later Tz‘u-hsien),’” but again at least as far as that of
Amoghavajra is concerned, in a form that does not agree completely with the text on
the Horytji leaf (and note, importantly, that the leaf has only the dhdarani and not the
Usnisavijaya scripture as such).” According to Sasaki, the Horyiji text agrees most
closely with the oldest and simplest version of the dharani, which is found in
Chinese versions dating from 679 to 710, as well as the version in the sole extant
Sanskrit manuscript of the entire text (on which see below), though it does not agree
completely with any known source.*

I cannot suggest a good reason why these two texts, the Heart Siitra and the
Usnisavijaya dharant, were written together on the Horyji leaves. Unless and until
it can be known where and when the leaves were actually inscribed, it will be
difficult to move forward on this question directly. But these leaves are far from the
only close association between these two particular texts, and we can at the very
least establish that this pairing is not at all unique. Furthermore, looking more
broadly at a few other works usually classified as dharani sitras, we may briefly
explore a small aspect of the dimensions of this genre. In addition to the
Usnisavijaya dharant, the other texts we can consider here are the Mahapratisara
and the so-called Precious Casket (on the Sanskrit title of which, see below).*”

33) It is not devoid of interest that the character is clearly 1A, best known as a Japanese
abbreviated form, but old in China. Kiattisak Ponampon 2018: 19, 22-23, notes this use in his
study of the Tun-huang manuscript Stein 2585, which although titled Fo-shuo kuan ching #HiR#
# is not in fact a sitra. According to Galambos 2010: 7n9, “4A, a non-standard form of the
character s (Buddha)...coinciding with the modern Japanese way of writing the same character,
was never used in sutras, only in non-canonical Buddhist texts.” Is this further evidence that the
manuscript was in fact written in Japan?

34) See Yuyama 1997.

35) This situation in fact led Watanabe 2009: 54 to write cautiously and, if the Horydji
manuscript was really written in China, then with much justification, “In this way, the chances are
high that the Hory{iji manuscript was written in Tang China, in a period when dharani faith
flourished. Thus, we can hold that at this period in China the Heart Siitra was considered as an
example of a dharant scripture.” For the Heart Siitra’s similar acceptance in Japan, see Watanabe
2009: 315. For the Usnisavijaya dharant in three versions, see Hikata 1939: 38—40. According to
Sasaki 2015: 196, in comparison to the Heart Sitra written on the same leaves, the text of the
Usnisavijaya dharant has fewer errors.

36) Sasaki 2015: 197 points to T. 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 974E, 1803. See his discussion for
details of the differences he has detected.

37) When I originally presented this paper at the 64th International Conference of Eastern
Studies (Toho Gakkai #775:#) in Tokyo on May 18, 2019, I also offered a few considerations of
the Aparimitayurjiiana. However, in the interests of space, and since I am completing a larger-
scale study of this work I began more than twenty years ago, I refrain from addressing it here.
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As noted above, the Usnisavijaya dharani appeared in T‘ang China in Chinese
transcription of Sanskrit. Although quite some centuries later, the dhdarani is fa-
mously inscribed on the Chii-yung-kuan &R, the 14th-century arch outside
Beijing carefully studied by a team from Kyoto University, where it appears in six
scripts: Lantsa, Tibetan, Tangut, 'Phags pa, Uigur and Chinese (all of these tran-
scribing the Sanskrit sounds). The same text appears on a nearly contemporary bell
in what is now North Korea at the Yonboksa ##ii&=F, again in multiple scripts.” The
dedication and quite considerable economic resources required to produce both of
these projects speak eloquently of the value placed on this dharani, something con-
firmed by the fact that it is found so very broadly across the Buddhist world.

The Usnisavijaya dharant has been subject to a great deal of scholarly attention,’”
and here it is possible only to touch on some of the more interesting results, which
demonstrate the extremely wide spread of this text throughout Asia.*” The text ap-
pears in multiple versions in Chinese and Tibetan.*" Its distribution on inscriptions is
impressive: it appears to have been especially popular in Yiin-nan, where it appears
on multiple gravestones in Sanskrit inscribed in Siddham script.*” Perhaps most im-
portantly in the present context, the text itself speaks of the way it is to be treated,
and we learn from archaeology that these instructions were followed closely. (Some
of) the ways the Heart Siitra was treated suggest that it too was seen as falling under
the guidelines found in other texts, such as the Usnisavijaya dharani. And this
borrowing was necessitated because the Heart Siitra itself offers no guidance.

One important difference between the Heart Siitra and (other) dharani texts is that
it is entirely non-self-referential. That is to say, we know that people did all sorts of
things with the Heart Siitra, but whatever reasons they had to do all of these things,
it was not because the text itself told them to do it. This stands in contrast to the
cases of the other dharanit texts we are concerned with. Of course, some of the things
one is encouraged to do, such as to chant or recite a text, leave no traces that we can,

38) For the former Murata and Fujieda 1955-1957, for the latter, Yuyama 1985, 1989;
Suematsu 1985.

39) There is no point in offering a catalogue here. We might simply mention Hikata 1939;
Mak 2020; Sasaki 2007, 2008, 2015, 2019, 2020. The immensely complicated matter of the attri-
bution of several of the Chinese translations is addressed by Forte Unpublished.

40) Among other things, which indicate its even modern-day relevance, it is recited weekly
along with six others in Nepal as part of the Saptavara or ‘seven days’ practice, in which a specific
dharant is assigned to each day of the week. See Bithnemann 2014.

41) The popular Chinese version is that attributed to Buddhapalita, on which see inter alia
Forte Unpublished. On the Chinese versions see Sasaki 2005.

42) Among a substantial number of studies, see for instance Liebenthal 1947, 1955; von
Hintiber 1989; Mak 2020; Howard 1997.
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at a historical remove, verify (save secondarily, for instance if there is mention of
such practice in other sources). But some texts offer instructions which produce
more materially detectable results, and it is precisely the result of obedience to these
instructions that we are able to see on the ground.

The larger stitra which contains the Usnisavijaya dharant itself promises a variety
of boons, very similar to what the other texts to be discussed also offer. Although the
stitra has long been available in Chinese and Tibetan,* not long ago a mostly intact
Sanskrit manuscript version was found, which is currently in the Miho museum
(having been conserved in the meanwhile), first identified and edited, but not
published, by Gregory Schopen, then presented in a limited distribution report by
Gudrun Meltzer, and finally published by the late Unebe Toshiya.*” According to this
version, which closely agrees with the Chinese and Tibetan, though not completely
(something not always clear from Unebe’s translation), the text will free one from a
wide variety of ills, most taking place after death, but interestingly the text also
claims to be able to free one of present illness.” Mere recitation of the text assures
positive post-mortem results, that is, excellent rebirths free from all forms of suf-
fering, and rebirth in Sukhavati, a common claim for such texts.* Something of the
theology of the text is indicated by the promise that reciting it 21 times will assure
mahanirvana, an expression of very uncertain meaning, but whatever it does mean,
it seems not to be a permanent state, since the text goes on to discuss what one will
do, apparently, after that attainment.*”

As mentioned above, the Horyiji leaves are not the only place that the Heart
Sutra and the Usnisavijaya dharant appear together. They also appear inscribed
together on so-called dharant pillars, ching-ch‘uang #i#, or, apparently more
usually, shih-ch‘uang FE.*™® The Usnisavijaya states that one should place the

43) The Tibetan translation was rendered into Japanese by Sasaki 2019, 2020.

44) I have an undated (but probably mid-2000s) photocopy of Schopen’s handwritten draft
edition, translation and annotations. For the others, see Meltzer 2007 and Unebe 2015. Schopen
may have worked directly from the manuscript, which may have enabled him in some cases to
read slightly more of the text than has been read by its subsequent editors, but I have not
systematically compared the transcriptions. As his work remains unpublished, I refrain from citing
it here, while hoping for its speedy publication.

45) Unebe 2015: §3,9.1,9.2.

46) §9.3. See Schopen 1977.

47) §9.3. And of course this stipulation that the dharant be recited 21 times, found in several
places in the text with or without a set of ritual instructions, is directly related to the request in 775
of the disciples of Amoghavajra that “the imperial court order monks and nuns in the entire empire
to memorize and recite twenty-one times a day this Foding zunsheng tuoluo ni.” Kuo 2014: 361.

