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THE LONG DISCOURSES, or Dīrghāgama, is a collection of the Buddha’s most well-known sermons that has circulated widely in the Buddhist world. Parallel collections in Pali and Chinese have long been known to scholars and practitioners, but it was not until the 1990s that a Mūlasarvāstivāda manuscript transmitted in Sanskrit was discovered, a major find with the potential to reshape our understanding of Buddhism in India and Central Asia. The present volume is the first in a three-volume series to present this rare manuscript, with a study, translation, and critical edition of two of the sutras in the collection.


“DiSimone’s richly researched volume takes readers on a fascinating tour of the world of ancient Buddhist manuscripts. His detailed philological study shows how texts were transmitted and preserved in ancient India and how modern scholars rescue and restore the fragmentary remains of Buddhist texts to make them available for today’s readers. Perfect Awakening is a giant step toward opening up the hitherto hidden treasures of Buddhism’s rich scriptural heritage. The author and the publisher deserve our hearty congratulations for this precious initiative.”


—PETER SKILLING, author of Buddha’s Words for Tough Times


“Charles DiSimone’s Perfect Awakening presents for the first time a complete edition, translation, and detailed study of two sūtras from a unique Sanskrit manuscript of the ‘Long Sūtras’ (Dīrghāgama) collection. Although the manuscript was discovered some three decades ago and has been intensively studied by many scholars, it is only now that a portion of the text is authoritatively presented in full detail.”


—RICHARD SALOMON, University of Washington













Preface


The central aim of this book is to present the Prāsādika-sūtra and the Prasādanīya-sūtra, two sūtras on confidence in the Buddha, from a witness of a Sanskrit Dīrghāgama (or Collection of Long Discourses) manuscript critically edited and translated into English, making this material widely available to both specialists and the interested readers for the first time. The Dīrghāgama manuscript was discovered around the Gilgit area of Pakistan in the 1990s, one of the many important new manuscript discoveries to come to light from the area of Greater Gandhāra starting in the late twentieth century and continuing to this day. It may be considered a counterpart to the already well-known Dīgha-nikāya of the Theravāda tradition transmitted in Pali and the Cháng āhán jīng (長阿含經) of the Dharmaguptaka transmission extant in Chinese. The finding of this Dīrghāgama manuscript represents the fabulous rediscovery of what had been an almost entirely lost corpus of canonical Buddhist sūtra literature. Since its discovery, it has been the subject of scholarly study primarily in Germany, where work to edit and translate its contents is now entering its third decade. Even after so many years have passed, the work to edit this manuscript continues and is still far from completed. The studies that have been published have mainly been dissertation projects in German and are rather notoriously difficult for those outside the orbit of the project to access. Indeed, this book has its roots in the doctoral dissertation I wrote at the University of Munich.


I am pleased to see my research on the Prāsādika-sūtra and the Prasādanīya-sūtra serve as the first volume in Wisdom’s Dīrghāgama Studies series. The goal of this series is to make the philological research that has been conducted upon the Dīrghāgama manuscript widely available so that it may be easily accessed by those wishing to conduct research on the manuscript itself, the Long Discourses collections, or related issues within the field of Buddhist studies. In the first volumes this will be achieved through detailed critical editions allowing the reader to directly access the manuscript material as well as consult parallel material representing the rich tradition of Buddhist sūtra literature that is somehow simultaneously both an intricately woven quilt, each square its own unique work, and an interconnected city of towers made from shared phrases built over centuries of oral and, later, written transmission. The final volume of the series will result in a complete English translation of the manuscript, finally restoring this formerly lost collection of sūtras to the minds of this world. A global pandemic assured that the publication of this book was delayed, but it is my hope that the remaining volumes will come swiftly.


This book would not exist if not for the wisdom, help, research, friendship, and general energetic expenditure of people too numerous to list, but here I will nonetheless attempt to single out those who helped most. First, I must thank the good folk at Wisdom Publications for their diligent effort working with me in the publication of this book. My deep gratitude is directed toward David Kittlestrom and Alexander Gardner for their work editing the book, and to an anonymous reviewer. There is no doubt that the content has been much improved by the various suggestions of these three. In the Prasādanīya-sūtra, Śāriputra urges us to proclaim serene faith (prasāda) in the Teacher. Although he explicitly meant for this serene faith to be placed in the Buddha, I must express a similar sentiment for my own teacher, Jens-Uwe Hartmann. It was he who suggested, more than a few years ago, that I edit these sūtras from the Gilgit Dīrghāgama manuscript. I remember being a little disappointed at first, as I had wanted to continue my work on Mahāyāna sūtras. Little did I know I would discover that the roots of the Mahāyāna are found within this material and come to understand that to study the literature of the Mahāyāna one must also study the literature of the Śrāvakayāna as the two are inextricably related. Without his guidance I would remain blind to the intricacy and joys of philology and the practice of reading manuscripts. To my second advisor, Paul Harrison, I also owe a great deal for all he has taught me over the years, not least of which is that it was he who first taught me Buddhist philology over many pleasant hours reading sūtras together in the large-for-a-closet-but-cozy-for-a-room office at the Ho Center for Buddhist Studies at Stanford. It is difficult to describe how influential those hours upon hours of reading together were to the development and trajectory of my own understanding and research into the study of Buddhist textuality. Kazunobu Matsuda is owed a special thanks for providing me with photos that proved to be the keys to several formerly locked doors within the manuscript, as well as for countless other instances of help and genuine kindness he has graced me with over the years. Thanks are also owed to Klaus Wille, Somadeva Vasudeva, and the late Lance Cousins, from whose early Dīrghāgama transliterations I was able to begin to learn and appreciate the Gilgit-Bamiyan Type II script. Reading this manuscript has led me to pick up my reading capacity in several other Brahmi scripts in the ensuing years, but I always return to the Gilgit-Bamiyan scripts rooted in my heart. I have had the pleasure of teaching the material discussed in this book at Mahidol University and thank my friends and former colleagues there, Mattia Salvini and Kengo Harimoto, for their assistance and insights on many issues and for their lasting friendship. I have also had the pleasure of closely reading and teaching this material at Ghent University and thank my colleagues there for making that so enjoyable. The final person I single out here for thanks is my wife and colleague, Jin kyoung Choi. She has done the most in helping with the creation of this book. Indeed, her own work on the Dīrghāgama manuscript will mark the second volume in this series, and our joint translation of the reminder of the Dīrghāgama will be the third.


I also extend my sincere thanks to the following people who, in one way or another, assisted me throughout my work: Ven. Anālayo, Stefan Baums, Cathy Cantwell, Ruixuan Chen, Seongho Choi, Oliver von Criegern, Ven. Dhammadinnā, Lewis Doney, Mamta Dwivedi, Franz-Karl Ehrhard, Elisa Freschi, Eric Greene, Hiromi Habata, Peter Harvey, Simone Heidegger, Ann Heirman, the late Seishi Karashima, Paulus Kaufmann, Evelyn Kindermann, Jowita Kramer, Youngjin Lee, Nathan McGovern, Gudrun Melzer, Yu Meng, Adelheid Mette, Tanni Moitra, Jason Neelis, Alexander von Rospatt, Andrea Schlosser, Marta Sernesi, Masanori Shono, Jonathan Silk, Daniel Stuart, Vincent Tournier, Ven. Vinitā Tseng, Vesna Wallace, Marco Walther, Fumi Yao, and Lixiang Zhang. All of these folk are luminous stars in the galaxy of my gratitude. Finally, I must thank my children, Haru DiSimone and later Maru DiSimone, neither of whom did anything to help in the production of this work and actively hindered my progress with glee yet proved somehow essential to this work.


The research conducted for this book was funded by the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (DAAD) and the Research Foundation – Flanders (FWO).













Technical Notes


The following tables in these technical notes contain explanations of the symbols used within the transliteration, reconstruction, and translation of the manuscript from which the editions of the Prāsādika-sūtra and Prasādanīya-sūtra were created. Following that is a list of abbreviations used in the book. While the reconstruction may be considered the edition proper by some, the transliteration provides invaluable information for those interested in studying the manuscript as it provides a faithful representation of the exact wording of the two sūtras as they were transmitted in this manuscript witness. The transliteration may be passed over by those whose interest lies mainly in the textual tradition of Buddhist literature. For such readers, the reconstruction and parallels will be of interest. Readers seeking to quickly engage with these two sūtras may profitably focus their attention upon the translations without overly concerning themselves with the transliteration, reconstruction, or parallels. However, to fully engage with the material the transliteration, reconstruction, translation, and parallels should each be consulted in tandem with one another. For those interested in the reconstruction, I would also strongly suggest to not ignore the footnotes where much contextualizing information is to be found.


