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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the newly identified Sanskrit manuscript of the Bhaisajyvavastu of the
Milasarvastivada Vinaya. My intention is to make a comparison between the new manuscript and the Gilgit manu-
script, which had been the only available Sanskrit material of the text, until the discovery and identification of the
new manuscript. Close comparisons of these two manuscripts reveal that the newly identified manuscript pre-
serves various readings that are less confused than those of the Gilgit manuscript. The former also provides a few
less Sanskritized or standardized readings than the latter does. As for their relationships with Tibetan and Chinese
translations, with some exceptions, the newly identified manuscript is generally closer to them than the Gilgit
manuscript.

Introduction

Three versions of the Vinayavastu of the Miilasarvastivada Vinaya had been available for decades. These included
the Gilgit Manuscrip‘[,(2> which was thought to be the only extant Sanskrit manuscript of the text, until another manu-
script was recently found. The other two are Chinese translations of seven of the seventeen chapters by Yijing 7&15
completed in the early eighth century and a ninth-century Tibetan translation by a team that included Sarvajiadeva,
Vidyakaraprabha, Dharmakara, and dPal gyi lhun po.(3> Of these three versions, the Bhaisajyavastu, the sixth chap-
ter, is preserved in its entirety only in the Tibetan translation. About half of the folios in the chapter are missing from
the Gilgit manuscript. The Chinese translation of the chapter lacks the last two of the twenty fascicles.”’

Around the end of the last century, another Sanskrit manuscript was identified with the Bhaisajyavastu. Parts of
it are now held in a private collection in Virginia, the United States, and others in the Schayen Collection in Oslo,
Norway. Although details on its discovery is unclear, this manuscript appears to have been found at the same loca-
tion as the famous Dirghdgama manuscript and several other manuscripts.<5) The Dirghdgama manuscript has been
dated to the second half of the eighth century, or slightly later, and the date of the Bhaisajyavastu manuscript may be
close to it.®’ The identification and initial transliterations of the Bhaisajyavastu manuscript were made by Klaus
Wille,m and, based on his work, I have been studying these manuscript fragments since 2011. In spite of its frag-
mentary state, the newly identified manuscript has proven to be of great value. First, it is the sole Sanskrit material
of some parts of the vastu, for which folios are missing or are seriously damaged in the Gilgit manuscript. Second,
as a fourth witness it provides noteworthy information on the differences between the extant versions of this vastu.
Comparisons of these versions can be conducted at different levels, namely, the levels of narrative structures; of
stock passages; and of words, phrases, and sentences. At the levels of narrative structures and stock passages, the
newly identified manuscript agrees with the Chinese version in some cases and with the Tibetan version in other
cases, where these two versions disagree with each other. This fact suggests that many of the differences between
these versions had already existed at the stage of textual transmission in Sanskrit.®’ As for the Gilgit manuscript,
however, its comparison with our manuscript at these levels produce few meaningful results, because the extant
texts of these two manuscripts rarely overlap in places where there are differences between the extant versions.

What, then, does our manuscript tell us when it is compered at a finer level—that is, at the level of words,
phrases, and sentences in Sanskrit—with the Gilgit manuscript? To what extent do these Sanskrit texts correspond to
or differ from each other? How could the newly identified manuscript help us understand the text of the
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Bhaisajyavastu? This paper is focused on these questions.

Format

Before examining the text of the two Sanskrit manuscripts, I would like to mention their physical characteristics.
These manuscripts look very similar: both are written on birch bark with one string hole, with folio numbers written
in the left margin of the recto. However, in terms of the size of its folios, the newly identified manuscript is some-
what smaller than the Gilgit manuscript;(9> the former is written with eight lines per side, with the exception of the
last few folios, which have nine lines, whereas the latter is written with ten lines. Both manuscripts are written with
the Gilgit/Bamiyan type II script, or Proto-$arada."” However, the script in the newly identified manuscript is, at
many points, different from that in the Gilgit manuscript and the Dirghagama manuscript; the latter two scripts are,
however, very similar. Both the newly identified manuscript and the Gilgit manuscript use the early and later types
of y and h;" the earlier ones appear more frequently than the later ones in our manuscript, whereas the Gilgit manu-
script shows the opposite tendency.

