
Preface 
One day in 1993, I received a set of fine color photographs of the Lotus Sutra 
manuscript (no. 4-21) kept in the collection of the National Archives of Nepal from 
Noriyoshi Mizufune, a researcher in charge of manuscript studies at the Institute of 
Oriental Philosophy (IOP). 

I had previously had a chance to see a copy of the same manuscript in 1981 at the 
Seminar für Indologie und Buddhismuskunde of the University of Göttingen. I perused 
the whole text along with copies of two other palm-leaf manuscripts from the National 
Archives. Before returning home after completing my tenure, I submitted a report 
consisting of a detailed text concordance concerning these three manuscripts to Prof. 
Heinz Bechert at the Seminar. 

At that time, I was unable to read copies of these manuscripts with detailed 
precision due to technical limitations. However, the color photographs provided by the 
IOP enabled me to read through the manuscript very smoothly, and I completed a 
handwritten romanized draft in October 1994. During the course of events, the project 
to publish this transliterated version was formally inaugurated in April 1994 according 
to a proposal from the IOP. In March 1997, I finalized the typed script for printing. 

In order to prepare photographs fit for the facsimile edition of the manuscript and 
to reconfirm the original for better reading, I traveled to the Indian subcontinent, with a 
stopover in Calcutta and flight over the Himalayan mountains, setting foot in 
Kathmandu, the capital of the Kingdom of Nepal, on the evening of November 1, 1997. 
Thanks to the efforts of Shoichi Matsuoka, one of Japan’s finest photographers, three 
palm-leaf manuscripts stored at the National Archives were successfully photographed 
with high definition. In consultation with the originals, I was able to clarify the readings 
of indistinct portions which I could not have determined otherwise. It is hard to describe 
the feeling of actually observing the manuscripts I had dreamed of seeing since I was a 
visiting professor in Germany. I vividly remember my sojourn in the bosom of the 
snow-crowned Himalayas as a time of bliss. 

The first volume of this romanized text of the Sanskrit Lotus Sutra manuscript (no. 
4-21)1 from the National Archives of Nepal contains fols. 1b-90b, 1, i.e., 
Rāhulabhadra’s Saddharmapuṇḍarīkastavaḥ and chapters 1-10; and the second volume 
fols. 90b, 1-179a, 2, i.e., chapters 11-27. This manuscript consists of two textual 
portions: fols. 1-176, fol. 178b (Text A), and fols. 177, 178a, 179a (Text B), totaling 
179 folios.2 

Both fol. 176a and fol. 177a begin with “nayutaśatasahasrā(sic)samudānitāṃ” 
(Kern-Nanjio’s edition: 484.8), and both fol. 8a and fol. 179a start with “mānuṣaṃ 



jinasya muktā iha ekaraśminā (Text B: ekarasmi vā) / .”3 This suggests that Text B is a 
partial duplication of Text A. Though duplicated, Text B has an added colophon lacking 
in Text A. This reads: “nepālavatsaraśatadvitaye prayāte ekâdhi(ka)saptatisamāyu(kte) 
[ji] caitramāse / ānandadevanṛpateḥ parivarddhamāne rājye 
vipakṣabaladālanacaṇḍanīteḥ //” (178a, 2). In effect, it was copied in the Chaitra month 
(March-April) of the year 271 (1151 C.E.) in the Nepal calendar,4 under the strong reign 
of King Ānandadeva. L. Petech identifies the reign of King Ānandadeva as 1147-1167 
C.E.,5 which infers that the copy date of Text A falls on the same period as Text B or 
earlier, i.e., approximately the first half of the 12th century. The text redundancy on the 
final part of the script also appears on a Lotus Sutra manuscript (Add. no. 2197)6 in the 
collection of the Cambridge University Library. The style of the colophon added to the 
Nepalese manuscript resembles that added to the first text of this Cambridge manuscript 
(131b, 3).7 

The colophon to Text B includes the “Verse on the Law of Dependent Origination” 
(Pratītyasamutpādagāthā).8 This verse also appears in the manuscript kept at the Library 
of the Cultural Palace of the Nationalities, Beijing,9 (no. 0004, fol. 137a, 3), that at the 
British Library (Or. no. 2204, estimated to have been copied in the 12th-13th centuries, 
fol. 176a, 5) and that at the National Archives of Nepal (no. 3-678, fol. 139b, 2). 