SYMBOLS USED IN THE TRANSLITERATION OF THE PRĀSĀDIKA AND PRASĀDANĪYA SŪTRAS
















	[ ] square brackets


	 

	damaged akṣaras or uncertain readings







	‹‹ ›› double pointed brackets


	 

	addition in ms. by scribe







	{{ }} double curly brackets


	 

	deletion in ms. by scribe







	/// three oblique dashes


	 

	break in folio or fragment







	+ cross


	 

	missing akṣara







	
.. two dots



	 

	illegible or damaged akṣara







	. one dot


	 

	illegible or damaged inherent vowel, diacritic, or ligature of an akṣara







	* asterisk


	 

	virāma







	• higher dot


	 

	dot-like punctuation in ms.







	◯ circle


	 

	punch or string hole in ms.







	◊ diamond


	 

	gap between akṣaras in ms.







	| vertical bar


	 

	daṇḍa







	= equal sign


	 

	filler mark left by scribe in ms.







	|| double vertical bar


	 

	double daṇḍa







	bold


	 

	start of new section in reconstruction







	underline


	 

	fragments found laying atop or underneath other folios







	double underline


	 

	restorations in ms. made from mirrored imprints or thin layers from one folio that had been transposed onto another folio







	ḫ


	 

	upadhmānīya







	ẖ


	 

	jihvāmūlīya








ON THE EDITION


This portion of the book presents critical reconstructions of the Prāsādika and Prasādanīya sūtras, section by section, followed by English translations and parallel passages. The sections themselves are largely based upon the traditional topic division of the work outlined in the summary verses for both sūtras. Parallels are designated by the section number in bold placed between tildes (so: the parallels for DĀ 15.1 would be under ~15.1~). When available, direct fragment parallels from other Mūlasarvāstivāda transmission Central Asian witnesses of DĀ 15 and DĀ 16 are given first. Otherwise, parallels in order of counterpart Theravāda and Dharmaguptaka transmissions in Pali and Chinese are given directly after the translation. For DĀ 16, what are probably Mūlasarvāstivāda parallels extant in Chinese from T I 18 are given before the extant parallels from the other Long Discourses in Pali and Chinese. Parallels from the Dīgha-nikāya are given next, followed by any corresponding passages from the Cháng āhán jīng (長阿含經). The corresponding transmission parallels from the Theravāda and Dharmaguptaka Long Discourses that I have included are based upon the editions of the Pali Text Society and the Chinese recorded in the Taishō Shinshū Daizōkyō (大正新脩大藏經). Any other Sanskrit Central Asian fragments are placed after the Chinese, and followed finally by any remaining indirect parallels of related passages found in other, unrelated texts extant in the vast tradition of Buddhist literature surviving today. Indirect parallels are given in a slightly smaller font to indicate their secondary status after parallels from the Long Discourse transmissions.


I have endeavored to make a complete translation and only rarely leave a term in its original Sanskrit. While I have been largely successful, there are notable exceptions such as arhat, nirvāṇadhātu, parinirvāṇa, and tathāgata. I have also endeavored to standardize translations of terms. Sometimes this is impossible; for example, dharma is translated as both “doctrine” and “factor” depending on the usage of the term but is also often left untranslated, especially when it is used in conjunction with vinaya. On occasion, using a standard translation for a term can serve to limit the scope of a translation, such as my decision to translate pūrvānta and aparānta only as “the beginning” and “the end” although they also carry the force of “the past” and “the future.” However, I concluded that this is ultimately necessary because it serves to distinguish the terms from the more general terms for the past and future, atīta and anāgata, which also appear in both sūtras. Throughout the translation one eye has been pointed on clarity so that even the general reader may understand the translation, but an important goal has been to preserve the features of the Sanskrit within the translation so that the specialist, by glancing at both the reconstruction and translation, may be able to correlate the grammar, syntax, and meaning of the words without undue effort.


SYMBOLS USED IN THE RECONSTRUCTION
















	( ) parenthesis


	 

	restoration in ms.







	‹ › pointed brackets


	 

	addition by editor







	{ } curly brackets


	 

	deletion by editor







	underline


	 

	emendation of individual akṣara by editor







	
+ cross



	 

	unreconstructed, missing akṣara







	.. two dots


	 

	unreconstructed, illegible, or damaged akṣara







	. one dot


	 

	unreconstructed, illegible, or damaged inherent vowel, diacritic, or ligature of an akṣara







	* asterisk


	 

	virāma







	• higher dot


	 

	dot like punctuation in the manusript







	; semicolon


	 

	punctuation added by editor where sandhi would make a daṇḍa impossible







	| vertical bar


	 

	daṇḍa







	|| double vertical bar


	 

	double daṇḍa







	ḫ


	 

	upadhmānīya







	ẖ


	 

	jihvāmūlīya







	’aa


	 

	avagraha (avagrahas never appear in the manuscript and are always supplied)







	[a] bold letter in square brackets


	 

	a subsection of the text (not bolded when pointing out corresponding subsections in parallel passages)







	[#] number in square brackets


	 

	numbering added by editor for clarity








SYMBOLS USED IN THE TRANSLATION
















	( ) parenthesis


	 

	translation of words completely restored in ms.







	‹ › pointed brackets


	 

	translation of words added by editor in ms.







	[ ] square brackets


	 

	word or number interpolated into the translation for context or clarity







	[…] ellipsis in square brackets


	 

	a damaged or destroyed section of ms. that cannot be translated







	underline


	 

	uncertain translation (usually owing to an incomplete section)







	[a] bold letter in square brackets


	 

	a subsection of the text










ABBREVIATIONS


The abbreviations are generally based on those found in Bechert 1990, except for Pali sources, which mainly follow the abbreviations of the Pali Text Society.
















	Abhidh-d


	 

	Abhidharmadīpa: ed. P. S. Jaini, see Jaini 1959.







	Abhidh-k-bh(P)


	 

	Vasubandu, Abhidharmakośabhāṣyam: ed. P. Pradhan (= Pradhan 1975).







	Abhidh-k-ṭ


	 

	Śamathadeva, Abhidharmakośaṭīkopāyikā (Chos mngon pa’i mdzod kyi ’grel bshad nye bar mkho ba zhes bya ba): Peking 5595, Derge 4094.







	Abhidh-k-vy


	 

	Yaśomitra, Abhidharmakośavyākhyā: ed. Unrai Wogihara (= Wogihara 1932–36).







	Abhidh-sam


	 

	Asaṅga, Abhidharmasamuccaya: ed. P. Pradhan (= Pradhan 1950).







	Abhidh-sam-bh


	 

	Abhidharmasamuccayabhāṣya: ed. N. Tatia (= Tatia 1976).







	AdSP(C)


	 

	Aṣṭādaśasāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā: ed. Edward Conze (= Conze 1962/74).







	AN


	 

	Aṅguttara-nikāya: ed. Richard Morris & E. Hardy (= Morris and Hardy 1885–1900).







	ARIRIAB


	 

	Annual Report of the International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhology at Soka University (創価大学国際仏教学高等研究所年報 / 創価大学-国際仏教学高等研究所).







	Arthav


	 

	Vīryaśrīdatta, Arthaviniścaya-sūtra with Nibandhana: ed. N. H. Samtani (= Samtani 1971).







	Arthav(V)


	 

	Arthaviniścaya-sūtra: ed. P. L. Vaidya (= Vaidya 1961).







	Avś(V)


	 

	Avadānaśataka: ed. P. L. Vaidya (= Vaidya 1958a).







	BHSD


	 

	Franklin Edgerton, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary (= Edgerton 1972 (1953)).







	Bl.


	 

	Blatt (= page).







	BLSF


	 

	The British Library Sanskrit Fragments: Buddhist Manuscripts From Central Asia, ed. Seishi Karashima and Klaus Wille (= Karashima and Wille 2006, 2009, and 2015).







	
Brmj(W)



	 

	Brahmajāla-sūtra: ed F. Weller (= Weller 1934).







	Brmj(W)tr


	 

	Brahmajāla-sūtra, German translation: F. Weller (= Weller 1935–36).







	Caṅgī(UH)


	 

	Caṅgī-sūtra: Jens-Uwe Hartmann (= Hartmann 2002).







	CASF


	 

	Ernst Waldschmidt, “Central Asian Sūtra Fragments and Their Relation to the Chinese Āgamas” (= Waldschmidt 1980).







	CPD


	 

	V. Trenckner et al., ed. A Critical Pali Dictionary (= Trenckner et al. 1924–2011ff.).







	CPS


	 

	Catuṣpariṣatsūtra: ed. Ernst Waldschmidt (= Waldschmidt 1952–62).







	DĀ


	 

	Sanskrit (Mūla-)Sarvāstivāda Dīrghāgama.







