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THE ‘GREATLY FEROCIOUS’ SPELL
(MAHARAUDRA-NAMA-HRDAYA)

A dharant Inscribed on a Lead-Bronze Foil Unearthed near Borobudur!

ARLO GRIFFITHS

During the preparations for the major restoration of Borobudur that was
conducted from 1973 through 1983, excavations were carried out in dif-
ferent sectors surrounding the monument, as they became available for
study after purchase of the lands. A “preliminary report” written in 1976
by leading Indonesian epigrapher Boechari, and published in 1982, is
among the principal sources that we have on these excavations, which
were regrettably carried out under generally rather unfavorable condi-
tions.? One of the major finds at the time was the lead-bronze foil whose

! This paper could not have been written if Bambang Budi Utomo and Titi Surti
Nastiti, archaeologists of the Indonesian National Center for Archaeology, Jakarta,
had not so kindly shared photographs of the metal foil under discussion made dur-
ing a mission of their institution to Borobudur in 2011. In preparing this study, I
have benefited, through exchange of letters, from Lokesh Chandra’s magisterial
knowledge of Buddhist literature and iconography; in August 2013 he kindly sent
me a draft of the paper referred to below, and by the end of the year he sent me his
book Lord Siva and Buddha in the Golden Isles allowing me to refer to the final
version of his article, published in that book, days before the final draft of mine
was submitted for publication in the present volume. Ron Davidson, Shingo Einoo,
Rolf Giebel, Gergely Hidas, Péter-Déniel Szant6, Vincent Tournier, Klaus Wille
and Yuko Yokochi have given comments and pointed me to sources that are unac-
cessible to me. I am grateful to all these colleagues.

2 See Anom 2005: 150-163, which largely reproduces Boechari’s preliminary
report and is also based on a limited number of other publications by Boechari him-
self, by Boechari in collaboration with Wiwin Djuwita & Heriyanti Ongkodharma,
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Sanskrit inscription in Kawi script is the subject of this study. From
Boechari’s report, we learn the following about the circumstances of its
discovery (1982: 92 [=2012: 580]):

The area west of the temple was purchased in March 1974. Immedi-
ately trial excavations were undertaken. In a number of trenches
were found formations of cut stones, brick and small river boulders,
local potsherds, and Chinese ceramic sherds. In trench 35/I11 was re-
covered a rolled piece of lead-bronze, which later on turned out to be
an inscription containing a kind of dhdarani. We include a transcrip-
tion of it in this report. On this side, too, we could not make ade-
quate archaeological investigations, since the area was immediately
needed for the building of the storage rooms.

Boechari’s transcription of the text was included on p. 94 of his report
(= 2012: 585-586), and this is preceded by just a few remarks on its
interpretation:

The lead-bronze inscription discovered on the plain west of the mon-
ument contains a very interesting text. But due to our very limited
knowledge of Buddhism, we will leave its interpretation and also
that of the shorter texts above transcribed® to the experts. We only
can note that the text is Buddhist, presumably from the Wajrayana
school of Buddhism, and that we find a reference to the building of a
mahasasana, as well as to a location on a hill in the southern region
(daksinapathasyaparvatasthala). Does this text refer to the Borobu-
dur? Unfortunately the script of the epigraph shows the irregularity
and carelessness of the hands of the non-royal scribe. But from the
general form of the characters it could not be older than the script on

as well as a report on pottery by Mundardjito. Boechari’s preliminary report was
recently republished among his collected papers (Boechari 2012: 575-586).

* Boechari is referring here to two short dharani inscriptions on silver foil,
which will not be treated in the present article. The recent publication of Boecha-
ri’s collected papers (2012) contains photos of these two items (pp. 583-584).
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the stigpas: it could be even a decade or two older (sic). (1982: 93
[=2012: 583-585])

We shall return below to the contents of the inscription. As for the re-
mark about its palaecographic dating, Boechari is alluding to inscribed
miniature stipas found during the excavations, about which he suggest-
ed that they “could not be younger than the second half of the ninth
century A.D.” (1982: 93 [= 2012: 582]). Presumably the final sentence
in the long citation above contains a slip of the pen, and Boechari’s
intention was to say that the script on the lead-bronze foil “could be
even a decade or two younger”. Boechari concludes his report with the
crucial observation that “the chronological relation of these important
finds with the Borobudur monument cannot yet be determined on ac-
count of the fact that their stratigraphic position could not be accurately
recorded” (1982: 94 [= 2012: 586]). This means that the foil, although
no doubt a document of great importance for the history of Buddhism in
Indonesia — as I will try to show below —, cannot be used in any argu-
ment directly involving the underlying concept and the building of the
monument in whose vicinity it was unearthed.*

I shall not make any attempt here to apply the palacographic method
to make a dating estimate for the inscription, because I have already
tried to do so for another important Javanese dhdarani inscription
(Cruijsen, Griffiths & Klokke 2012, §4), without much success. I may
just refer the reader to my discussion in another study (Griffiths 2014,
§1) where I have mentioned the tilted shape of the aksara ma, observed
on the foil, as a feature that might be characteristic of the middle of the
9th century. A feature that is, to my knowledge, absolutely unique,’ is

4 Lokesh Chandra’s assertion (2013: 237) that this inscription “shows that the
Borobudur was dedicated to the STTS [i.e., the Sarvatathagatatattvasamgraha;
A.G.] whose central deity was Vajradhatu Vairocana and his ferocious counterpart
was Trailokyavijaya” fails to take these archaeological facts into account.

> This statement must be qualified in the sense that Sundanese script of West
Java, whose earliest attestation belongs to the 13th or 14th century CE, shows the
same subscript form of virama under certain consonants, most notably k. See the
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the placement of the virama signs below rather than above their aksa-
ras. I suspect that this may be the result of influence of Siddhamatrka
on the scribe’s use of Kawi script.’ Although it seems a reasonable es-
timate, I do not share Boechari’s confidence in the palacographic attri-
bution of the inscription to the 9th century, and would not wish to ex-
clude the possibility that it dates to the 8th or the early 10th.

After Boechari’s provisional edition of the inscription, it seems that
it did not attract any scholarly attention at all until it was taken up just a
few years ago by Hudaya Kandahjaya (2009), who brilliantly identified
a parallel for the main dharant in a text preserved on Bali under the title
Navakampa. This text, previously published by Lévi (1933: 80-81), was
reedited by Goudriaan & Hooykaas (G&H) (1971: 314-316; text num-
ber 510). But Hudaya Kandahjaya’s textual observations were hindered
by the provisional nature of Boechari’s edition; this also holds for the
textual notes recently published by Lokesh Chandra (2013). The main
purpose of this contribution, therefore, is to furnish a reliable edition,
on a sounder philological basis than the provisional edition of Boechari,
who had no knowledge of nor access to Buddhist Sanskrit literature.
This will make it possible to evaluate more precisely the extent of the
parallels between the Navakampa and our dharant.’

inscription of Kawali (de Casparis 1975, plate IXa, line 1). The reading adopted by
de Casparis on p. 95 does not recognize the case of k- (k+virama), and indeed this
palaeographic feature remains altogether unmentioned in his handbook.