48) Kuo 2014: 361. It is worth observing that ¢/ ‘uang strictly speaking would most normally
be interpreted as a banner, rather than the pillar upon which this banner might be hung. I follow
however the conventional translation of the term in the specialist literature.
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dharant atop a pole or in a variety of other high places,”” and anyone seeing it,
merely passing through the shadow it casts, or being touched with dust blown off it,
should know that they will be freed of unfortunate rebirth and be reborn in
Sukhavati.’® Throughout China we find a number of such dharani pillars, more than
300 of which are datable to the period from 697 to 1285, and more than 90% of
which are inscribed with the Usnisavijaya dharant.”” Examples from before the year
731 contain the full text of the Usnisavijaya dharant (that is, the Fo-ting tsun-sheng
t‘o-lo-ni ching hTHEEEHEEAT), often alongside the Heart Sitra.’® One example
dates to 702, during the reign of Wu Tse-t‘ien #J] K. To the best of my knowledge,
when the Heart Siitra is inscribed on such pillars, it is always in Chinese translation,
not in Siddham script or in Chinese transcription of a Sanskrit text. However, that
this was not the only available pattern is clear from the so-called Long Roll of
Buddhist Images (or Ta-li-kuo fan-hsiang chiian XKEEBIFEE) by the painter Chang
Sheng-wen #E#ifi, dating to between 1172—1176.°* There we find depictions of two
dharant pillars (called pao-ch ‘uang &, precious pillars) with inscriptions in
Siddham script and Sanskrit language, one of which is the Heart Siitra, so labeled in
Chinese (to-hsin pao-ch ‘uang % >¥1&).>> This demonstrates that in the 12th century

49) The term for pole is typically dhvaja (again, like the Chinese [see the previous note],
more usually flag or banner), understood as pillar. See among many examples Hidas 2012: 25—
26n3, and in the text §27, 223n183 (referring to the Ratnaketuparivarta). See also Giunta 2008.

50) The importance of the shadow deserves to be studied. Note that the Manavadharmasastra
(IV.130) warns against treading on the shadow of a deity (devata, thus, an image), one’s master
and so on. The idea that even the shadow holds some power is clearly of a piece with the notion
expressed in the shtra.

51) According to Kuo 2006: 38n4, however, including undated pillars there are probably
closer to 700. There were many more before the suppression of Buddhism in 844, which saw the
wide-scale destruction of such pillars, as reported by the Japanese pilgrim Ennin [E{=; see Kuo
2014: 354-355. On pillars, see also Sasaki 2008. For a map of the distribution of pillars, see Kuo
2014: 353.

52) Kuo 2014: 356, and 365.

53) Kuo 2014: 376n47 refers to Lu Tseng-hsiang B, Pa-ch ‘iung-shih chin-shih pu-cheng
S\ S AAHIE, chiian 46, folio 1a (see https://ctext.org/library.pl?if=gb&file=29112&page=2), on
which is found the reference that the Heart Siitra was inscribed alongside the Usnisavijaya. See
also Shen T‘ao L, Ch ‘ang-shan chen-shih-chih #\1H A, chiian 7, folio 2a (https://ctext.org/
library.pl?if=gb&file=31551&page=4).

54) For the date see Li 2005; but note that already Chapin 1970: 166 had given 1173-1176.

55) For a transcription, see Appendix 2, below. See Soper in Chapin 1971: 133, and plate 129.
Although there are better color plates available, the black and white plate here is quite legible.
Soper misread the character which is evidently pao # as ching #&. While ching is contextually
possible, it is nevertheless evidently pao, with the central element of the character standing for the
whole (this confirmed by an image found at http://www.chise.org/est/view/character/repi.hng-gok
=972. 1 thank Rafal Felbur for discussion on this point). The bases in the images make it clear that
pillars, rather than hanging banners, are intended here. The other pillar is labeled Hu-kuo pao-
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in the area of Ta-li, in Yiin-nan, the region in which are found so many Siddham
Sanskrit stone inscriptions of the Usnisavijaya dharant, it was not anomalous to
consider the Sanskrit Heart Siitra worthy of inscription on a dharani pillar. That this
association, moreover, was not at all limited to the southwest is demonstrated by the
so-called Northern Pagoda of Ch‘ao-yang #ip5dt3%, located in Liao-ning 3%
Province, north of Beijing, almost as far away from Yiin-nan as one can get in China.
This structure, which dates back to the Sui dynasty, was reconstructed in the Liao in
1043-1044.°% 1t includes a monumental dharant pillar, on which, in addition to other
dharanis, are the Usnisavijaya dharant and the Heart Siitra.’” These are far from the
only examples.*

One fact about the Short Heart Siitra which has time and again drawn attention is
the way it begins in medias res, without the standard stock opening of a siitra, evarm
maya Srutam and so on, and that it ends without the stock close. It is thus worthy of
notice that the so far uniquely known Sanskrit manuscript of the complete siitra of
the Usnisavijaya dharant similarly lacks the stock opening and close.” Among other

ch‘uang #Bl# . Citing Chinese scholars, Mak 2020: 248n4 identifies its contents as “A com-
bination of four dharanis including: i) “Renwang-huguo” [ Vairocana-\|prajiiaparamita-dharant 1~
EREBIE K 2 FEIL; 1) Mimi dazhangju kK34 (T312); iii) Forty-two-lettered Arapacana;
iv) Cintamanidharant Z T EkbeiEE (T1402).”

56) The date 1043—1044 given by Kim 2013: 117 for the “upper relic crypt” also applies to
the space where the dharant inscriptions are found, which is the substructure (fi-kung ¥=) of the
pagoda. See also Kuo 2014: 363.

57) According to Fujiwara 2011: 201, in addition to the Heart Siitra the dharanis on the pillar
are: KBTHINZRBOCERAL L SRR FEFEREERS (Sitatapatradharant), KEERFEFEIERS (Mahapratisara-
dharant), BETFTHREL A AL pE BE T GE K B EBER R O PERRE, bt SN KRR TS PERRERE, KR
EFRRE, PhTHEMRERRIERE (Usnisavijaya), FEEETIEEAITRRIEREE (Bodhimandalamkara), and
KiifesE/e. The pillar is illustrated in Waugh 2011: 61. Largely illegible photos are found in Tung
and Chang 1992: 19-20 (pl. 43—48). It is however possible to see on pl. 47 that the Usnisavijaya
dharani is written in both Chinese and Siddham. That is probably not the case for the others,
although pl. 46 with the < HIKHERATTFFEHEERS is absolutely illegible. The Heart Sitra on pl.
45 is also almost illegible, but I see no Siddham in what is visible.

58) Kuo 2014: 364 recounts the erection in 812 of two pillars with the Usnisavijaya. Though
they were damaged in the Hui-ch‘ang # & persecution of 844, the family maintained the pillars
long afterwards, “even adding a new inscription of the Duoxinjing % >#% (Heart siitra).” Kuo
relates on the same page another account of a burial inscription of 987, again with the
Usnisavijaya and the Heart Siitra.