	DĀ 15


	 

	Prāsādika-sūtra: ed. Charles DiSimone (this publication).







	DĀ 16


	 

	Prasādanīya-sūtra: ed. Charles DiSimone (this publication).







	DĀ 17


	 

	Pañcatraya-sūtra: ms. currently unedited.







	DĀ 20


	 

	Kāyabhāvanā-sūtra: ed. Liu Zhen (= Zhen 2008).







	DĀ 24


	 

	Mahāsamāja-sūtra: ms. currently unedited.







	DĀ 25


	 

	Tridaṇḍi-sūtra: ed. Jin kyoung Choi (= Choi 2016).







	DĀ 27


	 

	Lohitya-sūtra I: ed. Jin kyoung Choi (= Choi 2016).







	DĀ 28


	 

	Kaivarti-sūtra: ed. Chunyang Zhou (= Zhou 2008).







	DĀ 31


	 

	Maṇḍiśa-sūtra I: ms. currently unedited.







	DĀ 36


	 

	Pṛṣṭhapāla-sūtra: ed. Gudrun Melzer (= Melzer 2010).







	DĀ 40


	 

	Mahalla-sūtra: ed. Gudrun Melzer (= Melzer 2010).







	DĀ 44


	 

	Rāja-sūtra: ms. currently unedited.







	DĀ 47


	 

	Brahmajāla-sūtra: ms. currently unedited.







	DĀc


	 

	Chinese Dharmaguptaka Dīrghāgama, 長阿含經 (Cháng āhán jīng): T 1.







	DĀ(U.H.)


	 

	Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Untersuchungen zum Dīrghāgama der Sarvāstivādins (=Hartmann 1992).







	Daśa-bh


	 

	Daśabhūmika-sūtra: ed. Johannes Rahder (= Rahder 1926).







	
Daśo



	 

	Daśottara-sūtra: ed. Kusum Mittal, et al. (= Mittal, Schlingloff, and Stache-Rosen 1957/62).







	DbSū(3)


	 

	Daśabala-sūtra 3: ed. Jin-il Chung (= Chung 2009).







	DbSū(4)


	 

	Daśabala-sūtra 4: ed. Jin-il Chung (= Chung 2009).







	Derge/Ju


	 

	Derge edition of the Tibetan Tripiṭaka.







	DhskD


	 

	Dharmaskandha: ed. Siglinde Dietz (= Dietz 1984).







	DhskM


	 

	Dharmaskandha: ed. Kazunobu Matsuda (= Matsuda 1986).







	Div(V)


	 

	Divyāvadāna: ed. P. L. Vaidya (= Vaidya 1959).







	DN


	 

	Dīgha-nikāya: ed. T. W. Rhys Davids & J. Estlin Carpenter (= Rhys Davids and Carpenter 2006 (1890–1911)).







	EĀ


	 

	Ekottarāgama.







	EFGH


	 

	C. B. Tripāṭhī, ed. Ekottarāgama-Fragmente der Gilgit-Handschrift (= Tripāṭhī 1995).







	FrgmDĀ


	 

	Jens-Uwe Hartmann, “Fragmente aus dem Dīrghāgama der Sarvāstivādins” (= Hartmann 1989).







	GBM


	 

	Raghu Vira and Lokesh Chandra, ed. Gilgit Buddhist Manuscripts (facsimile ed.) (= Vira and Chandra 1959–74).







	Hs.


	 

	Handschrift (= manuscript).







	JASB


	 

	Journal of the Asiatic Society (of Bengal), Calcutta.







	JRAS


	 

	Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, London.







	Khp


	 

	Khuddakapāṭha: ed. Helmer Smith (= Smith 1978 (1915)).







	KP


	 

	Kāśyapaparivarta: ed. Alexander von Staël-Holstein (= von Staël-Holstein 1926).







	KP(VD)


	 

	Kāśyapaparivarta: ed. M. I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya (= Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 2002).







	Lalv(V)


	 

	Lalitavistara: ed. P. L. Vaidya (= Vaidya 1958b).







	LDB


	 

	The Long Discourses of the Buddha (Dīgha-nikāya translation): Maurice Walshe (= Walshe 1995 (1987)).







	MĀ


	 

	Madhyamāgama.







	
MadhK



	 

	Nāgārjuna, Mūlamadhyamakakārikā: ed. Louis de La Vallée Poussin (= La Vallée Poussin 1903–13).







	MAV


	 

	Mahāvadāna-sūtra: ed. Ernst Waldschmidt (= Waldschmidt 1953/56).







	MN


	 

	Majjhima-nikāya: ed. V. Trenckner, R. Chalmers (= Trenckner and Chalmers 1993 (1888–99)).







	MPS


	 

	Mahāparinirvāṇasūtra: Ernst Waldschmidt (= Waldschmidt 1986 (1950–51)).







	ms.


	 

	manuscript.







	MSjSū(Re-ed)


	 

	Mahāsamāja-sūtra, reissue (= Waldschmidt 1980, 150–62).







	MSuAv


	 

	Mahāsudarśanāvadāna: ed. H. Matsumura (= Matsumura 1988).







	MSV


	 

	Mūlasarvāstivādin Vinayavastuvāgama.







	Mvu


	 

	Mahāvastu: ed. Émile Senart, Mahāvastu-Avadāna (= Senart 1882–97).







	MW


	 

	Monier Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English dictionary (= Monier-Williams et al. 1899).







	
NagSū


(Hoernle)



	 

	Nagaropasama-sūtra: ed. A. F. R. Hoernle (= Hoernle 1897).







	NagSū(VP)


	 

	Nagaropasama-sūtra: ed. Louis de La Vallée Poussin (= La Vallée Poussin 1911).







	NidSa


	 

	Nidānasaṃyukta: ed. Chandrabhāl Tripāṭhī (=Tripāṭhī 1962).







	no.


	 

	number.







	Peṭ


	 

	Peṭakopadesa: ed. A. Barua (= Barua 1949).







	Peking/Tu


	 

	The Tibetan Tripiṭaka, Peking Edition (repr.), ed. D. T. Suzuki (= Suzuki 1955–61).







	Poṣ


	 

	Poṣadhavastu: ed. Haiyan Hu-von Hinüber (= Hu-von Hinüber 1994).







	Pras


	 

	Candrakīrti, Prasannapadā (= La Vallée Poussin 1903–13).







	Pravr-v


	 

	Pravrajyāvastu of MSV (Vastu 1 of the Vinayavastvāgama).







	
Pravr-v I



	 

	Pravrajyāvastu of MSV (Vastu 1 of the Vinayavastvāgama), folios 7–12 (= Vogel and Wille, 1984).







	PvSP


	 

	Pañcaviṃśatisāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā: ed. Nalinaksha Dutt (= Dutt 1934).







	PvSP(K)


	 

	Pañcaviṃśatisāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā: ed. Takayasu Kimura (= Kimura 1986–2009).







	PTS


	 

	Pali Text Society.







	PTSD


	 

	The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary (= Rhys Davids and Stede 1921–1925).







	r


	 

	recto.







	R


	 

	Rückseite (= verso).







	repr.


	 

	reprint.







	SĀ(H) I


	 

	Saṃyuktāgama: ed. N. Hosoda (= Hosoda 1989).







	SĀ(VP)


	 

	Saṃyuktāgama: ed, Louis de La Vallée Poussin (= La Vallée Poussin 1913.







	Saṅg


	 

	Saṅgīti-sūtra: ed. Valentina Stache-Rosen (= Stache-Rosen 1968).







	SaṅgE


	 

	Saṅgīti-sūtra: ed. Ernst Waldschmidt (= Waldschmidt 1955).







	Śay-v


	 

	Śayanāsanavastu, ed. R. Gnoli (= Gnoli 1978).







	SBKN


	 

	Sanko Bunka Kenkyūjo Nenpo (Annual of the Sanko Research Institute for the Studies of Buddhism).







	SBV


	 

	Saṅghabhedavastu: ed. R. Gnoli with the assistance of T. Venkatacharya (= Gnoli 1977–78).







	SBVG


	 

	Gilgit Manuscript Witnesss of the Saṅghabhedavastu.







	SHT


	 

	Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfan-Funden Teil 1–11 (= Waldschmidt et al. 1965ff.).







	Śikṣ


	 

	Śāntideva, Śikṣāsamuccaya: ed. Cecil Bendall (= Bendall 1897–1902).







	Skt.


	 

	Sanskrit.







	ŚPrSū


	 

	Śakrapraśna-sūtra: ed. Ernst Waldschmidt (= Waldschmidt 1932).







	
SN



	 

	Saṃyutta-nikāya: ed. L. Feer (= Feer 1884–98).