® For a survey of inscriptions of ancient Java in Siddhamatrka script, all Bud-
dhist and in Sanskrit, see Griffiths, Revire & Sanyal 2013: 15-17. The normal script
of ancient Java was Kawi, and it was used for all languages epigraphically attested
on Java during the first millennium (Sanskrit, Old Javanese, Old Malay).

7 When I received the draft of his observations from the author and responded
by informing him of my work towards a new edition, Lokesh Chandra’s piece had
already gone to the press and could not be modified. Since it is based on Boechari’s
reading, I refer to Lokesh Chandra (2013) only sparingly in the present contribu-
tion, limiting myself to his text-critical observations which are useful or in need of
discussion.
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The foil is presently preserved at the Borobudur Site Museum ‘Ma-
hakarmawibhangga’, where excellent photos were taken in 2011 by Su-
geng Riyanto during a visit by a team of the National Center of Archae-
ology. These photographs serve as the basis for the critical edition pro-
posed below.

The text has reached us in rather bad condition. The foil on which it
is inscribed is quite damaged, while the writing was irregular and care-
less to begin with, as already pointed out by Boechari.® Moreover, it
seems that the exemplar from which the scribe made his copy on metal
must itself already have been heavily corrupt. Given these challenges, I
have decided to present my edition in two stages. First, an edition which
is basically diplomatic but does comprise restorations of lost or illegible
syllables, which will be provided with extensive text-critical notes, in
justification of my restorations and proposals for emendation. These are
then reflected at the second stage in a restored text, which is the basis of
my translation. For the sake of comparison, I reproduce the text of the
Navakampa as part of stage one.

I have not been able to inspect the foil directly, but Titi Surti Nastiti
kindly informs me that the dimensions of the lead-bronze foil are 45.5
cm in length x 2.3 cm in height. There seems to be a circular drawing of
some sort on the left end of the verso, but the photographs at my dis-
posal do not allow me to say anything significant about it. Regarding
the original function of the foil, it is important to recall that Boechari
reported it to have been unearthed in a rolled up state.’

¥ However, when Boechari writes (as quoted above) “the script of the epigraph
shows the irregularity and carelessness of the hands of the non-royal scribe”, one
may question whether the distinction between royal and non-royal scribes is the
most pertinent here. Rather, it seems to be the fact that dharani inscriptions were
not meant to be read but were written for magical purposes that is relevant. See
Griffiths 2014 for other Indonesian examples of very carelessly written dharant
inscriptions.

° This is again a feature shared with other Indonesian dharani inscriptions (cf.
Griffiths 2014).
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Editorial conventions

The text is initially edited line-by-line. I use the following editorial
signs:

X one illegible aksara

one completely lost aksara

the virama sign

© precedes an independent (aksara) vowel sign

(...) graphic element(s) whose reading is visually uncertain

[...] graphic element(s) wholly lost or wholly unreadable on the
foil but restorable on the basis of philological considerations

+...+  aksara(s) added between two lines

The text on the lead-bronze foil

Recto

1. (namo) ratnatrayayasya nama[$§] c(anda)vajrapanayisya mahaya-
[ksa]senapatisya namo bhagavat(o) [pra]tihatavalav[ir]yyavicitra-
vi(dya)[dha]r(e)Savarasahasrasya (pr)_(nda)$aSanakarasya catu(r)-
bhujalankrtasarirasyama[si]musalaparasupasavajrajvalagnih (vi)[bhi-]

2. sanakasupasya (pa)tijatilajalasaficayavilamvitadaksinapadasya parvva-
tasthalatapavinivistavamacaranasya na[mo] bhagavato mahavajra[dha-
ra]Jsya maharodran nama (h)rdayarn parama(da)runam +sarvva-+-
bh(t)tagana(vin)asakaram rodrakaram traSabhaya-

3. vivadakararm sarvvakammasiddhikaramh siddhikaram °avartayiSyarmmi
tadyath(a) ta bhoh bhoh rodra rodra kala kala kampa kampa gaifija
gafija p(r)agafija praga(fija) mardda mardda pramardda pramardda
pramardda ha ha hi hi hurh hum rodraka x (la)marh dustagraham
cifica(la)ya hastaci(ttarn)

4. papacittarh kupitacittarh pravinasaya rorusi pravinaSaya rodrasvare-
na traSaya rodravajre vajrena vidaraya (p)ra(ha)namarhpi pravinasa-
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Figs 3-5: recto, left side of the foil
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Figs 6-8: recto, central part of the foil
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Figs 9-11: recto, right side of the foil
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Figs 12-14: verso, left side of the foil
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Figs 15-17: verso, central part of the foil
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Figs 18-20: verso, right side of the foil
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Fig. 21: verso, right extremity of the foil

ya sarvvasaton|-] pravinasaya sarvvarh vipran(-) pra(vina)$aya sarvva-
(vyadhi)n- pravinasaya sarvvarh rogon- ga pravina-

[Saya sa]rvvavinavinasayakana pravinasaya sarvvadussavdan- pravi-
nasaya sarvvadurddama(tv)an- pra(vi)nasaya devasuragha(ru)da[gan-
dharva]yaksakinaramaho[ragadin-] pravina$a-

Verso

1.

ya kampaya kampaya gafijaya gafijaya pragafijaya pragafijaya mardda
mardda pramarda+ya+ pramardaya bhoh (bh)[oh canda ca]nda mara
mal[ra pramattha] pramattha hana (hana dada) haha paca paca kuru
kuru (maharo)dra mahaviryya mahatita mahatojah

maha$asana kuru kuru vada vada va svavara svavara svavatu svavatu
bhavamiho svaha namo [ra]tnatrayaya namah canda[va]jrapanaye ma-
hayaksasonapataye tadyath(a) °orh ma °1h jah svaha

°orh ma °1h jah hana hana vijaye jah hana hana hi °ihi °iha ham jah
svaha °or (ma °1)h hana hana dhuna mathana vidhvamsayettadadma
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°om x ta svaha (tatha) tadyatha, °om tri(ka x °aka) °i(karo) vicchet:
(pa)