59) Although it is not as clear as it might be in Unebe’s 2015 edition, this feature of the
manuscript is pointed out by Schopen in his unpublished edition. Unebe 2015: 106 writes: “This
paragraph [referring to the opening sequence, which he places between brackets—JAS] does not
exist in the Miho Museum Sanskrit manuscript. The chances are low that it existed in the original
Sanskrit text, but it is the opening stock phrase and we can presume, from the Mahayana sitras
cited below [omitted here—JAS], that almost all corresponding Sanskrit texts were in the form
shown above” (Z d#fiid Miho Museum T4 > 2 7 ) » b EA (Ms.) \CIIAFLE L7ewv, AR
FAE LT T RERE s, IETHO ERIB 7 L — X Th 0 . MR RIS S ME 28
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things, then, this omission of the “stock opening” cannot be used to support the idea
that a text is not authentically Indian, as some have tried to argue in relation to the
Heart Siitra. But what may be even more interesting in the present context is that
given the close relation between the Heart Sitra and the Usnisavijaya, it is not
beyond the realm of imagination that the Horyiiji Sanskrit text of the Heart Sitra,
which I argue treats the text in foto as a dharani, is not the only such case. On the
Horyiji leaf to be sure we do not have the extensive Usnisavijayd siitra, but might it
be possible to imagine that, despite its length, the Miho Museum manuscript was
understood to (re)present the Usnisavijayd siitra as a whole as a (sort of) dharani?
The Usnisavijaya is not the only text which offers similar guidance for its appli-
cation and use, and we may note some other evidence that the ways that the Heart
Sitra was treated need not correspond directly to the stipulations in the Usnisavijaya.
The Mahapratisara was little noticed by scholars until recently, but extremely influ-
ential, again, throughout historical Buddhist Asia, and in recent years, fittingly, has
been the object of considerable attention.®” It shares a number of features with the
Usnisavijaya dharant, including the fact that both dharanis are deified, that is, there
is for each text an associated goddess, figures of which are widely attested.®” Like
the Usnisavijaya dharani, the Mahdpratisara recommends fixing it to a flagpole,
which seems, as above, to have been understood primarily to indicate that it be
inscribed on dharani pillars. Perhaps the most common, and indeed widely attested,
practice is however writing the Mahapratisara as an amulet, and a great many such
amulet texts have been found. Some of these are explicitly associated with death and
burials. The text seems to have been particularly associated with safe childbirth, and
frequently used in that context.®” It is found throughout the Buddhist world, from

FIEETE Lok S g cHETE 3). I disagree with him on this last point. Unebe has further
valuable comments about the leaf on the same page, which we need not go into here.

60) There is no need for a complete bibliography here, but see especially Hidas 2012;
Cruijsen, Griffiths and Klokke 2013. Note that this is yet another text translated by Amoghavajra.

61) The same is broadly true for Prajhaparamita, a goddess, but I do not know that she is
particularly associated with the Heart Siitra, and thus leave her aside here. On Mahapratisara see
Kimura 2018, on Usnisavijaya Lokesh Chandra 1980.

62) Cruijsen, Griffiths and Klokke 2013: 76-77. After making the case that the text was
apparently originally two separate units, speaking of the first (core) portion, the authors say: “the
Buddha describing the benefits that may be obtained through the use of the Mahapratisara-
dharant, the common denominator of which is either protection from all bad things (e.g. diseases,
demons, the results of bad karma) or the fulfillment of any worldly wishes (e.g. prosperity, good
rebirth, obtaining a son).” Note further p. 81: “it might be that the Mahapratisaradharant, due to
its primary use as an amulet, was not worshipped in the same way as other dharanis [at
Dunhuang]. In China, however, the Mahapratisaradharani certainly did come to be used for
inscription on so-called ‘dharani pillars’ in stone, a practice wide-spread in East Asia for which
initially the Usnisavijayadharant appears to have been predominantly used, and which probably
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Gilgit to Indonesia and even, most remarkably perhaps, in the Philippines.® All sorts
of protections are offered by the text in promotion of itself, and the prevalence of
copies of the text, again usually in amulet form, demonstrates that its self-promoting
suggestions were taken very seriously. The text further offers those who deploy it an
extended lifespan, again, a promise not unique to this dharani.* We should note in
this context that the Heart Sitra is often deployed in amulet form, though I do not
know how old this practice is, or whether it was traditionally placed in amulets in
Sanskrit form.

The last work we will consider here, perhaps better known under its Japanese
pronunciation as Hokyoin-kyo E#FIFE (sometimes translated Treasure Casket Seal,
which I will use below for convenience), has, as such texts sometimes do, a rather
forbidding Sanskrit title, Aryasarvatathagatadhisthanahrdayaguhyadhatukaranda-
mudra.®® This text, like others, advocates that in order to obtain its merits devotees
copy it and place it in a caitya or stiipa, and this was very frequently done throughout
the Buddhist world. Like the Usnisavijaya, it is to be recited 21 times. The text has
been found inscribed in Sri Lanka,*® in Udayagiri in Orissa,”” and throughout East
Asia, where, like other texts we notice here, it was translated by Amoghavajra (T.
1022).% Perhaps most famously, it was printed and placed within, sources report,
84,000 stipas by the late 10th-century king of the Wu-yiich %%, Ch‘ien Ch‘u &l
(929-988), sometimes placed within hollow bricks.”” Many of these small stipas
were brought to Japan, and the dharani was widely transmitted there. The distinctive
Hokyaoin-to ##%FH¥# or Precious Casket stipas dot the Japanese countryside,
although it is unlikely that many recognize their significance any longer. Quite
interestingly, the Shingon monk Eison #{£ (1201-1290) reports that in a sculpture
of the bodhisattva Mafjusri in the Hannyaji #%#=F temple, located in Nara, destroyed
by fire in 1490, were placed a large number of texts, including 1000 copies of the

has its origin in the establishment of flagpoles made of perishable materials, as described in the
[Mahapratisaramahavidyarajni), as well as in other dharanisiitras.”

63) Orlina 2013.

64) For the functions of this dharant, though of course not limited to it alone, see Hidas 2013:
230-231.

65) See the materials and essays in Kokusai Bukkydgaku Daigakuin Daigaku Nihon
Koshakyd Kenkyiijo Monkashd Senryaku Purojekuto Jikko Iinkai 2013; Rosenfeld 2014. A com-
plete translation from Tibetan is found in Goshima 2013, 2014, 2015, 2018, 2019.

66) Schopen 1982.

67) Tanaka 2016.

68) Baba 2012=2016=2017 (the last an English version of the first two, themselves published
separately but identical!) suggests that this stitra was brought to China by Amoghavajra from Sri
Lanka. See however Cruijsen, Griffiths and Klokke 2013: 123, 127n173.

69) Hattori 2010; Shen 2012.
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Heart Siitra in Sanskrit and 1000 of the Treasure Casket Seal Dharant, in addition to
a number of other texts. Given the presence of other texts including the 600-chiian
Large Prajiiaparamita, the Lotus Sitra, and so on, however, this cannot be strictly
seen as a ritual convergence of these two texts specifically. It should be noted,
however, that the Heart Sitra and the Treasure Casket Seal Dharani (and thus, 1
understand, not the siitra in extenso) are the only two dharani or dharani-like texts
included in the deposit.””

Where do these brief considerations lead us? These three dharani texts—that is,
with the exception of the Heart Siitra—give instructions on how one should treat
them, what one should do with the text itself to propagate it, and what one has to do
to gain access to the benefits that the text itself promises. The text makes a promise,
but in doing so of course it merely records the words of the Buddha. The promise is
made by the Buddha, who preached the text; if one does something with the text, or
with its dharani, which obviously represents the text as a whole, then, the Buddha
tells his audience—and through the sitra tells every audience who hears or reads the
text—what wonderful benefits will certainly result. For the tradition, the texts are
direct records of the very words of the Buddha, and in his preaching the Buddha
made explicit the logic connecting practice and cult with future benefit.

But the case of the Heart Siitra seems different in almost every way. The text is
not preached by the Buddha. The text does not advocate any practice. The text does
not offer any benefit. And yet, we know that people often did treat the text of the
Heart Siitra in some of the same ways that they treated the texts of some dharani
sttras. Why?

The obvious conclusion is that, with the Heart Sitra itself offering no instructions
on how it is to be treated, individuals familiar with the similar dharani literature
recognized the Heart Sitra (also) as a dharani(-type?) stutra and subsequently
generalized from what those texts say about themselves and how they are to be
treated, and applied (some of) those same practices to the Heart Sitra in its turn. In
other words, once having recognized that the Heart Siitra not only contains a dharant,
but is a dharant, those familiar with other texts belonging to the same category made
the assumption that the Heart Sitra should be treated in the same way (and, we
should probably also expect, would provide the same benefits) as those other—in
some vital respects comparable—scriptures.