	Śrav-bh I


	 

	Śrāvakabhūmi (= Śrāvakabhūmi Study Group (The Institute for Comprehensive Studies of Buddhism, Taisho University)/大正大学綜合佛教研究所声聞地研究会 1998).







	Śrāv-bh II


	 

	Śrāvakabhūmi (= Śrāvakabhūmi Study Group (The Institute for Comprehensive Studies of Buddhism, Taisho University)/大正大学綜合佛教研究所声聞地研究会 2007).







	Śrāv-bh(Sh)


	 

	Asaṅga, Śrāvakabhūmi, ed. Karunesh Shukla (= Shukla 1973).







	STT


	 

	Sanskrittexte aus den Turfanfunden. Vols. 1–9, Berlin 1955–68; vols. 10ff., Göttingen 1965ff.







	SWTF


	 

	Sanskrit-Wörterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden. (= Waldschmidt et al. 1973ff.).







	SWTF, Beiheft


	 

	Sanskrit-Wörterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden, Beiheft, Göttingen.







	T


	 

	Taishō Shinshū Daizōkyō or Taishō Issaikyō, 100 vols (= Takakusu and Watanabe 1924ff.).







	v


	 

	verso.







	V


	 

	Vorderseite (= recto).







	VAV(UH)


	 

	Matṛceṭa, Varṇārhavarṇastotra: ed. J.-U. Hartmann (= Hartmann 1987).







	Vibh


	 

	Vibhaṅga: ed. C. A. F. Rhys Davids (= Rhys Davids 1904).
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	Dieter Schlingloff, Ein buddhistisches Yogalehrbuch (= Schlingloff 1964).
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1. The Dīrghāgama Manuscript


The Prāsādika-sūtra (DĀ 15) and the Prasādanīya-sūtra (DĀ 16), which are the subject of this book, are two paired sūtras from the Yuga-nipāta (the section dealing with thematically paired sūtras) contained in the manuscript witness of the Dīrghāgama (Long Discourses) of the Mūlasarvāstivāda1 tradition. The Dīrghāgama is a compilation of ancient, canonical Buddhist discourses transmitted in Sanskrit and written on birchbark folios in the Gilgit-Bamiyan Type II script, also known as Proto-Śāradā. This collection had been lost for centuries and was likely rediscovered somewhere within the border area of Afghanistan and Pakistan in the 1990s. Among the longest extant manuscripts found in the area, originally consisting of over 450 folios, it contains forty-seven individual texts. One cannot specify with certainty the location of the find spot of the manuscript because it only came to the attention of scholars after it had appeared on the rare book market in London, where it was identified by Kazunobu Matsuda and shortly thereafter subjected to preliminary examination by Lance Cousins, Somadeva Vasudeva, and Klaus Wille.




While it is regrettable that the provenance remains unknown, it is believed to be either another part of the cache of manuscripts found in the 1930s at the Gilgit site in Pakistan, which was historically part of the area we refer to as Greater Gandhāra, or to have been found nearby within the vicinity. Based on paleographical analysis and radiocarbon dating, the manuscript is thought to date from between 676–776 CE,2 and the script, suggesting a production after the sixth century, allows us to conclude that it may have been copied sometime around the eighth century of the Common Era.3 While this particular manuscript witness of the Mūlasarvāstivāda Dīrghāgama was likely created in the eighth century, the Dīrghāgama as a work of oral literature is much older and was likely composed centuries before.4


Currently, over half of the Dīrghāgama manuscript is split into four private collections, two in Japan and one each in Norway and the United States. The whereabouts of the rest of the manuscript remain a mystery, one that will hopefully be solved in time. The folios in three of the four private collections, while fragmentary in many places, have fortunately been subjected to high-resolution scans,5 allowing scholars to study the texts independently of the physical folios, which remain housed with their respective owners.




While we are fortunate that high-quality photos of the manuscript are available, the folios comprising the Prāsādika and Prasādanīya sūtras are damaged throughout, in some places quite heavily, and the text itself is often problematic, displaying instances of negation where there should be none and the opposite along with no small amount of textual ambiguity. As Hartmann notes:




At first sight the manuscript looks very good, but it does not hold what it seems to promise. As soon as one starts reading the texts it becomes obvious that the textual transmission has already deteriorated to a degree that turns its perusal into quite a challenge for the modern academic reader.6





This has compounded the already philologically complicated process of creating the reconstruction, much like piecing together a jigsaw puzzle. However, I have been successful in fitting together damaged sections of the manuscript and have been able to reconstruct the missing passages based on the many Sanskrit and Pali parallels to the text that may be found within extant Buddhist literature; whenever I have a textual parallel, I have been able to reconstruct the text with a reasonable degree of confidence, and the great majority of both have been reconstructed. However, in the rare instances when both the manuscript is damaged and there are no extant parallels, such portions of the text must remain lost until either the missing part of the manuscript is found or a similar parallel is discovered.


The Prāsādika-sūtra and Prasādanīya-sūtra together run to twenty-six folios, with the Prāsādika-sūtra spanning seventeen (fols. 274v5–290r4) and the Prasādanīya-sūtra ten (fols. 290r5–299v3). The folios of the Prasādanīya-sūtra, while damaged throughout, are all extant. The Prāsādika-sūtra on the other hand was missing nearly a quarter of its folios when I began working on it. I have been able to identify and partially restore all of the folios and partially or completely reconstruct the text of all previously missing folios. Some I was able to piece together: some folios from various fragments were missing their folio numbers; others I discovered were obscured by other folios due to the folios being stuck together. The reason so many folios were stuck together was made clear to me when Kazunobu Matsuda kindly sent me pictures of the folio bundles he had managed to photograph when he first encountered them in the possession of the Sam Fogg rare bookseller in London where the Dīrghāgama manuscript first became known to scholars. One of those pictures (fig. 1) shows that the manuscript bundle had been separated into at least three smaller bundles at some point in its history. It is not clear whether the manuscript was divided after it was found or some time in the centuries before that, but the bundles must have been together in one bundle for a long period in the past, since layers of adjacent folios are fused together and stuck to the topmost folios in the bundles. This fusing of birchbark folios is not uncommon in recovered manuscripts from Greater Gandhāra, especially for folios at the top or bottom of a manuscript bundle.


The Prāsādika-sūtra was split between the top and bottom of two of the bundles, where folios seem to have been especially in danger of becoming fused together, due perhaps to exposure to the elements. Due to their being so close to the top and bottom of these bundles, they appear to have suffered an unusual amount of damage compared to those of some other sections of the manuscript when the individual folios were eventually separated. Fortunately, my digital restoration of the manuscript via Photoshop has been successful in allowing for the majority of the damaged folios to be restored. However, several folios still remain fused and should be reexamined by a skilled conservator.


Due to the damaged and fragmentary quality of the manuscript folios making up the two sūtras, I have had to spend considerable time and effort identifying fragments from folios that were present on other, unrelated folios and digitally restoring these fragments to their correct place in the manuscript. As noted, I have had great success using Adobe Photoshop as my main tool for digital restoration of folios. Of the twenty-six folios containing the Prāsādika-sūtra and Prasādanīya-sūtra, well over half have undergone digital restoration, ranging from small fragments of a few akṣaras (the graphemes used in Brahmic scripts) to an entire folio (see figs. 2–4). The most common digital restoration consists of fragments from one line up to one fourth of the folio in length being moved from the folio on which they rested to their correct folio in the manuscript. Fragments that have been digitally restored are generally not commented upon in the transliteration, which reads the folios in their most complete state. Indeed, the digital restorations I have created supersede all other images of the folios they represent. While I have identified the correct location and digitally restored some fragments to their proper folio, in the transliteration I have also retained them as fragments in the place where they were found in the manuscript, as removing them from the folio on which they rested would have damaged the fidelity of that folio. In such cases, these fragments are noted in the transliteration with their proper location given. Fragments that remain unidentified are naturally also noted in the transliteration. Such fragments are generally quite short, often consisting of no more than a few illegible akṣaras.