4. x x x (na)n(d)aka(makavanakadhakakayaka) °orh hana hana vijah
(j)oh sva(ha) taki hurm jah jah hum kita h(t)[m] taki (dhumh) kita
dhu(rh) °iya °ija (°i)_h svaha //"°

Text of the Navakampa after Goudriaan & Hooykaas

Namo Ratna-trayaya svaha, nama$ Canda-vajra-pani svaha, maha-yaksa-
sena-pati svaha, namo Bhagavate ’prati-hata-bala-virya-vidhi-trividya-
dhara-sahasra svaha, catur-bhujalakrti-Sarira svaha, asi-musala-parasu-
pasa-vajragni-jvalatibhisanaka-riipa svaha, pasu-pati-jatijada-saficaya-
vilambita-daksina-pada svaha, sarva-niyantaka, tava vinistha-vama-
carana-usnisa svaha, namo Bhagavate maha-vajra-dhara svaha, namo
Rudra, namo hrdayam, parama-darunam, sarva-bhiuita-gana-vinaya-
karam, rosastraSivisddhah-karam, sarva-karma-siddhi-karam avarta-
yisyami,

tad yatha: Bhoh bhoh vajra vajra kala kala karma karma, kampa
kampa bandha bandha marda marda haha hihi HUM HUM; raudrati-
raudranusarinam imam damstrigra-canda-graham, mayi dusta-cittam
pravinasaya, raudra-dhiipena pravinasaya, raudra-vajrena pravinasaya,
Visnum pravinasaya, Brahmanam pravinasaya, sarva-rogan pravinasaya,
sarva-papan pravinaSaya, sarva-devan pravinasaya, sarva-kle$an
pravinasaya, sarva-dusta-cittan pravinasaya, sarva-vighnan pravinasaya,
sarva-vinayakan pravinaSaya, sarva-kala-kali-kalusa-kalaha-vigraha-
vivadan pravina§aya, devasura-garuda-gandharva-kinnara-mahdragadin
pravinasaya; trasaya trasaya, kampaya kampaya, bandhaya bandhaya,
mardaya mardaya, canda canda, mara mara, hana hana, daha daha, kuru
kuru maha-bala maha-bala, maha-virya maha-virya, maha-dipta maha-

10 Line 4 starts in the left margin, curving downwards; line 3 starts significantly
further to the right than line 2, which in turn is further justified than line 1. In line
4, below jah jah, the word svaha is legible. It is not clear whether it forms part of a
fifth line or is to be inserted somewhere in line 4.
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dipta, maha-tejah maha-tejah, maha-raudra maha-raudra, maha-§asana
maha-§asana, turu turu, dara dara, vara vara, sthavara sthavara,'!
svabhavanta svabhavanta, bhavamike'> HUM HUM PHAT SVAHA.

Sprinkling formula:"
OM Ratna-trayaya Nava-kampaya namah svaha,

OM Bhagavatyai svaha,

OM Bhoh Buddha Bhiimi-kampaya svaha,

OM sarva-deva-sukha-pradanaya namah svaha,

OM HUM HUM PHAT PHAT parama-sukhaya namah svaha.

rl

Text-critical commentary

ratnatrayayasya namals$] c(anda)vajrapanayisya ¢ the first word
seems to be a contamination of the dative form °trayaya with the
genitive form °trayasya. A subscript c still seems discernible under
the § which is lost, so one may safely restore namas ca®. The rest of
the restoration follows from the parallel in verso, line 2, and from
several occurrences of the formula namo ratnatrayaya namas canda-
vajrapanaye mahayaksasendapataye in the Susiddhikarasiitra (see
Giebel 2001) and other early Buddhist tantric texts (e.g., the Amrta-
kundalivinayakabandhadharant [Giebel 2012: 190-192]; see also the
Sarvanaganari Hrdaya of the Meghasiitra [Bendall 1880: 308]). The
form vajrapanayisya (read vajrapanayisya), just like ratnatrayayas-
va, is a contamination of standard Sanskrit vajrapanaye with the Bud-
dhist Hybrid Sanskrit (BHS) form vajrapanisya (Edgerton 1953, vol.
I, §10.79). The following mahdayaksasenapatisya is a ‘regular’ BHS

! Goudriaan & Hooykaas 1972: 315, n. 13: “thus PVTg; others smavara sma-

vara.”

2 The edition has bhavanike, but it is reported that this is a reading/emendation

of Sylvain Lévi, while the manuscripts read °mike or °mame. 1 choose the former

reading as being closer to our inscription.

" This is apparently found in only one of the six manuscripts collated by G&H.
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form. Gergely Hidas has pointed out to me that the same opening
formula is found with another kind of BHS form right after the end
of the Gilgit manuscript of the Hayagrivavidya; cf. the reading re-
cently published by von Hiniiber (2014: 104): namo ratnatrayaya:
namas candavajrapandaye mahdayaksasenapaye (!). tadyatha ugraya
svaha || atiiigraya. svaha || ugrapriyaya svaha | [ati]igrapriyaya sva-
ha |, etc. This, in turn, is partly parallel to Taisho 21.1243 (as ren-
dered in Bischoff 1956: 81), but there the opening is grammatically
normalized. Finally, Péter-Déniel Szdnt6 reports to me that in the
Tibetan canon (Tohoku 746), the (Maha)Vidyottama has more than a
hundred occurrences of vajrapanisya, several times in conjunction
with mahayaksasenapatisya.

namo bhagavat(o) ¢ this opening, with genitivus pro dativo (rather
than namo bhagavate), is surprisingly rare. I have found it in the in-
vocation formulae of Buddhist Prakrit inscriptions of Andhra Pra-
desh, notably the famous site Nagarjunakonda (see Mirashi 1981, in-
scriptions 29 and 32; J.Ph. Vogel, Epigraphia Indica 20, 1929-30:
16-25; idem, Epigraphia Indica 31, 1931-32: 62). In transmitted
(Buddhist) texts, it is found in the Mahamayiri (ed. Takubo 1972:
44, 1. 15-16: namo bhagavatah alongside namo bhagavate). Rolf
Giebel informs me that in Chinese transliteration he has found both
namo bhagavato buddhasya and namo buddhasya bhagavato, as well
as several examples of namo ... tathagatasya (cf. Giebel 2002:
755[34]-754[35])).
[prajtihatavalav[i]ryyavicitravi(dya)[dha]r(e)Savarasahasrasya <
understand ’pratihata®. Partially able to support this with reference
to NK, I restore °vicitravidyadharesvarasahasrasya. Our text is cer-
tainly better than vidhitrividydadharasahasra in NK (all sources have
vidva, emended by G&H). The presence of e in r(e) is not entirely
certain; if it is assumed to be absent, we obtain °vidyadharasavara-
sahasrasya, but this is not a likely reading because no other cases of
the juxtaposition of vidyddhara and savara can be found anywhere.
On the other hand, while vidydadharesa as well as vidyadharesvara
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are fairly well attested compounds in Sanskrit literature, they are
hardly attested in Buddhist sources.