The title of chapter 27 reads in Text A (fol. 178b, 1) and Text B (fol. 178a, 1) “… 
sa[mā]ptāviṃśatimaḥ yathāsukhavihārārocanaparivarttaś cêti,” which corresponds to the 
manuscript at the Cambridge University Library (Add. no. 1683, fol. 140b, 1) and the 
Beijing manuscript (fol. 137a, 1). This title means “the chapter telling [Buddhas] may 
live peacefully, the 27th,” named after the content of the second half of the chapter. On 
the other hand, “anuparīndanāparivarttaḥ,” or “the entrustment chapter,” appearing in 
the manuscripts at the Cambridge University Library (Add. no. 1684, fol. 156b, 4 , and 
Add. no. 2197, Texts A, B (i.e., 131b, 2, 132b, 1)),10 was named after the content of the 
first half of the chapter. In terms of the texts, the present writer has read, no manuscripts 
other than these mentioned have a written title for this chapter.11 

It may safely be said that the text of this manuscript resembles those of the 
Cambridge manuscript Add. no. 1683 and the Beijing manuscript for the most part. 
When reading the text of this manuscript, one needs to take the Cambridge manuscript 
Add. no. 1682 into account, because, in the view of the present writer, the text of Add. 
no. 1682 preserves an older and better reading than other Nepalese palm-leaf 
manuscripts.12 Also, the texts of this manuscript and the above-mentioned three copies 
are important as they are deemed to be among the most ancient Nepalese palm-leaf 
Lotus Sutra copies. 

In addition, one ought to take note of the fact that this National Archives 



manuscript has not a few errors and omissions as well as disorders in text and folios. 
The following folios and text portions should be transposed for orderly reading: 40/127; 
46/133; 60/147; 72/159; 83/170; 60a/60b; 113a/113b; 116a/116b; 122a/122b; 
143a/143b; 155a/155b; 158a/158b; 168a/168b. Fol. 87 should be interposed after 
“...kuladuhitā vā imaṃ” on fol. 99a, 3c; then the text jumps to the beginning words 
“aṣṭavarṣā jātyā” on fol. 100a, 1a, and continues to “mahāprājñe ...”13 on fol. 99a, 3c. 
The text portion of chapter 7 on fol. 62b, 4, corresponding to 160.7-165.9 of 
Kern-Nanjio’s edition, is missing. In spite of such shortcomings, research on this 
manuscript is indispensable for the elucidation of Nepalese Lotus Sutra manuscript 
texts. 

The script used in this manuscript is categorized as Rañjanā in the catalogue of the 
National Archives of Nepal.14 

I would like to conclude with some acknowledgments. First, I must express my 
utmost appreciation to Prof. Heinz Bechert, who took the trouble to obtain and provide 
to me a copy of this Nepalese manuscript from Berlin when I was studying at the 
Seminar für Indologie und Buddhismuskunde of the University of Göttingen from1980 
to 1981. 

I would like to express my deepest appreciation to Ms. Sanimaiya Rana, then chief 
of the National Archives of Nepal and now deputy director-general of the Department 
of Archaeology, Ministry of Youth, Sports and Culture of the Kingdom of Nepal, and 
research officer Shukdev Sharma Gyanwali of the National Archives, who lent me their 
kind offices when I visited in November 1997 to conduct a reconfirming examination of 
the original manuscript. I would also like to extend my heartfelt gratitude to IOP 
officials who dispatched me to Kathmandu. In particular, I wish to thank Noriyoshi 
Mizufune who cooperated extensively in this publication project. Also, I am grateful to 
Ms. Yoshiko Kawamura and Keshab B. Shrestha for their kind assistance and 
collaboration in Nepal. 

Furthermore, I would like here to express my heartfelt respect to the Kingdom of 
Nepal and its people, who, under the noble guidance of His Majesty King Birendra 
Bir Bikram Shah Dev, have preserved so many precious materials and documents. The 
manuscript studies I have so far conducted are greatly benefited from materials which 
have been handed down in the Himalayan kingdom. Nothing would give me greater joy 
than to hope that this volume is able to contribute to the promotion of science and 
culture in Nepal and to bi1ateral friendship between Nepal and Japan. 
 

Hirofumi Toda 
March 16, 1999 
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