It is self-evident that the reasons for the modern popularity of the text are not
necessarily, or not even at all, the same as those which prevailed in the historical
past. At least one factor is that, as in other cases, the influence of Japanese

70) Quinter 2007a: 459; 2007b: 469; 2015: 97, 276, 287; Wu 2014: 78.
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sectarianism must be reckoned with here. At least part of the modern scholarly
concern with these texts, and in the case of the Heart Siitra also its popular appeal
outside of Japan, may be traced to Japanese (sectarian) influences on modern
Buddhist Studies in its formative years, and to modern Western Buddhist practices.
It is no accident that F. Max Miiller, who edited and translated both the Heart Sitra
and Usnisavijaya dharant,”” did so under the influential guidance of Nanjo Bun’yu
R SCHE (1849—-1927), and the fact that American Buddhists chant the Heart Siitra,
reading in roman script a transcription of the Japanese pronunciation of the Chinese
translation-cum-transcription of the text, including its mantra, which itself is then
chanted in Japanese pronunciation of its Chinese transcription of Sanskrit (adding
yet another layer), is a direct result of the central place this short text holds in
Japanese Buddhist traditions, above all in the Zen traditions which have been so very
influential.

This logic also goes some way toward explaining why Miiller’s edition of the
Usnisavijaya dharant did not have the same impact as did his edition of the Heart
Siutra. It is true that he, as is often quoted, referred in this publication of 1884 to the
Usnisavijaya saying that dharanis “[mark] the lowest degradation of one of the most
perfect religions, at least as conceived originally in the mind of its founder. Here [in
the Usnisavijaya dharani] we have in mere gibberish a prayer for a long life,”’ and
this is not a sentiment likely to encourage serious scholarly engagement. But I think
that this is not the (sole) reason for the history of scholarly and popular comparative
neglect. The chief responsibility for this seems to me to lie elsewhere, namely in the
fact that unlike the Heart Sutra, the Usnisavijaya dharani has had no vocal advo-
cates among modern practitioners. This is true in Japan, in the first place, and when
tantric traditions began, chiefly under the influence of Tibetan Buddhism, to make
their way West, as remains the case now, the practices to which Western Buddhists
were exposed were not centrally those of the kriya tantras at all. Lacking advocates,
texts like the Usnisavijaya dharant, despite their historical prominence, fell out of
view.”

To conclude, I fear that nothing that has been said here is new. Nor does this essay
overturn dogma, scholarly or otherwise. But it might offer, at least to those who do

71) And, it is worth mentioning, the Sukhavativyiha sttras, of little demonstrable significance
in India but hugely important in Japan.

72) Miiller 1884: 31.

73) This suggestion with regard to marginality could be challenged, for instance, by the
existence of a group like the Foundation for the Preservation of the Mahayana Tradition (FPMT),
some followers of which, for instance, have great interest in the Samghatasiitra, a text once ex-
tremely popular but which had (until recently) no modern following. The practices and trends of
modern Western Buddhism, however, lie far outside my expertise.
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not read Japanese scholarship, some small hints toward another way to think about a
familiar text. And perhaps that will have to suffice.

Appendix 1
The Horytji text of the Heart Siitra, transcribed from good color photographs of the leaves.

Line numbers are inserted in brackets.’®

(] namas sarvajiaya aryavalokite$varabodhisatvo gambhirarh prajiiaparamitayar caryarm
caramano vyavalokayati sma parhca skandhas ta§ ca svabhavasiinyarh pasyapti sma iha
sariputra riparh $iinyata Slinyataiva rliparh rlpan na prthak* $ilinyata $iinyataya na prthag
riparh yad riiparh sa $linyata ya Stnyata tad rUparh evam eva vedapnasarhjiiasarhskara-
na paripiirparh tasmac chariputra $tinyatayyar na riparh na vedana sarhjiia na sarhskara na
vijiiani na caksasrotraghranajihvakayamanansi na riparm $abdagandharasasprastavyadharma
na caksurdhatu yavat ta majsnodhatu na vidya navidya na vidyaksayo navidyaksayo yavan na
jaramaranarh na jaramaranaksayo na duhkhasamudayanirodhamarga na jfianarh na praptitvam
bodhisatvasya prajfiaparamiytam asrtyarh viharati cittavaranah cittavarananastitvad atrasto
viparyasatikrantah nistanirvanah tryadhvavyavasthita sarvabuddhah prajiiaparamitam
asutyanuttaram samyaksarmbodhim abhisambuddha tasma jiatavyarh prajiiapramita
mahamarmtro mahavidyamarntrah anuttaramamtra asap;masamamaritra sarvaduhkha-
prasamanah satyam amityathvak® prajfiaparamitayam ukto martrah tadyatha gate gate

paragate parasarmgate bodhi svaha ||:|| prajiaparamitahrdya samapta

Appendix 2

A transcription of the Sanskrit text of the Heart Siitra inscribed in Siddham script on Chang
Sheng-wen’s Ikl Long Roll of Buddhist Images (Ta-li-kuo fan-hsiang chiian KELBIAEE:
48).79

74) See above n. 16. I know of aksara by aksara transcriptions by Radim Navyan (https://
www.academia.edu/40141271/Heart Sutra H%C5%8Dry%C5%AB_ji_MS_transcription_and
_analysis) and Jayarava (https://www.academia.edu/2257954/Horiuzi_Palm_leaf Manuscript
_Heart_Sutra), but both (especially the latter) are sometimes inaccurate. My transcription indicates
a virama with *. Several things remain unclear to me despite the kind help of Peter Szanto: end of
1. 4: yavat ta? yavanta? 1. 6 asutya®? 1 don’t see how we could read the expected asrtya. bl: I read
amithyatvak*, but surely amityathvat* was intended.

75) See above n. 54. I learned from Mak 2020 248n4 of Lin 2006. Thanks to the kindness of
Eric Greene, I obtained a scan of the page range mentioned by Mak, namely pp. 225-270, and
found on pp. 262-267 a transcription of the text. Lin claims to be able somehow, if I understand
him (262n2) correctly, to read prajiiagparamitahrdayasiittari before the word arya, but in all
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aryapjvalokitesvaro bodhisatvo gambhira prajjfiaparamitayarn caramanya vyavalokapyati
sma pafica skarhddhas trams ca svabhavasunyarh pagsisyati sma iha sariputra riiparh sunyateva
rijgpar riipath na prtha sunyata sunyatayarh na prythaks riimparh yad riiparh sa sunyata ya
sunyata sa g riparh evamm eva vedanasamjfianasarskara | o) vijiianarn iha sariputra sarva-
dharma sopgnyatalaksana anutpanna aniriiddha a;mala avimala anugata aparptrnpfia (i
tasmac charipiitra sunyatayam na riiparh na vep;dana na samjiia na sarmskara na vijiianarh na
capsksusrotraghranajihva na kayamanasi 15 na ripasabdagandharasaprastavyadharma na (i
caksudhatu na vayodhatu na vijianadhatu ;7 na vidya na vidya na vidyaksayai na vidya | s
ksayo na jaramaranarh na jaramaranar ;o ksayo na duhkhasamudaye niroddhamarga o; na
vijii@narh na prapti na bhisamaya tasmad aprapjptitva bodhisatvanar prajiiaparamitam ast.;
tya viharaty acittavarana cittavarana na 3 stitvam atrasto viparyeso tikranta nisthanirvaps
namh tryadhvavyavasthita sarvabuddha prajfiaparamitarhpsym asrtya anvattararh samyak-
samhbodhim abhisambupqddha tasma jiiatavyam prajiiaparamita mahamantra 7 mahavidya-
mantra anuttaramantra asamasapsjmamantra sarvaduhkhaprasama satyam amithya bupgddha

prajiaparamitam ukto mantra tadyatha gapgjte 3 paragate parasamgate bodhicitta (3, svaha ||

Appendix 3

After my contribution had been submitted to the editors of the volume, entirely by chance I
happened upon the fact, to my knowledge not commonly mentioned in the literature, that the
Heart Sitra is attested in the Sanskrit Turfan materials. A single fragment is edited in Bechert
and Wille 2000: 103—105 as item 1923. Here I simply reproduce Klaus Wille’s reading, with-
out adding the corrections he suggested, so as to give a truer picture of the form of the text as
actually found in the leaf from Central Asia.