(pra)_(nda)sasanakarasya ¢ the reading is very uncertain for the
first few syllables. If my reading is correct, one may restore pra-

rl

candaSasanakarasya (and then correct na to na); pracandasasana is
attested in line 23 of the Allahabad Pillar Inscription of Samudra-
gupta (Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum 111, revised ed. 1981: 213),
but seems a bit out of context here, unless pracandasasanakara can
be an allusion to the mudra of the deity being addressed here.
't °Sarirasyama(si JmusSalaparasupasa® ¢ we can read °sarirasya asi®,
for -m- here serves as hiatus breaker; asimusalaparasupasa is a fixed
set of attributes assigned to wrathful figures in more than one Bud-
dhist scripture (cf. Susiddhikarasiitra, transl. Giebel 2001: 132, man-
tra nr. 10; Maiijusriyamillakalpa, ed. Ganapati Sastri 1922: 15,
1. 26-27; Guhyasamajatantra, mantra before 14.12, ed. Matsunaga
1978: 62).
T °yajrajvalagnih ¢ emend °vajrajvalagni or °vajrajvalagnibhih. The
compound vajrajvalagni appears to be found only in the Sarvatatha-
gatatattvasamgraha (STTS) and dependent texts. In the STTS itself
it is found in two passages: athasmin vinihsrtamatre vajrapanihrdaya-
vajrat sa eva bhagavan vajradharah samantajvalagarbhah sabhruku-
tibhritbhangakuriicitalalatavikatadamstrakaralamukhah vajrankusako-
Sapasadivajrajvalagnipradiptapraharanavyagrakarah anekavidha-
varnalamkaravicitravesadharah vajrapanivigrahah viniscaritva (ed.
Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 326, §651-652); tatredam sarvatathagatakar-
sanahrdayari bhavati | om vajrajvalagnipradiptakarsaya sarvata-
thagatan mahavajrasamaya hiirin jah | (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 388,
§860). It is also found in a text related to the STTS brought to Japan
by Kiukai, and transmitted in Japan under the title Daisanmaya Shin-
jitsu Ippyakuhachi Myédsan ‘Eulogy in One Hundred and FEight
Names of the “Truth of the Great Pledge”.” In Giebel’s edition of
this text (2012: 207), the fifth verse reads: ragavana mahdadipta vajra-
jvalagnisamnibha | rstisaukhya mahdadrastar mahamadana manmatha |.
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2 (vi)[bhi]sanakasupasya ¢ the reading is uncertain for the first two

2

2

2

syllables; if it is correct, then emend vibhisanakaripasya, following
NK except with regard to the syllable vi.

(pa)tijatildjala® ¢ emend pasupatijatilajata® (partly following NK),
and, at the end of the long compound, emend °padasya.
parvvatasthalatapa® ¢ Lokesh Chandra (2013: 235) convincingly
proposes to emend this to parvatistanadvaya®, with reference to a
passage from the STTS, which in his edition (Lokesh Chandra 1987:
59) reads: athaivam ukte vajrapanir mahabodhisatvo mahddevar va-
mapadakrantam krtva, daksinena comalyah stanau pidajyann idam
svahrdayam udajahara om vajravisa hanaya trarm trat ||. This corre-
sponds in Horiuchi’s edition (1983, vol. I: 347, §726) to: athaivam
ukte vajrapanir mahabodhisattvo mahadevam vamapadakrantam kyt-
va, daksinena comaldevim akrama]yann, idam hrdayam uddjahara
o vajravisa hana patram trat.

maharodran nama (h)rdayarin ¢ Lokesh Chandra (2013: 235) pro-
poses to emend this to aham idam nama-hrdayam. Comparing such a
parallel as ebhyo namaskrtva aryavalokitesvaramukhodgirnam amo-
ghapasa(rajam) nama hyrdayam tathagatasammukhari bhasitam maha-
tam parsanmadhye "ham idanim avartayisye in the Amoghapasahrda-
vadharant (reconstructed text based on ed. Meisezahl 1962: 321), it
seems better to remain more faithful to the available reading, and to
emend either aham raudram nama hrdayam or, still closer, maha-
raudram nama hrdayam. Recalling the clear case of hiatus breaking
-m- that we observed in 1. 1, so that maha®, too, could easily stand
for -m-aham, the former option might at first sight seem viable. But
maharaudra is a well-attested term, occurring for instance twice in
the account of the subjugation of Mahe$vara by Vajrapani/Trailokya-
vijaya in the STTS: atha bhagavan vajrapanir mahabodhisattvah
punar api mahadevam ahityaivam aha na pratipa[dyasi] dustasattva,
mamajiiam kartum iti | atha mahadevo vajrasattvavacanam upasrut-
va, kupitas candibhiitas tathapatita eva punar api maharaudraripa-

karisyamiti | (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 345-346, §717-719); atha
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mahesvarah sakalatrailokyadhipatyataya svajiianavasitaya ca bha-
gavato vajrapaneh samdarsanartham mahdcandakrodhatarin maha-
bhairavaripatam mahajvalotsyjanatam maharaudrattahdsatam sa-
haganaih sardarsayann evam aha | (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 332,
§675). The term is also attested as a name of Mafijusri, here identi-
fied with Vajrapani, in verse 40 of the Marfijusrinamasarigiti, in its
section on the Vajradhatumandala: mahabhavadrisarbhetta maha-
vajradharo ghanah | mahakriiro maharaudro mahabhayabhayarika-
rah | (Davidson 1981: 18 [n. 52], 23, 52). Most importantly, the
same term also occurs on the verso of our foil (line 1). I therefore re-
store maharaudram nama hrdayarn.

rodrakaram ¢ Lokesh Chandra (2013: 235) proposes to emend this
to raudrakaram.

trasabhaya- ¢ correct trasabhaya-. Cf. Suvarnabhdsottamasiitra
14.38-39 (ed. Skjaervg 2004, vol. I: 272): yaksasSatasahasrebhih
rddhimantair mahabalaih | tesar raksam karisyanti sarvatrasabha-
yesu ca | vajrapanis ca yaksendrah paficayaksasatair api | sarvebhir
bodhisattvebhis tesam raksam karisyanti ||.

sarvvakammasiddhikaram siddhikararm ¢ one expects here sarva-
karmasiddhikaram, and no repetition (cf. NK). The shape of mma
suggests a misreading for rmma; on the verso, in line 4, the aksara
read as ma likewise probably stands for an original rma. The expres-
sion sarvakarmasiddhi seems to be typical of the STTS (ed. Horiuchi
1983, vol. I: 68-69, §118; 462-463, §1127; 606, §1448; vol. 1I: 17,
§1526; 33, §2737). It is never found more than once in any other
Buddhist text that [ am aware of.