FIGURE 1. Folio bundles of the Dīrghāgama manuscript with the uppermost folios fused together. Photo courtesy of Kazunobu Matsuda.
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FIGURE 2. Damaged section of folio 298r7.
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FIGURE 3. Digital restoration of folio 298r7 using fragment that had been fused to 299r7.
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FIGURE 4. Partially restored folio 285r restored from five disparate fragments found in different locations of the manuscript and birchbark cells that had been transposed onto other folios. Note that the akṣaras in the upper right corner are upside down due to their having been restored from transposed birchbark layers.
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1. To be more precise, it is not certain whether this Dīrghāgama manuscript should be classified as belonging to the Sarvāstivāda or Mūlasarvāstivāda tradition. While it is clear in terms of vinaya that the Sarvāstivāda and Mūlasarvāstivāda traditions had unique transmission, it is not clear whether this was the case with their āgama transmissions nor what, if anything, the distinctions between these traditions may have been if they shared āgamas or had separate āgama transmissions. Hartmann has discussed this issue in the past (see Hartmann 2014, 140n5) and has suggested the hyphenated term (Mūla-)Sarvāstivāda to make this ambiguity clear. Anālayo, however, rejects such terms and suggests that differences in āgama transmissions between Sarvāstivāda and Mūlasarvāstivāda traditions may be explained as resulting from the transmission lineages of these traditions having been formed regionally following ordination lineages and that the oral transmission of these works played a key role in these distinctions (see Anālayo 2020a, 404ff.). It might be noted that the beginning of the Prasādanīya-sūtra edited here is quoted within Śamathadeva’s Abhidharmakośaṭīkopāyikā (see DĀ 16.1–2 below), which suggests to me that this Dīrghāgama manuscript may cautiously be considered as Mūlasarvāstivāda. For reasons such as this, throughout this book I refer to the Dīrghāgama manuscript witness as a Mūlasarvāstivāda work but the inherent ambiguity in such terminology should be implicitly understood by the reader.


2. Personal correspondence via email between the author, Kazunobu Matsuda, Jens-Uwe Hartmann, and Jin kyoung Choi on November 19, 2019. This new radiocarbon dating has resulted from current research being conducted by Fumi Yao. Yao also had the Bhaiṣajyavastu-Uttaragrantha manuscript she has worked on tested, with a remarkably similar result of 671–770 CE. This may speak to a strong relationship in the production of the Dīrghāgama manuscript and the Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinayavastvāgama manuscripts found in Gilgit.


3. Cf. Hartmann and Wille 2014, 137, and Hartmann 2014, 155. Previous radiocarbon dating of the Dīrghāgama manuscript discussed in these two publications give a range of 764–1000 CE. These ranges are based on testing commissioned by the Sam Fogg dealer (first reported in Allon et al. 2006, 279) and are now superseded by the new radiocarbon dating performed in 2019 as part of Yao’s research described in note 2 above.


4. The Long Discourse collections are held to be buddhavacana by all Buddhist traditions and are therefore considered to have been spoken by the historical Buddha Gautama, transmitted orally for generations, and only later compiled in writing as a distinct collection and eventually translated into various languages. This of course makes discussion of composition somewhat complicated. In this process of textual transmission, many manuscript witnesses of these texts were produced via a copying tradition that spanned hundreds of years.


5. Unfortunately, the folios in the Hirayama Collection are only available in low-resolution images.


6. Hartmann 2014, 155.











2. Paleographical and Codicological Features7


ON TECHNIQUES USED BY SCRIBES C AND D OF THE DĪRGHĀGAMA MANUSCRIPT SCRIPTORIUM


The Dīrghāgama manuscript from Gilgit was produced in a scriptorium, and in the Prāsādika-sūtra one sees evidence of multiple hands with two different scribes. Gudrun Melzer, whose research on the paleography of the Dīrghāgama has uncovered that the manuscript is most likely the work of no more than five to seven scribes, has named the two hands that copied the Prasādika-sūtra as scribe C and scribe D. She hypothesizes that they frequently sat together, with one writing the recto and the other the verso in turn for spans of folios throughout the various sections of the Dīrghāgama manuscript, including many in the Prāsādika-sūtra.8 In the course of editing the Prāsādika-sūtra, I have been able to confirm that it is almost certainly the work of these two scribes working collaboratively. In table 1 below, I list the folios that scribes C and D have written that I have been able to directly observe.9


TABLE 1. Folios written by scribes C and D in DĀ 15, DĀ 16, and surrounding folios.
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After prolonged exposure to the manuscript, discerning the hand of the scribes becomes less a task of great effort in observation and more akin to a conversation with a familiar friend. Even so, one must rely on certain clues found within the handwriting of the various scribes’ styles. As Melzer notes, scribe C’s “handwriting is characterized by a clear and even flow of lines. All akṣaras are carefully placed below the upper line,” while “the script of scribe D is stocky and uneven.”11 This fundamental gap between the two scribes in their level of precision in penmanship makes it possible to differentiate between them. Certain quirks of calligraphy, such as a way of writing a conjunct consonant, especially reveal the identity of a scribe. One of the clearest examples of such a difference is that of the -ṣṭ- ligature. Scribe C’s -ṣṭ- is, like his handwriting generally, elegant and clear; a long line descending diagonally from the right lateral side of the ligature above the hook of the -ṭ- is a clear continuation of the lower diagonal stoke of the -ṣ-, as can be seen in figures 5 and 6. Scribe D’s -ṣṭ- is rather scrunched up, with the diagonal line descending from the upper diagonal line of the -ṣ- while the hook of the -ṭ- resembles ṛ more than -ṭ-, as is seen in figures 7 and 8.


FIGURE 5. Scribe C dṛṣṭī (282v2).
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FIGURE 6. Scribe C pṛṣṭa (291v4).
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FIGURE 7. Scribe D dṛṣṭī (282r2).
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FIGURE 8. Scribe D dṛṣṭa (282r2).
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Although scribe C usually copied the verso side of a folio and scribe D the recto, sometimes they switched. In 281v scribe C copied the first two lines and scribe D the rest. Interestingly, on this folio alone, scribe D eschews an aspect of his usual style in order to imitate scribe C. This is made apparent when we see the telltale -ṣṭ- ligature written by both scribes. While scribe C’s remains unchanged, as seen in figures 9 and 10, scribe D’s are awkwardly contorted to mimic the style of scribe C, as shown in figures 11 and 12. The reason the two scribes worked together on the same side of this folio remains unclear. My own suspicion is that one was the master and the other an apprentice or at least one with less experience. Perhaps scribe C was setting an example for scribe D to study and emulate. Another possibility is that there was some sort of mix up in the workload for the day, and once scribe C realized he was writing the wrong side of the folio he handed it to scribe D to finish.




FIGURE 9. Scribe C dṛṣṭa (281v1).
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FIGURE 10. Scribe C dṛṣṭa (281v1).
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FIGURE 11. Scribe D dṛṣṭa (281v4).
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FIGURE 12. Scribe D dṛṣṭa (281v5).
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Starting at folio 287r we find a small number 1 in the margin of the lower lefthand corner written in what was at the time of the copying of the manuscript the new numeration system that is very similar to numbers in modern Devanāgarī and the basis of Hindu-Arabic numeration in use throughout the world today (figs. 13–24).12 This number marks the first folio in a series of an alternate numeration system used in some sections of the manuscript. This particular series of numbers, first detected by Gudrun Melzer, runs in sequence in the lower margin to the left of the last line of the recto side of every folio throughout the manuscript from 287r–316r, marking off thirty folios. These folios span the end of the Prāsādika-sūtra and the entirety of the Prasādanīya-, Pañcatraya- (DĀ 17, 299v3–306r5), and Māyājāla- (DĀ 18, 306r5–317v5) sūtras.13 With these numbers we see the end of scribe C and D’s collaboration in this section of the manuscript. The purpose of this series seems to have been to mark off a certain section for scribe C to copy alone.


FIGURE 13. 287r7 #1.
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FIGURE 14. 288r8 #2.
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FIGURE 15. 289r8 #3.
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FIGURE 16. 291r8 #5.
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FIGURE 17. 292r8 #6.
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FIGURE 18. 293r8 #7.