(v1) Tayam prajiiaparamitaya [car|tukamas tenaiva Siksitavyapma [y]ad uta pafica skandha
svabhavasunyah ka[th](arm pa)[ii](ca) [s](ka)[n](dha)sh svabhavasunyah riipam eva Sunyata
Sunyataiva .. + + (rii)gparh prthak Sunyatayalh] napi Sunyata .. + + + + + + (ve)
danasarhjii[a]samskaravijiananani [ | ] .. + + + + + (sarvadha)grm[a]h svabhavasunya
alaksana ajata [a] + ++ + + + + + [,y .. .. riddha amala vimala a[n@ijna asasiirparh ~ tasm(a)t

ta[rh](i) ;o) $ariputra Sunyataya na riiparh na vedana na sajiia na [s](am);;skara na vijiiana na

photos I have seen, while for most of the top line there is a space of approximately 11 syllables,
nothing is legible (it may be that the word was written in some reddish color that has faded or not
photographed well). While I was glad to be able to refer to his work, I made my transcription,
kindly corrected, again, in a few instances by Peter Szanto, before seeing Lin’s publication, with
which I do not always agree (I think, for instance, he has missed some long vowels). Lin also
distinguishes between s and s, a difference I do not see; I think only the dental appears.

Without entering into detail, I briefly observe, far from exhaustively: 1. 4: #rarns is read by Lin
simply as tam but the form of 7@ is in that case not at all normal; 1. 19: I am not certain of
samudaye (samudaya?); 1. 30: While we would expect 2, this certainly looks like a 3.
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caksur na $ruta pa ghanarh na jihva na ka[y](o) 4 na mano na riiparn n[a] $abdho na gandho
na raso na sprastavyarm na dharmah (5; na caksurdhatur na riipardhatur na caksurvijianadha[tur
na] $rutagdhatur na $abdadhatur na $rutravijianadhatuh ghranadhatur na gandhadhag;tuh na

ghranavijnanadhatur na jihvadhatur na rasadhatu jihva

Literature™

Attwood, Jayarava. 2019. “Xuanzang’s Relationship to the Heart Sitra in Light of the
Fangshan Stele.” Journal of Chinese Buddhist Studies / Chung-hua Fo-hsiieh Hsiieh-
pao FEERRERELE 32: 1-30.

Baba Norihisa [53#;#C5. 2012. “Hokyain-kyo no denpa to tenkai: Suriranka no Daijo to Fuka,
Enju, Chogen, Keiha” IEFLHAL] oFF LB 2V 7 > 7 oRF LR, LFH, &
Ji. BFik [The transmission and cultural influences of a dharant sutra: From Sri Lankan
Mahayana to Amoghavajra, Yongming Yanshou, Chogen, and the Kei School].
Bulkyogaku WhEU5: 54: 1-21.

———. 2016. “Darani wa umi o koete—Suriranka no kydten denpa to Higashi Ajia no
Bukkyd bunka” FEFEJEIZHEZHACT— 2 Y 7 > 7 ORMERE L K7 = 7 ofhEcct
[Dharanis cross the sea: The transmission of siitras from Sri Lanka and the Buddhist
culture of East Asia]. In Haneda Masashi MH Ik, ed., Gurobaru hisutori to Higashi
Ajiashi 7= =S e 2 by — L7 27 H [Global history and East Asian history],
133-156. Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai 55 K £ H &

———. 2017. “From Sri Lanka to East Asia: A Short History of a Buddhist Scripture.” In
Benjamin A. Elman and Chao-Hui Jenny Liu, eds., The ‘Global’ and the ‘Local’in Early
Modern and Modern East Asia, 121-145. Leiden Series in Comparative Historiography
10. Leiden: Brill.

Bechert, Heinz, and Klaus Wille. 2000. Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden §.
Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland X, 8. Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner Verlag.

Bithnemann, Gudrun. 2014. “A dharani for Each Day of the Week: The saptavara Tradition
of the Newar Buddhists.” Bulletin of School of Oriental and African Studies 77.1: 119—
136.

Chapin, Helen B., revised by Alexander C. Soper. 1970. “A Long Roll of Buddhist Images
11.” Artibus Asiae 32.2/3: 157-199.

——. 1971. “A Long Roll of Buddhist Images IV.” Artibus Asiae 33.1/2: 75-140.

76) In accordance with the norms of this journal, all Chinese, even from PRC authors, is
romanized according to the Wade-Giles system.



118 JONATHAN A. SILK

Chen Shu-Fen BF#IZF. 2004. “On Xuanzang’s Transliterated Version of the Sanskrit
Prajiiaparamitahrdayasiitra (Heart Sutra).” Monumenta Serica 52.1: 113—159.

Cruijsen, Thomas, Arlo Griffiths and Marijke J. Klokke. 2013. “The Cult of the Buddhist
dharani Deity Mahapratisara along the Maritime Silk Route: New Epigraphical and
Iconographic Evidence from the Indonesian Archipelago.” Journal of the International
Association of Buddhist Studies 35.1/2: 71-157.

Forte, Antonino. Unpublished. “The Preface to the So-called Buddhapalita Chinese Version
of the Buddhosnisa Vijaya Dharant Siitra.” 36-page typescript.

Fujiwara Takato 42 A. 2011. “Hokutd hatsugen bunbutsu ni miru 11 seiki Rydsei no
Bukkydteki shoso” AL #EBLcyc 7 2 11HACEYE o #hEiE+ [The aspects of Bud-
dhism on Liao-Hsi in the 11th century as seen through the relics from the north pagoda
of Chao-yang]. Kansai Daigaku Tozai Gakujutsu Kenkyitjo Kiyo BHVE K 576 E T 5T
FIrAC 2 44: 191-2009.

Fukui Fumimasa iig#Fs¢#. 1971. “Hannya shingy6 to Tashingy6” % 0A% & 204 [On the
titles of the Mahaprajiia-paramita-siitras in China). Shitkyo Kenkyii 5280178 206: 152
153.

———. 1982. “Tashingyo no seiritsu” [ 2,048 | o 37 [The compilation of To hsin ching].
Tendai Gakuho RK&55 24: 74-81.

———. 1985. “Shinshutsu ‘Fukiiyaku’ bonbun shahon Hannya shingyd” #iit T RZz32% | A
RAMBAOFE [A recently found Sanskrit text of the Heart Sitra attributed to
Amoghavajra]. In Nakamura Zuiryl Hakase Koki Kinenkai #{Hiif&{# -+ Hfalae,
ed., Bukkyogaku ronshii: Nakamura Zuiryi hakase koki kinen ronshi #hE5m%E: A+
HibA e S AR &sE [Studies in Buddhology: A collection of articles in honor of
Professor Nakamura Zuiryl’s seventieth birthday], 229-246. Tokyo: Shunjiisha Z#kiit.

———. 1989. “Shinhatsugen Jiken yakuon Bonbon Hannya haramitta shingyo™ #8134
BE THABE IREE %0488 [Recently discovered version of the Sanskrit Heart Siitra
in Chinese transliteration, attributed to Maitribhadra (Tz‘u-hsien %, Xth century)].
Bukkyogaku 26: 1-19.

———.2000. Hannya shingyo no sogoteki kenkyi—rekishi, shakai, shiryo #3508 0 #8411
Wrge — B S - ik € - EFt [A comprehensive study of the Heart Siitra: History, society,
and materials]. Tokyo: Shunjlisha Z#kjit.

Galambos, Imre. 2010. “Scribal Notation in Medieval Chinese Manuscripts: The hewen
(Ligature) and the chongwen (Duplication) Marks.” Manuscript Cultures 2: 5-9.

Giunta, Paolo. 2008. “The Aryadhvajagrakeyiira nama dharani. Diplomatic Edition of MS
Tucci 3.2.16.” In Francesco Sferra, ed., Manuscripta Buddhica 1. Sanskrit Texts from
Giuseppe Tucci’s Collection, Part 1, 187-194. Rome: Istituto Italiano per 1’Africa e
I’Oriente.

Goshima Kiyotaka 7. 2013. “Chibettoyaku Hokyokyo: wayaku to yakuchi (1)” -



THE HEART SUTRA AS DHARANI 119

v M TR - FngE & 2 (1) [An annotated Japanese translation of the Tibetan
version of the Ratnakaranda (1)). Bukkyé Gakubu Ronshii #8854 97: 29-56.
———. 2014. “Chibettoyaku Hokyokyo: wayaku to yakuchii (2).” Bukkyo Gakubu Ronshii

98: 27-54.