Cavartayisyammi & correct avartayisyami (cf. NK).

tadyathd ta ¢ the syllable ta needs to be deleted (cf. NK).
pramardda pramardda pramardda ¢ one expects only one repetition
of this word.

rodraka x (la)mar ¢ instead of /@, one might conceivably read °e,
but this does not help to make sense out of this difficult sequence,
apparently without direct parallel in NK.
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cifica(la)ya hastaci(ttarin) ¢ emend caiicaldya dustacittam? 1 very
hesitantly suggest that caficalaya might be imperative to a denomi-
native of carficala (cf. caficalita). For the expression dustacitta, and
for the whole segment from dustagrahari through kupitacittam, cf.
the following passage from the Sitatapatradharani (ed. Ngawang
Samten & Pandey 2002: 152): ye kecin mama sarvasattvanam ca
dusta dustacitta raudra raudracitta papah papacittah kupitah kupi-
tacitta amitra amitracitta | ete mama sarvasattvanam ca raksdan
kurvantu jivantu varsasatari pasyantu Saradam Satam | ye kecid ya-
ksagrahah, ...| papacittah, dustacittah, raudracittah, devagrahah,
..., sarvagrahah |.

kala kala ¢ it is perhaps not necessary to follow NK and emend kala
kala, for kala kala is attested as such in the Amoghapasahrdaya-
dharant: or kala 2 kili 2 kulu 2 mahasuddhasattvaya svaha | devata-
samsodhanamantrah (ed. Meisezahl 1962: 321).

hi hi & emend hi hi. Cf. again the Amoghapasahrdayadhdarani:. ma-
hapasupativesadhara | dhara 2 dhiri 2 dhuru 2 tara 2 sara 2 cara 2
para 2 vara 2 mara 2 lara 2 hara 2 ha ha | ht ht hii hii | orikara
brahmavesadhara | dhara 2 dhiri 2 dhuru 2 ... (ed. Meisezahl 1962:
322). Cf. also Sadhanamala 271 (ed. Bhattacharya 1925: 541).

rorusi pravinasaya rodrasvarena trasaya rodravajre vajrena <
emend raudrariipena pravinasaya raudrasvarena trasaya rodravaj-
rena. Cf. NK raudra-dhiipena pravinasaya, raudra-vajrena pravina-
Saya. Cf. also maharaudraripatarm in a STTS passage quoted above
(ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 345, §718).

(p)ra(hda)namampi ¢ the reading is a bit uncertain; it seems that an
emendation such as sarvapaparm (cf. NK sarvapapan) cannot be
avoided, unless one is to emend brahmanari (cf. NK).
sarvvasaton[-] ¢ emend sarvasatriin, after NK.

sarvvam vipran(-) ¢ emend sarvavighnan, after NK.

sarvvam rogon- (ga) ¢ emend sarvarogan, after NK, suppressing the
intrusive syllable tentatively read here as ga.
[sa]rvvavinavinasayakana pravinasaya ¢ emend sarvavinayakan pra-
vinasaya, after NK.



22 ARLO GRIFFITHS

® sarvvadurddama(tv)an- O 1 hesitantly assume that sarvadurdama-

tvam is intended. This phrase has no parallel in NK, and the pre-
sumed expression is not found elsewhere.

°mahof[ragadin-] ¢ that this restoration must be made is clear from
comparison with NK, although it seems rather doubtful from remain-
ing traces of aksaras that this is precisely how the text was originally
written down on the foil.

“VIComparison with NK suggests that a repeated trdsaya must, at some

5

stage of transmission, have been lost between pravindsaya and kam-
paya kampaya. It is possible that the first readable sign ya at the be-
ginning of line v1 is in fact the final syllable of trasaya, and that any
trace of syllables ya trasaya trasa has been lost to its left. But given
the position where lines 2 and 3 begin, it is unlikely that such a sig-
nificant number of further syllables would have stood at the begin-
ning of line 1.
"' “mara mara ¢ emend mara mara. Cf. STTS atha vajrapanih punar
ap[imam svadharma]samayam abhdsat | om hana hana hum phat |
atha vajragarbhah sva[dharma]samayam abhasat || om hara hara hum
phat | atha vajranetrah......... [sva]dharmasamayam abhasat | orit ma-
ra mara huriv phat | atha vajravisvah svadharmasamayam abhdsat |
onv kuru kuru huri phat | atha vajravidyottamah svadharmasamayam
abhasat | oriv hum huriv phat | (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 569, §1376-
1380).
"' hana (hana dada) haha ¢ emend hana hana daha daha.
"' mahatita ¢ 1 emend mahadipta, following NK, whose reading is
supported by verse 5 of the Daisanmaya Shinjitsu Ippyakuhachi
Mpyosan, cited above. Another possibility would be to emend maha-
tiksna. Cf. Sarvadurgatiparisodhanatantra: vajrapanir mahdapanir vaj-
ravanah suvedhakah | vajratiksno mahatiksno mahamahan mahoda-
dhih | (ed. Skorupski 1983: 298).
"' ‘mahatojah ¢ emend mahatejah. Cf. the same passage of the Sarva-
durgatiparisodhanatantra: vajratejo mahdatejo jvalaprabhayaman-
takrt | vajraghoro mahaghoro ghanaprabho mahaghanah | (ed. Sko-
rupski 1983: 298).
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mahasasana ¢ read mahdsasana. This word does not seem to be
attested as such in Buddhist literature, but in the opening of chapter
13 of the Guhyasamajatantra we read: atha bhagavantah sarvatatha-
gata jiianavajragracarinah sarvasattvarthasambhiita bodhisattvas ca
dhimantah pranipatya mahasastaram munin sattvarthavajrinam pi-
Jjasamayatattvajiiam vajraghosam udirayan (ed. Matsunaga 1978: 44).
vada vada ¢ emend vada vada (cf. NK vara vara), a sequence found
repeatedly in the STTS (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. 1: 392, §877; vol. II:
48, §1634; 202, §2093), while vada vada seems unattested else-
where.