[image: Image]


FIGURE 19. 294r8 #8.
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FIGURE 20. 295r8 #9.
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FIGURE 21. 296r8 # 10.
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FIGURE 22. 297r8 #11.
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FIGURE 23. 298r8 #12.
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FIGURE 24. 299r8 #13.
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The Prasādanīya-sūtra and the two immediately following texts, the Pañcatraya-sūtra and Māyājāla-sūtra, appear to be the work of scribe C alone. Reading scribe C’s much more accurate solo efforts, it becomes clear that collaborative work between scribes may have led to some of the textual problems in the Prāsādika-sūtra that could have been avoided had the scribes each focused on their own portions of the text, and it raises the question of why the trading of folios between scribes was practiced. This collaborative effort may have served some purpose of efficiency or utility. Perhaps a scribe would write the recto side of a folio and set it aside to dry, moving on to another folio’s recto side, and then the other scribe would continue on the verso side once it dried. As the two scribes traded back and forth in this way, one can imagine that not having to wait for the ink to dry allowed the copying to progress quickly, even if this was at the expense of clarity and continuity in the text. Indeed, from the numerous mistakes and textual problems seen throughout the manuscript, it would not be surprising to learn that speed was held in greater esteem than accuracy, for a certain carelessness is often evident. The numerous omissions of negations that are demanded by the content’s context suggest either a lack of comprehension or a transmission that had become corrupted by the time the manuscript was copied—or perhaps both. One also finds corrections inscribed in the manuscript, but these are relatively rare and appear to be the result of a scribe either catching his own mistake or correcting an error already present in the witness he was copying, but including it in his copy in order to maintain the akṣara count for that line. The rather poor state of the copied composition of the content in the manuscript suggests that by the time the manuscript was copied, the Dīrghāgama as a text was possibly no longer as significant a work within the community14 that held the manuscript as it might have been in previous centuries, and that the manuscript may have been copied either for making merit or for the sake of maintaining a library.15


SCRIBAL MARKS


One further paleographical issue I will touch upon here is the existence of what may be described as scribal marks in the manuscript. It is common to observe various marks and smudges on the birchbark owing to the general deterioration of the folios over the centuries, and also perhaps to rough handling when the manuscript was found. This is most often from the ink of one folio, or even of the uppermost layers of the birchbark, transferring onto another folio over centuries of lying atop one another. However, if one observes closely, it becomes apparent that there are also marks written by the scribes. Generally, these marks consist of dots or small ticks or dash-like strokes usually to the left of the lower-left quadrant of an akṣara. Both scribes C and D made these marks at various points throughout the manuscript, although it seems that scribe D made more of them. Many of them are likely drops of ink that dripped from the scribes’ writing nibs either without them noticing or not caring (figs. 25–27). Occasionally, we see multiple dots that appear to be intentional (figs. 28, 37, and 38). Figure 28 shows a triangle of dots made by scribe D, while scribe C seems to have preferred making lines of dots, as seen in figures 37 and 38. These are likely attempts to adjust the ink on the writing nib, just as today one might draw a squiggle to discharge the ink in a ballpoint pen. Other marks (figs. 29 and 30) appear to have been made by the scribes, but it is not entirely clear for what purpose. They may be “practice strokes” to clear excess ink from the nib in preparation for writing the often extremely thin lines used in portions of the akṣaras. This may explain why scribe D, apparently the less accomplished scribe, made them more often. Scribe D is also seen making similar but thicker strokes on the left and right sides of akṣaras, as can be seen in figure 32 and above in figure 7, where the top stroke of the -dṛ- akṣara is marked in this way. One also often sees a particular “broken slash” that I have only observed used by scribe D (figs. 33–36). These strokes were likely also a way to offload excess ink on the writing instrument, but the space in these strokes is puzzling. More research is needed, but this may be a peculiar habit developed by scribe D and may be useful in identifying his work in other sections of the manuscript or perhaps even in other manuscripts.


After a somewhat cursory examination of other Gilgit manuscripts, I can confirm that they contain similar scribal marks. Figure 39 reveals a mark in the manuscript of the Saṅghabhedavastu part of the Vinayavastu of the Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinaya that bears a striking resemblance to the marks we have seen used by scribe D. This is especially true when compared to figure 40, which shows a detail of the same mark found in figure 32. While it is tempting to speculate further, a more in-depth study of this phenomenon in other manuscripts from the Gilgit area is needed. For the time being I simply wish to point out the possibility that such marks may help identify the scriptoriums or even individual scribes that produced these manuscripts.


FIGURE 25. 273r3 scribe D.
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FIGURE 26. 274r5 scribe D.
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FIGURE 27. 273r7 scribe D.


[image: Image]


FIGURE 28. 277r8 scribe D.
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FIGURE 29. 281r3 scribe D.
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FIGURE 30. 281r4 scribe D.
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FIGURE 31. 285r5 scribe D.
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FIGURE 32. 281r4 scribe D.
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FIGURE 33. 274r6 scribe D.
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FIGURE 34. 277r2 scribe D.
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FIGURE 35. 279r6 scribe D.
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FIGURE 36. 286v6 scribe D.
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FIGURE 37. 271r8 scribe C.
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FIGURE 38. 297v8 scribe C.
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FIGURE 39. Saṅghabhedavastu 327a6, detail of mark near the string hole.16
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FIGURE 40. 281r4 scribe D, detail of mark near the string hole.
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ON REPAIR TO THE MANUSCRIPT


If, as noted above, the Dīrghāgama manuscript witness from Gilgit under consideration here was somewhat carelessly copied, it is somewhat surprising to find multiple instances where the manuscript has been repaired. In the middle of 285v we find a birchbark patch applied over portions of lines 4 and 5 (fig. 41). In 285v4 the scribe wrote eight filler marks on the patch in the middle of the word bhavanto.17 However, the patch is also applied to a smaller part of 285v5 where the scribe seemed content to continue writing the proper akṣaras of ttaḥ abhavyaḥ over the patch.18 It appears that filler marks were only used on 285v4 and not 285v5, as the patch was likely applied to cover either a crack in the folio that already existed or a flaw in the bark that was judged to be in danger of eventually cracking. We find just such a crack on the reverse side of the patch on 285r4 (fig. 42). Indeed, the crack is even now apparent in the patch itself. No patch is observed on the reverse side of the folio at 285r4–519 (fig. 42), which may suggest that the damage was considered to be more severe on 285v4–5. Seven akṣaras into 295v820 there is a birchbark patch that is clearly seen to be pasted atop the manuscript (fig. 43). Just as in the patch found on 285v4 above, instead of the content of the sūtra, six filler marks are written on the patch. Filler marks appear regularly in the manuscript for a variety of reasons, especially (but not always) where the birchbark is warped or otherwise unsuitable to write on. However, the patch to the manuscript does not appear to be faulty. The bottom of the -ṛ- from rahatkṛtaṃ in line 721 has even been written on the patch, as it obscured that akṣara, suggesting that the repair to the manuscript was made before the copying process began, and the only reason for the filler marks seems to be to indicate the damage that had been repaired. In figure 44 we see 295r1,22 the reverse side of folio 295v8 where the patch was made. There was no repair made to the recto side of the folio, and beyond a vertical line that appears to be an imprint from the repair on the verso, there is no sign of repair.


The repair to the manuscript here has even affected the akṣara count on at least one line of the manuscript. Figure 45 shows the right side of 295v8, on the right side of the folio with the repaired patch seen in figure 43. There the final six akṣaras of s te evaṃ bhavati are added underneath the bottom of the line, thus connecting to the last words on the line proper, dṛṣṭvā ca puna, in order to maintain the fidelity of the akṣara count so that the copying could continue without diverging from the exemplar. In 296v1–2,23 seen in figure 46, we see another patch repairing the beginning of the line (see figure 47 for the reverse side of the repaired folio). Unfortunately, the latter portion of the folio is damaged and the final akṣaras of 296v1–2 are missing, so we cannot confirm that akṣaras were added interlinearly to keep the akṣara count. Conversely, the beginning of 287v824 (fig. 48) is damaged and the first six akṣaras are lost, but we find kāmaguṇaiḥ added below the end of the line, suggesting that there was a repair made to the manuscript at the beginning of the line.25 A fourth patch is seen in the Māyājāla-sūtra on folio 307v2 toward the middle of the folio about sixteen akṣaras from the end of the line (fig. 49). This patch offers the clearest evidence of corresponding repair to the reverse side of the folio on 307r8 (fig. 50), where it appears that both sides of the manuscript have been repaired.


These repairs were probably implemented before or during the copying process, for if they were repaired after the copying process, there would be no need to add akṣaras interlinearly. Or, if they were made to the manuscript while it was blank, the use of filler marks may suggest that the scribe chose not to write on the repaired areas out of concern for the structural integrity of the manuscript where it had been patched. In either case, these repairs indicate that a certain level of care was taken in the manuscript’s copying, at least regarding the birchbark the sūtras were written upon. The reasons for this type of repair remain unclear. We have seen that while filler marks are usually written on these patches, a few akṣaras, or parts of akṣaras, are also often included. Whether akṣaras were written on these repaired sections appears to have been based on the judgment of the scribe, who might not have found them too fragile to risk writing text upon. Holes, warps, and knots in the birchbark are seen frequently throughout the manuscript. While it is quite probable that the holes found in the manuscript were made in the ensuing centuries following its production, the members of the scriptorium did not seem overly concerned with warps and knots in the folios themselves and generally used filler marks over such impurities or simply avoided writing on those areas (figs. 51 and 52).26 Therefore, it seems most probable that these repairs were made to patch holes or structural problem points that were present in the manuscript folios when they were first produced, further suggesting that they were made before the scribes began copying the text of the manuscript. However, this is difficult to substantiate when we look at the reverse side of the patches. Evidence of the repair is visible. However, no filler marks are used and evidence of damage on the reverse of these repaired folios is not always immediately apparent. A close examination of the physical folios is required in order to shed light on the situation as it stands. Although it seems most likely that these repairs were made to the birchbark during the creation of the folios themselves by whomever manufactured them, it is perhaps worth noting that the patches to the manuscript thus far uncovered all occur on folios copied by scribe C, but an exhaustive search for other patches must be made throughout the entirety of the manuscript before we can speculate if the repairs have anything to do with this particular scribe.