———. 2015. “Chibettoyaku Hokyokyo: wayaku to yakuchii (3).” Bukkyo Gakubu Ronshii
99: 29-54.

———. 2018. “Chibettoyaku Hokyokyo: wayaku to yakuchii (4—1).” Bukkyo Daigaku Bukkyo
Gakkai Kiyo Hh#iREL BB EACEE 23: 1-18.

———.2019. “Chibettoyaku Hokyokyo: wayaku to yakuchti (4-2).” Bukkyo Daigaku Bukkyo
Gakkai Kiyo 24: 33-49.

Harrison, Paul. 2010. “Experimental Core Samples of Chinese Translations of Two Buddhist
Sitras Analysed in the Light of Recent Sanskrit Manuscript Discoveries.” Journal of the
International Association of Buddhist Studies 31.1/2 (2008 [2010]): 205-249.

Hattori Atsuko BR¥BHT-. 2010. “Sen Koshuku hachimanshisentd o meguru genjo to kadai”
SERMBU\E T4 % 3 < 2 BUIK & 3-8 [Current research regarding Ch‘ien Hung-ch‘u’s
84,000 stupas). Asia Yigaku 7 < 7 #EE: 134: 26-43.

Hidas, Gergely. 2012. Mahapratisara-Mahavidyarajii, The Great Amulet, Great Queen of
Spells. Introduction, Critical Editions and Annotated Translation. Sata-pitaka Series,
Indo-Asian Literatures 636. New Delhi: International Academy of Indian Culture and
Aditya Prakashan.

———. 2013. “Rituals in the Mahdasahasrapramardanasiitra.” In Nina Mirnig et al., eds.,
Puspika: Tracing Ancient India through Texts and Traditions, 225-240. Contributions to
Current Research in Indology 1. Oxford: Oxbow.

Hikata Ryiisho T7#EFF. 1939. “Butchd sonshd daranikyd shoden no kenkyt” i TH & s b i
JERE KB oW [A study of the transmission of the Usnisavijaya dharani]. Mikkyo
Kenkyi ##H7¢ 68: 73-90.

Hintiber, Oskar von. 1989, “Two Dharani-Inscriptions from Tombs at Dali (Yunnan).” The
Journal of the Siam Society 77.1: 55-59.

Howard, Angela Falco. 1997. “The Dharani Pillar of Kunming, Yunnan: A Legacy of Esoteric
Buddhism and Burial Rites of the Bai People in the Kingdom of Dali (937-1253).”
Artibus Asiae 57.1/2: 33-72.

Kiattisak Ponampon, Phra. 2018. “Dunhuang Manuscript S.2585: A Textual and Inter-
disciplinary Study on Early Medieval Chinese Buddhist Meditative Techniques and
Visionary Experiences.” Master’s thesis, University of Cambridge.

Kim, Youn-mi. 2013. “The Hidden Link: Tracing Liao Buddhism in Shingon Ritual.” Journal
of Song-Yuan Studies 43: 117-170.

Kimura Shusei K758, 2018. “Mahapuratisara (Daizuigu daranikyo) ni okeru darani no
sonkakuka ni tsuite—H®oshiyui yaku o chiishin ni” =~ — 75 7 1 % 5 — (KBakFe#i e



120 JONATHAN A. SILK

Y] 1Tdir B & 7 = oggficowvT — FEMHERE % 0T [A study on the personifi-
cation of dharant in the Mahapratisaradharani: With a focus on Pao-ssu-wei’s transla-
tion]. Taisho Daigaku Daigakuin Kenkyii Ronshii KIF. K5 KBB4 42: 72-44.

Kokusai Bukkydgaku Daigakuin Daigaku Nihon Koshakyd Kenkyfijo Monkashd Senryaku
Purojekuto Jikko linkai BIFEGRECERRERBERE: H AL FIAEHSEIT CRH B IG 7' m 2 = 2
FETER®, ed. 2013. Kongoji z6 Hokyoin daranikyo 4|35 5 2 % FIFE#EJEAX [Manu-
scripts in the Kongdji collection: The Hokyoin daranikyo]. Nihon koshakyd zenpon
sokan HAHEMEAFET] 6. Tokyo: Kokusai Bukkydgaku Daigakuin Daigaku [
K E B K2 (International College for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies).

Kotyk Jeffrey. 2019. “Chinese State and Buddhist Historical Sources on Xuanzang: Histo-
ricity and the Daci’en si sanzang fashi zhuan KRB =JRIEME.” T oung Pao 105:
513-544.

Kuo, Liying. 2006. “Inscriptions on ‘Stone Banners’ (shichuang Fi): Text and Context.” In
Chiigoku sekkoku bunken kenkyi kokusai wakushoppu hokokusho  BIA %ISR ZE ]
Biv — 2 > oo 7HsEE, 37-51. <http://coe21.zinbun.kyoto-u.ac.jp/sekkoku2006.pdf>

———. 2014. “Dharant Pillars in China: Functions and Symbols.” In Dorothy C. Wong and
Gustav Heldt, eds., China and Beyond in the Mediaeval Period: Cultural Crossings and
Inter-regional Connections, 351-385. New Delhi: Manohar.

Ledderose, Lothar. 2004. “Changing the Audience: A Pivotal Period in the Great Sutra
Carving Project at the Cloud Dwelling Monastery near Beijing.” In John Lagerwey, ed.,
Religion and Chinese Society, vol. 1: Ancient and Medieval China, 385—409. Hong
Kong: The Chinese University Press and Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient.

Lessing, F. D., and Alex Wayman. 1968. Introduction to the Buddhist Tantric Systems. The
Hague: Mouton.

Li Yii-min Z=EIK. 2005. “Fan-hsiang chiian tso-che yii nien-tai k‘ao” (FE#RAE) 1EHFHEE
% [On the authorship and date of the Scroll of Buddhist Images]. Ku-kung Hsiieh-shu
Chi-k ‘an U= BT 23.1: 333-366.

Liao Hsiang-mei EZiffi2. 2008. “Tun-huang shih-shih Hsin-ching yin-hsieh ch‘ao-pen so-fan-
ying chih sheng-mu hsien-hsiang—chien-lun i-che kuei-shu wen-t‘i” B AE (L)
TR AAT R 2 BRI S — JR AR BN [The initial phenomenon of the Chi-
nese transliteration of the Heart Sutra in the Tun-huang manuscripts]. Chung-kuo
Hsiieh-shu Nien-k ‘an " BZ24F47] 30.2: 185-214.

Liebenthal, Walter. 1947. “Sanskrit Inscriptions from Yunnan I (and Dates of the Foundation
of the Main Pagodas in that Province).” Monumenta Serica 12: 1-40.

———. 1955, “Sanskrit Inscriptions from Yunnan II (and More about the Pagodas and
Statues of That Province).” Sino-Indian Studies 5.1: 46—68.

Lin Chia-fei #ZK4C. 2014. “Tz‘u-hsien yin-i fan-chou so fan-ying te han-yii yin-hsi: i fan-

pen Po-jo po-lo-mi-to hsin ching, Ta-sui-ch ‘iu t‘o-lo-ni, Fo-shuo ju-i-lun lien-hua-hsin



THE HEART SUTRA AS DHARANI 121

ju-lai hsiu-hsing kuan-men i ho Miao-chi-hsiang p ‘ing-teng kuan-men ta-chiao-wang
ching liileh-ch ‘u hu-mo i wei chung-hsin” 355 3 ILAT LR & R DIREA (s
WHEEZORE) . CRPEERFEREIE) . (BRERANBERELL O ABTEMER) 1 (WHFPE
BRI R B RS 3 ERR) £+ [The sound system of Chinese reflected in Sanskrit
mantras transliterated by Tz‘u-hsien: With a focus on the Sanskrit texts of the Heart
Sitra, Mahapratisaradharant, Fo-shuo ju-i-lun lien-hua-hsin ju-lai hsiu-hsing kuan-
men i, and Miao-chi-hsiang p ‘ing-teng kuan-men ta-chiao-wang ching liieh-ch ‘u hu-mo
i]. Master’s thesis (FH1:5@32), Kuo-li Chung-yang Ta-hstieh B37 # A& (Taiwan).