va svavara svavara < the va is superfluous; as for the remaining
syllables, one could emend sthavara sthavara, after NK, but it must be
noted that in that text too, the reading sthavara sthavara is only sup-
ported by some of the sources, the other ones reported by G&H read-
ing smavara smavara, which is substantially closer to our reading,
but equally obscure; moreover, sthavara sthavara is never attested in
any similar dharanis known to me. One might therefore prefer a
more radical emendation, like smara smara or even smara smara va-
ra vara. But the matter seems to be too uncertain to justify any par-
ticular modification to the text as it stands (besides removal of va).
svavatu svavatu < 1 hesitantly propose to emend Srnvatu Srnvatu.
Edgerton 1953, vol. I: 140, §28.6, records the BHS form srnvati built
on the analogy of the regular 3pl form synvanti and lists his textual
sources attesting the stem-form srnva- in §43, on p. 234. One of his
sources was the Mahavastu, from which one occurrence of the indic-
ative form srnvati is cited, although this form is attested four times
in Senart’s edition (1882-1897, vol. II: 108 [prose]; vol. III: 82-83
[2x] and 361-362 [prose]). The fundamental manuscript designated
as “Sa”, which was not collated by Senart, does not support any of
the four occurrences of synvati in the edition: it reads regular srnoti
throughout (Yuyama 2001, vol. I: fol. 146r2, 29612 and 397v2).
Edgerton does not mention at all the imperative form srnvatu which
is found three times in Senart’s edition of the same text, in a single
stanza that is repeated three times. Senart reads the hemistich in
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question as follows: Srnvatu bhavan prayojanam yam asmakam iha
gamandye. For its attestation at vol. I, p. 152, 1. 9 and 226, 1. 3, the
manuscripts collated by Senart give srnvantu, which he emends to
srnvatu. The collocation Srnvatu bhavan first suggested to me the
emendation of our inscription proposed here. However, the manu-
script “Sa” (Yuyama 2001, fol. 43v4 and 63v6) shows the regular
form srnotu. For the attestation at vol. II, p. 29, 1. 6, the two manu-
scripts collated by Senart apparently read srnu, again emended by
Senart. Here “Sa” reads synuta (fol. 122v6). The manuscript trans-
mission of the Mahavastu thus gives no support whatsoever to the
existence of an imper. form synvatu, but it must be recognized that
Srnotu and srnoti are not metrically acceptable readings in at least
two of the mentioned contexts which are in verse, and hence Senart’s
emendations are likely to be correct despite lack of explicit manu-
script support. The only explicit attestation of the form srnvatu that 1
can cite in support of my emendation is found in the Sarvatathaga-
tadhisthanavyithasitra, in the following verse quarter: gundalm]s ca
Srnvatv abhisraddadheta (ed. Dutt 1939: 63; ed. Cohen 2010: 221)."
bhavamiho ¢ emend bhavan iha. Cf., despite uncertainty of reading,
the collocation synvatu bhavan in the Mahavastu stanza whose text-
critical problem I have just presented. NK reads bhavamike.

namo ¢ emend namo.

mahayaksasondapataye ¢ emend mahayaksasenapataye.

hana hana dhuna mathana vidhvamsayettadadma < the final aksa-
ras, whose reading is perhaps not totally certain, might be emended
after a mantra preserved in Chinese transliteration in the Susiddhika-
rasitra (retransliterated in Giebel 2001: 148) namo vajraya, him ha-
na dhuna matha vidhvarmsayotsaraya phat. To stay somewhat closer

4 On the extraordinary importance of the manuscript designated as “Sa”, see

Tournier 2012. The readings of this manuscript have been provided to me by Vin-
cent Tournier on the basis of Yuyama’s facsimile edition, which is not accessible to

me.

Likewise, Vincent Tournier has checked for me the reading synvatu in the

Sarvatathagatadhisthanavyithasitra based on the facsimile edition of the Gilgit
manuscripts.
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to the text as our foil transmits it, utsadaya might be chosen as an al-
ternative reading. Cf. Maiijusriyamiilakalpa, chapter 37 (ed. Gana-
pati Sastrl 1922: 413, 11. 18-21): om namo apratihatatathagatosnisa-
yva anavalokitamiirdhni cakravarti hiim jvala jvala dhaka dhaka dhu-
na dhuna vidhuna trasaya marayotsadaya hana hana am am ah ah
kah kah promkhini prorikhini kundalini aparajitastradharini® hiim
phat; and chapter 54 (p. 662, 1l. 22-23): om hana hana sarvabhayan
sadayotsadaya trasaya motaya chinda bhinda jvala jvala huri hum
phat phat svaha. The form mathana can be explained as a perfectly
regular 2sg imperative form, of the class IX present mathnati, al-
though in this register of language (as in the above citation from the
Susiddhikarasitra) we expect the form matha.

A number of aksaras may have become illegible at the beginning of
this line. The sequence kama no doubt stands for karma (cf. recto,
line 3: kammda). 1 am unable to make sense of the following nine
aksaras. The remainder of the line, from orm onwards, mainly com-
prises a sequence of bija mantras for which I have found no precise
parallels, except for the sequence faki hiim jah, which I have dis-
cussed elsewhere (Griffiths 2014, §7). The element kifa seems to be
an inversion of faki; the element dhum (if the readings are correct)
is unusual in Buddhist mantras and might perhaps be based on a
misunderstanding of the sandhi in the following STTS verse: praty-
alidharin samasthaya vajravesaprayogatah | ksanad dhumkarama-
trena sarvam avesayej jagat | (ed. Horiuchi 1983, vol. I: 402, §916).

Reconstructed text

Syllables I am unable to reconstruct with any confidence are marked by

an underscore (_).