FIGURE 41. 285v4–5, repair to the manuscript with eight filler signs (line 4) and ttaḥ abhavyaḥ (line 5).
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FIGURE 42. 285r4–5, reverse side of the patch on 285v4–5 (fig. 41).
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FIGURE 43. 295v8, repair to the ms. with six filler signs.
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FIGURE 44. 295r1, the reverse of the patch on 295v8 (fig. 43).
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FIGURE 45. 295v8, puna‹‹s te evaṃ bhavati›› (six akṣaras) added to ms. to compensate for damage.
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FIGURE 46. 296v1–2 repair to the manuscript.
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FIGURE 47. 296r7–8, reverse side of repaired patch on 296v1–2 (fig. 46).
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FIGURE 48. 287v8, ‹‹kāmaguṇaiḥ›› written below bottom line.
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FIGURE 49. Patch on folio 307v2: bhavati = = =.
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FIGURE 50. Patch on 307r8: ’ham asmīti manye. Repair on the reverse side of repair on 307v2 (fig. 49).
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FIGURE 51. Example of a knot in the birchbark where the scribe used filler marks.
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FIGURE 52. Example of a knot in the birchbark where the scribe simply wrote around the knot.
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Repair to the manuscript folios can be observed in other manuscripts produced in the Gilgit area to a greater or lesser extent. While an exhaustive examination of all extant Gilgit material remains a desideratum, I have made a preliminary examination of five facsimile editions of the Gilgit manuscripts preserved at the National Archives of India, each containing either a long manuscript or multiple shorter manuscripts.27


Only one of these collections of manuscript images failed to contain evidence of repair to a manuscript: Kudo’s Avadānas and Miscellaneous Texts, which contains multiple shorter texts copied on what appear to have been rather high-quality birchbark folios when the manuscripts were produced.28 The manuscript of the Samādhirāja-sūtra, a lengthy Mahāyāna sūtra of nearly two hundred folios, contains just two instances of repair that I was able to discern, figures 53 and 54. Beyond that the manuscript appears to be generally free from structural issues that might make repair necessary. The birchbark folios even seem to have only a small number of knots present throughout the manuscript.


Of the four manuscripts collected in Mette and company’s Further Mahāyānasūtras, I only found repair in two instances in the Kāraṇḍavyūha (figs. 55 and 56), a relatively long text spanning around eighty folios, although the manuscript folios are of the shorter type often used for less lengthy texts as opposed to the longer folios used in the Dīrghāgama and other manuscripts of extensive length. The patches made to the Kāraṇḍavyūha are not visible on the reverse side of the folios to which they were made. The patch in figure 56 is of special note, for on the upper lefthand side of the patch on line 6 we see a clear instance of a darker lenticel, ubiquitous in birchbark manuscripts, being cut off.


The Vinaya Texts facsimile volume edited by Shayne Clarke represents only a portion of the very lengthy Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinayavastvāgama manuscript. It is clear from the facsimiles that the quality of the manuscript folios is very good, and I have observed patches in only five of the extant 212 folios, with two of the patches exemplified here in figures 57–60. The repair to this manuscript appears to use a different technique, or perhaps was designed to solve a different problem, than the repair seen in other manuscripts from Gilgit. These patches all appear to show a lighter portion of birchbark in the center surrounded by a cut birchbark square of a darker color. It is unclear why this type of repair is seen exclusively in this manuscript. I did not find any patches in the thirty-eight Prātimokṣa folios and nineteen Karmavācanā folios also contained in the Vinaya Texts volume.


The final facsimile edition I have consulted is Karashima and company’s Mahāyāna Texts: Prajñāpāramitā Texts (1). This volume contains only two sūtra manuscripts, the Larger Prajñāpāramitā and the Vajracchedikā. The Vajracchedikā, a brief manuscript of just twelve folios of which seven are extant, does not appear to contain any instances of repair. If we accept that repairs were most commonly performed on blank folios before the manuscripts were copied, then this may provide some support to the idea that shorter manuscripts were made with better quality birchbark and were thus not often subjected to such repair. The Larger Prajñāpāramitā, a very long and mostly intact manuscript of 307 folios with only ten folios no longer extant, however, contains numerous instances of repair, often continuously from folio to folio throughout large spans of the manuscript. Several examples from among the many instances can be seen in figures 61–69. Interestgingly, it appears that the first half of the manuscript contains more repairs than the second. Those who made the repairs often seemed to be concerned with the aesthetic nature of the repairs, apparently trying to match up the horizontal level of the darker birchbark lenticels in the patches with underlying lenticels in the manuscript, as we see, for example, in figure 61. Less commonly, we find rather haphazardly applied patches where the birchbark lenticel is radiating at a 20-degree southeast angle, such as in figure 63. Curiously, the bottom line of the patch in figure 63 (fol. 15r6) appears to be written atop the patch, and the lower quadrants of these akṣaras appear to be obscured by the repair. This would suggest that the repair had been made after the sūtra had been copied; it is the only such instance I have uncovered. All other instances of repair I have examined seem to have been made before the copying process began. In figure 66 we find the lenticels, somewhat shockingly, at a 90-degree angle, rising vertically, when the folios of these manuscripts were designed nearly exclusively so that the dark lenticels run horizontally along the folios. This was likely the surest way to obtain the birchbark in the necessary lengths for manuscript production. In figure 67, the corresponding patch on the verso side of the repair seen in figure 66, we see that a second patch seems to have been applied that does not correspond in shape or size to the patch on the recto side of the folio. Perhaps most noteworthy, we find instances where a patch running the entire vertical length of the folios is applied. In figures 68 and 69, the recto and verso of the same folio, we see such repair and find that again the darker lenticels of the birchbark are vertical to the rest of the folio. Such repair indicates that the structural integrity of such folios had been completely lost and are perhaps examples of a broken folio being made whole.




FIGURE 53. Samādhirāja-sūtra 431v1–2.29
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FIGURE 54. Samādhirāja-sūtra 115v4–5.30
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FIGURE 55. Kāraṇḍavyūha 22r3.31
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FIGURE 56. Kāraṇḍavyūha 23r6–8.32
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FIGURE 57. Bhaiṣajyavastu 205rL<?>6.33
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FIGURE 58. Bhaiṣajyavastu 205vL<?>5.34
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FIGURE 59. Kaṭhinavastu 277r6–7.35
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FIGURE 60. Kaṭhinavastu 277r6–7.36
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FIGURE 61. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 13r3–4.37
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FIGURE 62. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 13v8–9, reverse of figure 61.38
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FIGURE 63. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 15r4–6.39
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FIGURE 64. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 15r4–5.40
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FIGURE 65. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 21r10–11.41
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FIGURE 66. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 23r6.42
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FIGURE 67. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 23v6, reverse of figure 66.43
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FIGURE 68. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 61r1–14.44
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FIGURE 69. Larger Prajñāpāramitā 61v1–13, reverse of figure 68.45
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CONCLUSIONS


Where does this leave us? When contemplating the production of the Dīrghāgama manuscript witness from Gilgit, we must imagine a group of scribes working in tandem. Either this group had only a minimal knowledge of the material being copied and/or its language of transmission, or if they did have knowledge of the material and its language, they were more concerned with the pace of copying than with its content. They planned their work ahead and divvied up the number of folios to be copied between them, sometimes marking folio spans with marginal numeration. Sometimes the work was dispersed by the length of the component sūtras, but other times they worked in teams with little apparent regard for breaks between sūtras. They often traded folios back and forth by verso and recto, which may have been the fastest way to copy a span of folios. They only rarely seemed to share the same side of a folio, and this may be an example of some confusion in the copying process or of the resumption of work after a pause. We may speculate that the scriptorium consisted of scribes of both greater and lesser accomplishment and provided some aspect of training to the less accomplished scribes. Individual scribes appear to have made unique marks on the folios in the course of their copying. Further study of such marks may allow scholars to deduce information about the skill level of a particular scribe or even help to identify the work of a scribe or scriptorium across multiple manuscripts.