Lin Kuang-ming (Tony K.) #Jt#H. 2006. Ch'eng-t‘i fan-tzu ju-men REEEFT AN [An
introduction to the Indic scripts]. Taipei: Chia-feng Ch*u-pan-she % & H fjit.

Lokesh Chandra. 1980. “Comparative Iconography of the Goddess Usnisavijaya.” Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 34.1/3: 125-137.

Mak, Bill M. 2020. “Sanskrit Usnisavijayadharani Inscriptions in Dali/Yunnan.” In L.
Shravak and S. Roy, eds., Investigating Principles: International Aspects of Indian
Cultures, 247-278. Mumbai: Somaiya Publications Pvt. Ltd.

Marciniak, Katarzyna. 2017. “The Oldest Paper Manuscript of the Mahavastu.” Soka
Daigaku Kokusai Bukkyogaku Koto Kenkyiijo Nenpo AIEKEBIRSIh 202 = ST ZC AT 4R
W (Annual Report of The International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhology at
Soka University) 20: 103—121

Matsuda Kazunobu #HF{F. 2010. “Chad Ajia no Bukkyd shahon” it 7 < 7 D #EEA
[Buddhist manuscripts of Central Asia]. In Nara Yasuaki %3 R HEFH and Ishii Kosei 413
2N, eds., Shin Ajia Bukkyoshi: Chiio Ajia—Bunmei bunka no kosaten ¥17 < 7 #h#(
# ey O 7 —— 3B - DA 8L [A new history of Buddhism in Asia: Central
Asia—An intersection of civilizations and cultures], 119—-158. Tokyo: Kdosei Shuppan-
sha 55 Hi Rt

Melzer, Gudrun. 2007. “The Gilgit Manuscript of the SarvagatipariSodhana-usnisavijaya
Kept in the Miho Museum.” In Matsuda Kazunobu #AHFIE, ed., Hirayama ITkuo
korekushon no Afuganisutan, Pakisutan shutsudo Bukkyo shahon kenkyi 7FILARE = L
s a v DT IH=RL Y - 8% 24 MEWBEIAWIL [Investigating the Buddhist
manuscripts from Afghanistan and Pakistan in the Hirayama Ikuo Collection], 107-116.
Report on research findings for Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (B), 2003—-06 (No.
15320011).

Mori Masahide #FHF5. n.d. “Kyddo to darani shinko” #%iE & Fef/e540 [Dharant pillars
and dharant cults]. Found at http://mmori.w3.kanazawa-u.ac.jp/works/misc/un_nan/un_
nan2.html.

Miiller, F[riedrich] Max, and Bunyiu Nanjio. 1884. The Ancient Palm Leaves containing the
Pragnid-Paramita- Hridaya-Sitra and Ushnisha-Vigaya-Dharani. Anecdota Oxoniensia,
Aryan Series Vol 1.3. Oxford: Clarendon Press.



122 JONATHAN A. SILK

Murata Jird ¥ H{AEES and Fujieda Akira @5, 1955-1957. Kyoyokan &R [Chi-yung-
kuan: The Buddhist arch pass of the fourteenth century A.D. at the pass of the Great
Wall northwest of Peking]. Kyoto: Kyoto Daigaku Kogakubu F#S K5 T2,

Nagata Tetcho FH 7. 1935. “Tonkd shutsudo T6ji shozo rydbonbon Genjd sanzd on’yaku
Hannya shingy6 no kenkya” f& 14 1= 5SF Tl A A 2 8E =005 3 il 08 o 28 [Two
Sanskrit versions of Hsiian-tsang’s transcribed Heart Siitra from Tun-huang in the Toji
collections]. Mikkyo Kenkyi #ZHi5E 56: 63-94.

Okukaze Eiko B 454, 2010. “Kokiji zo shinshutsu no bonbun Kongd hannyakyd shahon ni
tsuite (3)” w5 = O L ERMIBE R E A 12 2T (3) [New Sanskrit manuscripts
of the Vajracchedika Prajnaparamita preserved in Kokiji Temple (3)]. Bukkyo Daigaku
Daigakuin Kiyo fhBREREBEACE 38 1-12.

Orlina, Roderick. 2013. “Epigraphical Evidence for the Cult of Mahapratisara in the Philip-
pines.” Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 35.1/2: 159-169.

Quinter, David. 2007a. “Account of the Origin of the Hannyaji Mafijusri: A Translation of
Hannyaji Monju Engi.” Monumenta Nipponica 62.4: 459-468.

——. 2007b. “Votive Text for the Construction of the Hannyaji Mafijusri Bodhisattva
Statue: A Translation of Hannyaji Monju Bosatsu Z6 Zoryi Ganmon.” Monumenta
Nipponica 62.4: 469-479.

———. 2015. From Outcasts to Emperors. Shingon Ritsu and the Marnjusri Cult in Medieval
Japan. Brill’s Japanese Studies Library 50. Leiden: Brill.

Rosenfield, John M. 2014. “Notes on the Jewel Casket Sutra in Japan.” In Dorothy C. Wong
and Gustav Heldt, eds., China and Beyond in the Mediaeval Period: Cultural Crossings
and Inter-regional Connections, 387—402. New Delhi: Manohar.

Sasaki Daiju £ % AK#f. 2005. “Butchd sonshd darani no kenkyi—kan’yaku shohon no
seiritsu o megutte” FHTEEMEEERE DHIFE — HEEA DKL Z B < - T [A study of
the Usnisavijaya dharant: On the formation of the Chinese translations]. Kankoku
Bukkyogaku Seminar B fh#ZSEMINAR 10: 134-152.

———. 2007. “Butché sonshé daranikyé no kenky” [ THEREFEREER] OHIE [A study
of the Usnisavijaya dharant). Chisan Gakuho 21125 56: 475-492.

———.2008. “Butchd sonshd darani kydd no kenkyli” #hTEZ M BE i JERIE D HFZE [A study
of the Usnisavijaya dharani carved on pillars]. Chisan Gakuho 57: 41-67.

——. 2015. “Horyuji baiyd Butcho sonsho darani no kenkyi—shinshutsu shiryd Yamato
no kuni Horyiiji shozé baitara bonkyé nado e no tenkai” #:f&< HEE TBTHSBIEHRE
DFFE — FBER TREBIEE IR R 2 @R S~ BB [The Usnisavijaya
dharani on the Horyiji leaves: The development toward the new material Yamato no
kuni Horyiiji shozo baitara bonkyo]. HERITEX 1 (Nagoya University): 193-205.

———. 2019. “Chibettoyaku Butcho sonsho daranikyd kydgo tekisuto oyobi wayaku (1)” F
Ny b THRTHEMPERIER] BA T % 2 b 3 X 09F1E (1) [Collated text and Japanese



THE HEART SUTRA AS DHARANI 123

translation of the Tibetan translation of the Usnisavijaya nama dharant sttra (1)].
Kawasaki Daishi Kyogaku Kenkyiijo Kiyo NI K FZCERFZEATACES 4: 43-75.

———. 2020. “Chibettoyaku Butcho sonsho daranikyo kydgd tekisuto oyobi wayaku (2).”
Kawasaki Daishi Kyogaku Kenkyiijo Kiyo 5: 53-81.

Schopen, Gregory. 1977. “Sukhavatt as a Generalized Religious Goal in Sanskrit Mahayana
Sutra Literature.” Indo-Iranian Journal 19: 177-210.

———. 1982. “The Text on the ‘Dharani Stones from Abhayagiriya’: A Minor Contribution
to the Study of Mahayana Literature in Ceylon.” Journal of the International Associa-
tion of Buddhist Studies 5: 100-108.

Shen, Hsueh-Man. 2012. “Between One and Many: Multiples, Multiplication and the Huayan
Metaphysics.” Proceedings of the British Academy 181: 205-258.

Silk, Jonathan A. 1994. The Heart Sutra in Tibetan: A Critical Edition of the Two Recensions
Contained in the Kanjur. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismus Kunde 34.
Vienna: Arbeitskreis fir Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien, Universitat Wien.