[1.] namo ratnatrayayasya nama$§ candavajrapanayisya mahayaksase-

napatisya

5 Ed. aparojitastradharini.
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namo bhagavato ’pratihatabalaviryavicitravidyadhare§varasahasras-
ya___$aSanakarasya caturbhujalankrtasarirasya asimuSalapara§upasavaj-
rajvalagnivibhisanakariipasya paSupatijatilajalasaficayavilambitadaksina-
padasya parvatistanadvayavinivistavamacaranasya

namo bhagavato mahavajradharasya maharaudrarn nama hrdayam
paramadarunam sarvabhiitaganavinasakaramm raudrakaram trasabhaya-
vivadakarar sarvakarmasiddhikaram avartayisyami

tadyatha

bhoh bhoh raudra raudra kala kala kampa kampa gafija gafija pra-
gafija pragafija marda marda pramarda pramarda ha ha hi hi har harh
raudra___marh dustagraham caficalaya dustacittarn papacittarh kupita-
cittarh pravinasaya raudraripena pravinasaya raudrasvarena trasaya
raudravajrena vidaraya sarvapapar pravina$aya sarvasatrin pravinasa-
ya sarvavighnan pravinasaya sarvavyadhin pravinaSaya sarvarogan sar-
vavinayakan pravinasaya sarvaduh$abdan pravinasaya sarvadurdama-
tvarh pravinaSaya devasuragarudagandharvayaksakimnaramahoragadin
pravinaSaya trasaya trasaya kampaya kampaya gafijaya gafijaya pra-
gafijaya pragafijaya marda marda pramardaya pramardaya bhoh bhoh
canda canda mara mara pramatha pramatha hana hana daha daha paca
paca kuru kuru maharaudra mahavirya mahadipta mahatejah mahasasana
kuru kuru vada vada svavara svavara §rnvatu Srnvatu bhavan iha svaha

[2.] namo ratnatrayaya namah candavajrapanaye mahayaksasenapataye
tadyatha
orn ma 1h jah svaha
orn ma 1h jah hana hana vijaye jah hana hana hi ihi iha harm jah svaha
omm ma th hana hana dhuna mathana vidhvarmS$ayotsadaya om _ta
svaha
tatha tadyatha
orn tri cchet

orh hana hana vijah joh svaha
taki hiirh jah jah hum kita hiirh taki dhum kita dhurh iya ija i_h svaha
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Translation

[1.] Homage to the Triple Jewel (Buddha, Dharma, Sarhgha)! Homage
to the fierce Vajrapani, the great general of the Yaksas!

Homage to the Lord, who has (a host of) a thousand supreme magi-
cians (vidyadharesvara) of irresistible power and might, who has hands
... teaching, who has a body adorned with four arms, who is of terrible
appearance due to (his bearing) sword, club, axe, snare, cudgel (vajra),
and flaming fire, whose right foot hangs down over the heap of twisted
locks of Pasupati (Siva), whose left foot is placed on the pair of breasts
of Parvati!

Homage to the Lord, the great Cudgel-bearer!

I shall recite the Heart named Maharaudra (‘Greatly Ferocious’), ex-
tremely violent, that causes the destruction of all of (Siva’s) Bhitas and
Ganas, of ferocious form, that causes terror, fear and conflict, that caus-
es the success of all undertakings!

[1t is] like this:

Ho! Ho! Ferocious one, ferocious one! Soft one, soft one! Tremble,
tremble! Sound, sound! Resound, Resound! Crush, crush! Crush down,
crush down! HA, HA, HI, HI, HUM, HOM! O ferocious ... chase away the
evil seizure! Destroy the evil thought, the bad thought, the angry
thought! Destroy with your ferocious form, frighten with your ferocious
sound, disperse with your ferocious cudgel! Destroy all evil, destroy all
enemies, destroy all obstacles, destroy all diseases, destroy all illnesses,
destroy all Vinayakas, destroy all those who have bad words, destroy all
those who have bad thoughts, destroy the Devas, Asuras, Garudas,
Gandharvas, Yaksas, Kimnaras, Great Serpents, etc. Frighten, frighten!
Cause to tremble, cause to tremble! Cause to sound, cause to sound!
Cause to resound, cause to resound! Crush, crush! Crush down, crush
down!

Ho! Ho! Fierce one, fierce one! Kill, kill! Tear, tear! Slay, slay!
Burn, burn! Cook, cook! Act, act! Greatly ferocious one, greatly heroic
one, greatly fiery one, one of great fire, one of great teaching! Act, act!
Speak, speak! Svavara svavara(?)! Listen, listen here, your honor! Hail!
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[2.] Homage to the Triple Jewel! Homage to the fierce Vajrapani, the
great general of the Yaksas!

[1t is] like this:

OM. MA TH JAH. Hail!

OM. MA TH JAH. Slay, slay! Victorious one! JAH. Slay, Slay! HI, 1HI
IHA HAM JAH. Hail!

OM. MA IH. Slay, slay! Shake! Crush! Agitate! Destroy! Annihilate!

OM. ... Hail!

So also like this:

(a mantra that is not sufficiently well preserved to be rendered here)

OM. Slay, slay! VJAH. JOH. Hail!

TAKI HUM JAH JAH HUM KITA HOM TAKI DHUM KITA DHUM IYA TJA ...
Hail!

Analysis

The contents of the dharani suggest that the foil on which it was en-
graved may have held some protective function, but whether it func-
tioned as an amulet, for personal use, or rather as a dharma-relic, in-
serted into some architectural context, cannot be determined. The in-
scription comprises two texts, both opening with an invocation to the
Triple Jewel and Candavajrapani as Mahayaksasenapati. It seems that
these two texts were not originally composed together and the distinc-
tion between them is underlined by the fact that the invocations of the
first are in Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit, whereas those of the second are in
standard Sanskrit.

The first and principal dharani inscribed on the foil bore the title
maharaudra-nama-hrdaya, The ‘Greatly Ferocious’ Spell, with hrdaya
standing as a common equivalent to the term dharani. It comprises an
opening invocation, followed by an extended invocation enumerating
the attributes of the deity being invoked, i.e., Candavajrapani, followed
by a performative statement of the title and purpose of the dharani and
finally the text of the dharant proper, this last portion being introduced
by tadyathd and terminated by svaha.
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This is followed by another dharant that does not show any clear
connection with the principal text, except being addressed to the same
deity Candavajrapani. It is also structurally different, comprising be-
sides the simple invocation nothing but sequences of mantras, with a
much higher ratio of untranslatable bija syllables vis-a-vis translatable
elements, including mantric impera‘tives,16 than we saw in the first
dharani. This second text apparently comprises two mantra sections,
each opening with tadyatha, and each being built up of sequences
opened with om and terminated with svaha. But the text is too damaged
to allow certainty about its original structure.

Despite these differences, the two texts are bound together by their
reliance on a variety of elements characteristic of the cycle of the Sar-
vatathagatatattvasarigraha: terminology, bija mantras and the figure
Vajrapani, here called Candavajrapani.