The folios appear to have undergone repair prior to copying, although we cannot say that patches were never added after copying. We also cannot be certain what criteria warranted this preemptive repair, as irregularities in the birchbark material were generally worked around. Such repair has been witnessed in other manuscripts from the region and appears to have been implemented by whomever produced the birchbark folios. It is unclear if the scribes of the scriptorium were trained only to copy the texts or also to prepare the folios. In either case, it appears that longer manuscripts, which consist of more folios that are generally larger in size than those of shorter manuscripts, contained more instances of repair. Whoever commissioned a given manuscript may have gotten a better financial deal on more folios by accepting lower quality material. Perhaps the supply of birchbark serving as a raw material was not steady and, for whatever reason, it was not possible to ensure a consistent quality of the birchbark folios. The cost or ease of obtaining birchbark folios would have been less for the smaller quantities necessary for shorter texts, which were often several centimeters shorter in length or thinner than the folios traditionally used for longer texts. One might also speculate that some texts were considered of particular importance or value and the production of their manuscripts were expressly commissioned with finer material. This might be a factor in how similarly lengthy texts such as the Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinayavastvāgama and Larger Prajñāpāramitā manuscripts would have such disparate amounts of repair. If this were indeed a consideration in manuscript production, it would raise further questions, such as to whom would certain manuscripts be considered more important than others: the artisans producing the folios, the scribes (if they were a separate group from the folio manufacturers), the donor/s, or a community of monastics?


The instances of repaired patches discussed here indicate that the practice of manuscript repair appears to have been widespread in the Gilgit region. However, these examples are merely the tip of the iceberg, and a thorough analysis of the entire Gilgit corpus and, indeed, Gilgit-Bamiyan type manuscripts produced throughout the whole of the area of Greater Gandhāra still needs to be undertaken. Such a study may one day allow us to place specific manuscripts into groups discerned by the material they were made from and the type of repair they were subjected to, fine-tuning our understanding of the networks of Buddhist groups in that area and time. Ideally, a thorough examination of the entirety of elements of production would have been made in tandem with the editing of the texts. However, the portions of the Dīrghāgama manuscript that have been edited were completed by scholars with disparate levels of interest in such matters. This makes the situation somewhat difficult, but such aspects should at least be examined with the portions remaining to be edited. The physical manuscript should also be reexamined by a skilled conservator who might be able to finally separate the folios that are fused together. The anonymous owner of the largest collection of folios has not expressed an interest in pursuing such an action. Still, it may be possible if the proper funding is raised.


Ultimately, all such marks and manuscript repair that have been discussed here should be noted not just in the Dīrghāgama manuscript but throughout the entirety of the Gilgit-Bamiyan type manuscripts from Greater Gandhāra so that we may make some sense of them in total, perhaps allowing us to definitively say whether these repairs and aspects of sūtra copying are just individual quirks in the writing styles of certain scribes and elements of manuscript production used solely by this scriptorium, or whether they were common throughout the region in the production of Buddhist and other textual material. This renders more acute the already overdue need to re-edit and translate the Gilgit material that was discovered in the 1930s as well as the need to create new images of these manuscripts with modern equipment. As for images, endeavors such as the facsimile series of the material at the National Archives of India make it much easier for scholars to examine this material, but much more needs to be done in coming years to locate the collections that remain lost and digitize such material in high resolution and in color so that it may be made widely available. Finally, as new material from the area occasionally comes to light, we should be mindful of these issues in the hope of understanding where these manuscripts were produced and by whom, perhaps down to the individual scribe.





7. A version of this chapter was published in DiSimone 2019.


8. Melzer 2010, 79, and Melzer 2014, 249–51.


9. This table expands upon Melzer’s previous table of the distribution of the Dīrghāgama scribes across the manuscript (Melzer 2014, 248).


10. Melzer (2014, 248) writes that 281v is the work of scribe D alone, but I do not think this is the case.


11. Melzer 2014, 240 and 241.


12. The number 4 is not preserved in the manuscript.


13. See Melzer 2014, 252–56 for further remarks on this numeration system used by the scribes.


14. We cannot say with absolute certainty if this community was even affiliated with the Mūlasarvāstivāda tradition.


15. See Hartmann 2014, 156–57.


16. Photo detail of the Saṅghabhedavastu of the Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinayavastvāgama manuscript taken by Giuseppe Tucci; image courtesy Francesco Sferra.


17. 285v4: + + r uṣitaṃ bra[hm]acaryaṃ kṛtaṃ karaṇīyaṃ nāpara◯m asmād bhavaṃ prajānāmīti yo sau bhava = = = = = = = = nto bhikṣur bhavaty arthaṃ .ī + + + + + + + + + + + + + +.


18. 285v5: y. .. [h]ṛt. bhāro nuprāptasvakārtha parikṣīṇabhava◯saṃyojanaḥ samyagājñāsuvimuktacittaḥ abhavyaḥ tasmiṃ samaye paṃcasthānāny [a] .y. .. [tu]. [k]. + + + + + [abh]. .y[o] rhad bhikṣuḥ.


19. 285r4: + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + ◯ .y. .. + .. ti bhavaṃto vyākṛtam itīdaṃ duḥkhasamudayo yam idaṃ duẖkhanirodham iy.[ṃ] .u. kh[a] .[i] .. [dh]. g[ā]mi[nī] pra[t]i .. .. .. + + + +


285r5: + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + ◯ .. parivrājakā evaṃ vadeyuḥ kasmād bhavantaḥ śramaṇena gautamena ime dharmā ekāṃ .. na vyākṛtā iti pṛṣṭair idaṃ sy. r vacan. y[āḥ].


20. 295v8: [śat]i [cetasā]m api = = = = = = dharmān nādiśati yac ca tathā ādiśati tat sarvaṃ tat tathaiva bhavati nānyathā bhagavā[n] bhadanta paraṃ paśyaty av[i]tarkam avicāraṃ samādhiṃ samāpannaṃ dṛṣṭvā ca puna‹‹s te evaṃ bhavati››.


21. 295v7: bhāṣitam a[py ā]diśati rahatkṛtaṃ rahobhāṣitam apy ādiśati dūre ’py ādiśaty antike py ādiśati atīt{{ānā}}m apy ādiśaty anāg[a]tam apy ādiśati pūrvavac cittam apy ādi.


22. 295r1: [bhagavata ṛ]ddhir ity ucyate bhagavān bhadanta sarvaśa ākiṃcanyāyatanaṃ samatikramya naiva saṃjñānāsaṃjñāyatanam upasaṃpadya viharatīyaṃ bhadanta bhagavata riddhir ity ucyate bhagavān bhadanta.


23. 296v1: = = = [=]gato vā āta .t. .v. .. [p]rahāṇānvayā bhāvanānvayā bahulīkārānvayā .. m. [ṅma]nasikārātayā tadrūpaṃ śāntaṃ cetaḥsamādhi .[e] .. sa[m]ādhiṃ spṛśati .. + + + + + + + +


296v2: = = = = tvāriṃśataṃ saṃvarttavivarttakalpān samanusmarati .. syaivaṃ bhavati etāvad .. .. lokaḥ saṃvarttiṣyate ca vivarttiṣyate ca yāvad e[v]. .. yānvayam a .i .. + + + + + + + + +.


24. 287v8: + + + + + + .. .ātmā uc[ch]id[ya]te na vinaśyati na bhavati paraṃ maranād etāvad ayam ātmā samyaksamucchinno bhavati saṃti bhikṣava eke śramaṇabrāhmanā evaṃdṛṣṭaya evaṃvādino yataś cāyam ātmā paṃcabhiḥ ‹‹kāmaguṇaiḥ››.


25. While the smaller lettering of kāmagunaiḥ may appear at a glance as another hand, there is no evidence that such interlinear writings in this Dīrghāgama manuscript witness were added later by anyone beyond the copying scriptorium or that there were any later textual corrections made (this further suggests that the manuscript was not used for active study). In fact, this is not even a separate script but rather an example of Gilgit-Bamiyan Type II script written so small that the calligraphic elements are not present.


26. Filler marks were additionally used, as their name indicates, simply to fill empty space and were additionally used for ending lines in order to provide symmetry to the manuscript. This is also seen commonly in later Buddhist manuscripts from other areas.


27. Specifically, I have examined Clarke 2014, Karashima et al. 2016, Kudo 2017, Kudo, Fukita, and Tanaka 2018, and Mette et al. 2017.


28. Kudo 2017.


29. Kudo 2017, 39.


30. Kudo 2017, 110.


31. Mette et al. 2017, 77.


32. Mette et al. 2017, 78.


33. Clarke 2014, 100.


34. Clarke 2014, 101.


35. Clarke 2014, 172.


36. Clarke 2014, 172.


37. Karashima et al. 2016, 13.


38. Karashima et al. 2016, 13.


39. Karashima et al. 2016, 15.


40. Karashima et al. 2016, 15.


41. Karashima et al. 2016, 21.


42. Karashima et al. 2016, 23.


43. Karashima et al. 2016, 23.


44. Karashima et al. 2016, 60.


45. Karashima et al. 2016, 60.
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