Serensen, Henrik H. 2011. “Esoteric Buddhism in the Nanzhao and Dali Kingdoms (Ca.
800-1253).” In Charles D. Orzech, Henrik H. Serensen and Richard K. Payne, eds.,
Esoteric Buddhism and the Tantras in East Asia, 379-392. Leiden: Brill.

Suematsu Yasukazu HRAAFEFI. 1985. “Korai Enpukuji shomei ni tsuite” & BE TR 8 #1o
T [On the Yonboksa bell in Korea]. Toyo Gakuho W23 66: 319-324.

Suzuki Hirotaka $3AERE. 1995. “Hannya shingyo no Neparu shahon” [ GRS o % —
VEA [Sanskrit manuscripts of the Prajiiaparamitahrdayasitra in Nepal]. Indo
Tetsugaku Bukkyogaku FIVEE 22 Hh20510: 167-182.

Takata Tokio & HIRElE. 1988. Tonko shiryo ni yoru Chiigokugoshi no kenkyi: kyi, jisseiki no
Kasei hogen FUEERHhT X 2 HEEEL WL L - THACOWMIETSE [A study of the
history of the Chinese language based on Tun-huang materials: The Ho-hsi dialect in the
9th and 10th centuries]. Tokyo: Sobunsha Al <Zjit.

Takubo Shiiyo HIAM£fH# and Kanayama Shoko 4 (LiE4F. 1981. Bonji Shittan #5%%
[The Siddham script]. Tokyo: Hirakawa Shuppansha 7 H it

Tanaka Kimiaki H #1248, 2014. “Orissashti Udayagiri II shutsudo no sekkoku darani ni
tsuite” Y o MY £ ¥ ¥ VI Lo AZPEREIEc>wT [On the stone carved
dharanis from the Udayagiri II site in Odisha]. 76kyo Daigaku Shiryo Hensanjo Kenkyii
Kiyo BURKE HRHREFTHIEACE 166: 151-161 (134-124), vi-vii.

Tung Kao # & and Chang Hung-po ARk, 1992. “Liao-ning Ch‘ao-yang Pei-t‘a t‘ien-kung
ti-kung ch‘ing-li chien-pao” S EHEGILES K = Hb B 5 ER ] [A brief report on the resto-
ration of the aboveground and underground depositories in the Northern Pagoda of
Ch‘ao-yang in Liao-ning]. Wen-wu 2%y 7 (434): 1-28.

Unebe Toshiya #h#fi#et. 2015. “Bonbun Butcho sonshd daranikyo to shoyaku no taisho
kenky@” 3¢ [HTHEMEPEHEER] LHEFOHBHAT [Sarvagatiparisodhana-Usnisa-



124 JONATHAN A. SILK

vijaya nama dharant: Sanskrit text collated with Tibetan and Chinese translations, along
with Japanese translation]. Nagoya Daigaku Bungakubu Kenkyii Ronshii 4B KEL
B W oEamtE 61: 97-146.

Wan Chin-ch‘uan #4:)1[. 2004a. “Shih-shih Hsin-ching yin-hsieh ch‘ao-pen chiao-shih ch‘u-
kao chih i” A% (OFF) FEWABREERIFZ— [The annotation of a phonetic transcrip-
tion manuscript of the Heart Sutra from Tun-huang 1]. Fo-hsiieh Yen-chiu Chung-hsin
Hsiieh-pao 29158 024 9: 73-118.

———. 2004b. “Shih-shih Hsin-ching yin-hsieh ch‘ao-pen chiao-shih ch‘u-kao chih erh” ‘£
= (O TEWAKEEYF 2= [The annotation of a phonetic transcription manuscript
of the Heart Siitra from Tun-huang 2]. Yiian-kuang Fo-hsiieh Hsiieh-pao |8 Y6224 9:
25-84.

———. 2004c¢. “Tun-huang shih-shih Hsin-ching yin-hsieh ch‘ao-pen chiao-shih hsii-shuo”
R (o) FEWARREFH [The annotation of a phonetic transcription manu-
script of the Heart Sitra from Tun-huang]. Chung-hua Fo-hstieh Hstieh-pao " TS
i 17: 95-121.

Watanabe Shogo 1532 %1%, 2009. Hannya shingyo—tekusuto, shiso, bunka 535 08 — 5 2
Z b« A - %tk [The Heart Sitra: Text, thought, and culture]. Tokyo: Daihdrinkaku
K.

———. 2012. Etoki Hannya shingyo—Hannya shingyé no bunkateki kenkyii #G## & #7508
— i oK D A SE [The Heart Sitra in pictures: A cultural study of the Heart
Sitra]. Tokyo: Nonburusha / > 7 vjit.

——.2016. “Some Questions Concerning the Title of the Prajiiaparamita-hrdayal-sitra).”
Chisan Gakuho 65: 21-34.

Watanabe Shogo and Takahashi Hisao & #&fa5k. 2016. Hannya shingyo chiishaku shiisei:
Indo, Chibetto hen f& ORRFEREER 1 >~ F - 75 M [Collected commentaries on
the Heart Siitra: India and Tibet]. Urayasu: Kishin shobo #8035,

Waugh, Daniel C. 2011. “The Chaoyang Northern Pagoda. A Photo Essay.” The Silk Road 9:
53-70.

Winternitz, Maurice. 1927. A History of Indian Literature, volume 2. Calcutta: University of
Calcutta.

Wu, Pei-Jung. 2014. “Wooden Statues as Living Bodies: Deciphering the Meanings of the
Deposits within Two Mafijusri Images of the Saidaiji Order.” Artibus Asiae 74.1: 75-96.

Yaita Hideomi KARF5RL. 2001. “Horydji baiyd Hannya shingyo shahon ni tsuite no ichi
hokoku” 7B HEE THEE O] BACov-To—# 4 [A report on the Horyilji palm-
leaf manuscript of the Prajiiaparamitiahrdaya). Chisan Gakuho 50: 7-16.

Yang, Zeng. 2018. “A Biographical Study on Bukong A~z (aka. Amoghavajra, 705-774):
Networks, Institutions, and Identities.” Ph.D. thesis, The University of British Columbia.

Yuyama Akira %5111, 1985. “Enpukuji doshé no Bongo meibun oboekagi: kono shoron o



THE HEART SUTRA AS DHARANI 125

Suematsu Yasuzaku ky6ju ni sasagu” JHiim=F s o FFEEH 05 E: = /N 2 RAARFIZL
#2124 ¢ [The Sanskrit inscription cast on a bell at the Yeon-bog-jeol Temple in Korea].
Toyo Gakuho 66: 325-362.

———. 1989. “Die Sanskrit-Texte in Lan-tsha und in tibetischer (dBu-can) Schrift auf der im
Jahre 1346 gegossenen Glocke des Tempels Yeon-bog-jeol in Korea.” In Einar von
Schuler, ed., Deutscher Orientalistentag: vom 16. bis 20. September 1985 in Wiirzburg:
ausgewdhlte Vortrdige XXIII, 429-434. Stuttgart: F. Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden.

——. 2000. “An Usnisa-Vijaya Dharani Text from Nepal.” Soka Daigaku Kokusai
Bukkyogaku Koto Kenkyiijo Nenpo 3: 165-175.

———.2006. “Fukii on’yaku Tonko shutsudo Butchd sonshd darani” A28 & 32 4 b 1H
BisefIE [Amoghavajra’s Usnisa-Vijaya Dharant from Tun-huang]. Soka Daigaku
Kokusai Bukkyogaku Koto Kenkyiijo Nenpo 9: 231-276.

———. 2012a. “Gendai rufu Butchd sonshd darani ko—shinshutsu Seika rudenbon ni kanren
shite” JofimAiphTEEEEHEEE — Fri i E A B LT [Remarks on the
Usnisa-Vijaya Dharani transmitted in the Yuan period: With reference to the newly
recovered Hsi-hsia version]. Soka Daigaku Kokusai Bukkyogaku Koto Kenkyiijo Nenpo
15:201-208.

———.2012b. “An Enlarged Version of the Usnisa-Vijaya Dharant: The Text Transmitted in
the Yiian Period.” Soka Daigaku Kokusai Bukkyogaku Koto Kenkyiijo Nenpo 15: 195.