It is only for the first text that we know a parallel elsewhere in the
Buddhist world. It has not been possible to confirm Hudaya Kandahja-
ya’s suggestion of a connection with the early Buddhist tantra entitled
Susiddhikarasitra, lost in Sanskrit but transmitted in Tibetan and Chi-
nese.'” Uniquely, the parallel for our first dharani comes not from
South, Central or East Asia, but from the Buddhist tradition of Indone-
sia itself. It is the Navakampa of Balinese tradition whose correspond-
ence with the Borobudur lead-bronze foil was discovered by Hudaya
Kandahjaya. Indeed, my new edition reveals the correspondence with
the Navakampa to have been more extensive than could be made out
relying only on Boechari’s provisional reading. The second text has no
parallel in the Navakampa, and the sprinkling formula of the Navakam-
pa conversely has no parallel among our two texts. Still, it seems possi-
ble that there is at least a structural parallelism between the Navakampa
and our combination of two texts: our second text may have served a

16 Cf. Meisezahl 1962: 269.

'” This is also the implicit conclusion of Lokesh Chandra (2013: 236): “The
word siddhikara in sarva-siddhi-karam is a general statement and need not be tied
to the Susiddhikara-sutra.”



30 ARLO GRIFFITHS

specific ritual function as the sprinkling formula of the Navakampa pre-
sumably did."® Although the entire text corresponding to the principal
dharant is known under the title Navakampa in the Balinese tradition, it
is only this sprinkling formula that contains the actual expression nava-
kampa, which, being unattested in our version of the dharani, cannot be
assumed to have an original connection with it."

The Navakampa shows clear signs of having undergone a long histo-
ry of transmission, with insertion of certain extraneous elements (e.g.,
the names of Hindu deities) and the near or even total loss of original
ones, most notably the deformation of the title mahdaraudram nama
hrdayam into namo rudra namo hrdayam.*® However, our foil too
shows clear signs of errors in copying (e.g., 12: °supasya for °ripasya;
r3 and v4: m(m)a for rm(m)a). In fact, it is no exaggeration to say that
its copy of the two texts is tremendously corrupt. The availability of the
parallel for the first text in the Navakampa provides a partially effective
means to mend the textual problems, but to the extent that the Nava-
kampa has itself suffered in transmission, we must rely on other philo-
logical evidence to restore the text on the foil to comprehensible form.
Indeed, the necessary interventions are sometimes quite drastic. To con-
clude this contribution, I wish to highlight one problem that I have not
been able to resolve.

'8 From the sources at my disposal (Goudriaan & Hooykaas 1971: 168 and
Hooykaas 1973: 112-113), I am unable to form a picture of how and when this
sprinkling formula would have been applied in ritual context.

' For this reason, I feel that Lokesh Chandra (2013: 233) is going beyond the
bounds of what the evidence permits us to affirm when he states: “Nava-kampa is a
Balinese reconstruction of Bhava-kampa, wherein Bhava means ‘the world, exist-
ence’ and stands for Trailokya or Trailokyavijaya.”

% Note also the genitive endings -sya in the first text of our foil being repre-
sented as svaha in the Navakampa. Cf. Goudriaan & Hooykaas 1971: 8, item 12, on
the development -sya > -sva that is frequently encountered in Balinese mss. of
Sanskrit texts. See also the editors’ note 1 on p. 316 observing the problems posed
by svaha.
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The interplay of philological and iconographical problems

I have proposed in the preceding paragraph on the basis of correspond-
ences of terminology, of bija mantras and the concentration on the fig-
ure called Candavajrapani, that our dharanis are related to the cycle of
the Sarvatathagatatattvasarigraha. This means that the deity whose
characteristics are listed in the extended invocation of the first text may
be identified as the figure known as Trailokyavijaya in later Buddhist
iconographical sources in Sanskrit (such as those used by de Mallmann
1975: 381-382).”! In order to avoid the problem of anachronism be-
tween Indian statuary and relevant Sanskrit sources, Robert Linrothe in
his study of Buddhist tantric iconography makes use of contemporary
texts preserved in the Chinese canon. With regard to one such text, Tai-
sho 21.1209, translated by Amoghavajra between 771 and 774 CE, Lin-
rothe writes (1999: 190):

The combination of specific descriptions and parallel functions in
accord with those found in the STTS makes it clear that the four-
headed, eight-armed Trailokyavijaya standing in pratyalidha on Ma-
hesvara and Umadeva (sic) is the hero of the second section of the
STTS. It is important to clarify this, because the text itself nearly al-
ways calls him Vajrapani, despite the fact that Trailokyavijaya is the
name of the entire section and the mandala. lyanaga has noted this
anomaly in the text, and he cited different textual evidence to demon-
strate that Trailokyavijaya was understood as the form of Vajrapani
who subjugates Mahesvara.”

The indications of our text correspond in a loose manner with the textu-
al and sculptural material studied by Linrothe, but the damage to the

! This is also Lokesh Chandra’s conclusion (2013: 235 and passim), although
he does not pay attention to the fact that this name as such does not occur in the
text engraved on our foil, calling it simply the “Borobudur inscription of Trai-
lokyavijaya”.

22 Linrothe refers here in a note to Iyanaga 1985: 725-727, n. 5.
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foil in line 1 precludes the possibility of establishing with certainty
what gesture, which attributes and how many heads are assigned to the
deity. Perhaps it is necessary to go against the unanimous evidence of
our foil and the NK and to emend something like asimusalaparasu-
pasadharasya vajra®. But if the preceding element (with °karasya) in-
dicated a mudra, it is hard to escape the impression that the text assigns
more features than could be accommodated in the four hands that the
deity is explicitly stated to have. This number of hands suggests that we
are in any case dealing with an iconographic form not so far attested in
the Indonesian sculptural record, which has yielded four bronze images
identifiable as Trailokyavijaya, all of them eight-handed and four-
headed.”

A major discrepancy between the iconography transmitted by our
dharani and the known sculptural corpus all over the Buddhist world
lies in the fact that the deity is here said to have his right foot placed on
Pasupati (Siva), while his left foot is placed on Parvati’s chest. All
sculptural representations of Trailokyavijaya known to me show the
opposite placement of the deity’s feet.”
assignment of left and right feet as transmitted unanimously both on our
foil and in the Navakampa, but it seems better to remain prudent, and to

One could of course alter the

leave open the possibility that we are dealing with an iconographic var-
iant not yet attested in the art-historical literature, rather than assuming
that the text itself is in error here.”

2 See the discussion and images published by Pleyte (1901 and 1902) under the
name “Vajrapani as Dharmapala”. The images in question are Rijksmuseum voor
Volkenkunde (Leiden) 1403/1760 and 1630/5; Museum Nasional (Jakarta) 655a;
British Museum (London) 1859, 1228.94. See also Juynboll 1909: 94 with exhaus-
tive references to 19th-century publications.

2 Thus also the textual sources referred to by Lokesh Chandra (2013: 235),
who does not note the contrary indication in our inscription.

» For another example of such discrepancy between texts and sculptures, see
Hidas 2003: 280 (and cf. Cruijsen, Griffiths & Klokke 2012).
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