Table 1: y and h in the Gilgit manuscript and
the newly identified manuscript of the Bhaisajyavastu

v (earlier) v (later) h (earlier) h (later)
GBhv Wya a ya W, @ /i
NBhv mya © Yo ot @ ha

Scribal Errors and Emendations

Overall, the newly identified manuscript includes many minor mistakes, as does the Gilgit manuscript, and a few of
the mistakes are common to both manuscripts. Most of these are simple scribal errors, such as the omission or addi-
tion of a word, anusvara, visarga, aksara, or part of an aksara. As for significant errors that make the text more or
less unintelligible—such as the omission of a sentence or a relatively long phrase, the confusion of one word with
another, and the confusion of declension—the newly identified manuscript often provides sound readings that enable
us to emend the text of the Gilgit manuscript; cases of the opposite are rather rare. This is interesting, especially
given that the Dirghdgama manuscript has been revealed to include a remarkable degree of confusion in terms of

textual transmission."

Example 1
To take an example, there is a problem in the following text of the Gilgit manuscript:

Gilgit manuscript, 235r4-5:
... tatra yasya pamcasatani dattani tena tathavavoditani®® yatha artipyadhatau pratisthapitani yasyardha-

trttyani tena tathavoditani"’ yatha (r5) pamcasv abhijiasu pratisthapitani | kim manyadhve bhiksavo .o

This part of the Bhaisajyavastu narrates the story of the former lives of three of the Buddha’s disciples, Sariputra,
Mahamaudgalyayana, and Bre‘thmanakappina.w However, in the Sanskrit text quoted above, only two characters
appear to be mentioned.

While the Chinese translation is missing in this part, the Tibetan version provides a complete passage with three
sentences, each of which explains one character’s educational achievement:

Tibetan version:
de la Inga brgya gtad pa gang yin pa des ni ji Itar gzugs med pa’i khams la bkod pa de Itar gdams ngag
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phog go || nyis brgya Inga bcu gtad pa gang yin pa des ni ji Itar gzugs kyi khams la bkod pa de Itar gdams
ngag phog go || nyis brgya Inga bcu phog pa cig shos kyis ni ji Itar mngon par (P pa) shes pa Inga la bkod
pa de Itar gdams ngag phog go || dge slong dag ji snyam du sems |(17>

Translation from the Tibetan version:

There, the one who was entrusted with five hundred [disciples] instructed [them] so that they were
established in the formless realm. The one to whom two hundred fifty [disciples] were imparted instructed
[them] so that they were established in the form realm. Another one instructed two hundred fifty [disciples]
so that they were established in the five supernormal powers. What do you think, monks? ... .

Based on the above Tibetan translation, we can be sure that parts of the second and third sentences were
skipped in the Gilgit manuscript because of the similarities between these two sentences. This missing part is sup-
plied in Nalinaksha Dutt’s edition without any indications, such as brackets or footnotes."” That the omission in the
Gilgit manuscript happened between the end of line 4 and the beginning of line 5 suggests that the scribe jumped
from one yathda to another when he moved from line 4 to line 5, or, in other words, the omission happened only in
this manuscript and not in any preceding manuscript.

A fragment of our newly identified manuscript preserves part of this passage:

Newly identified manuscript, (ZOO)r(lg) :

8 + .rtiyani trtya[s].a[r].. [t].tTyani sa kaladharmana samyu[k](ta)h tatra yas.. pamcasatani dattani [t]e .. ..
/1

9 + renardhatrt.[y]. + + [th]a.o[d]i[tan]i .. .. [p].m[c]. .. .i + + + + + .. ta[ni] kim man..dh.e [bh]ik.. ///

Since one line in this manuscript consists of approximately eighty-five ak.saras,m the lost right half of line 8
can accommodate either more or less than forty-six aksaras. Judging from this number, it is most likely that the
newly identified manuscript correctly preserved the second sentence as well as the first and third ones. With the help
of the fragment and the repetitive nature of the passage, we can conjecture the lost text as follows, which is slightly
closer to the Tibetan translation than Dutt’s supplementation is.

Gilgit manuscript emended on the basis of the newly Newly identified manuscript (reconstructed)
identified manuscript

(235r4) ... tatra yasya pamcasatani dattani tena 8 ... tatra yas(ya) pamcasatani dattani te .. .. ///
tathavavoditani yatha artipyadhatau pratisthapitani

yasyardhatrttyani tena tathavoditani yatha <rtipadhatau

pratisthapitani | itarenardhatrtiyani tathavoditani 19 + renardhatrt(1)y. + (ta)tha(v)oditani .. .. p(a)mc.
yatha> (r5) pamcasv abhijiasu pratisthapitani | kim ...1+++++ .. tani kim man(ya)dh(v)e [bh]ik(sa)
manyadhve bhiksavo ... "

(parts corresponding to the newly identified manuscript

are printed in bold)

Example 2

The second example is a passage included in a story that constitutes the thirty-first chapter of the Divydvaddna.m)
Gilgit manuscript, 16119:

... drstva bhiksavas$ cittam abhiprasadayisyanti | bhagavata laukikam cittam utpaditam iti pasyanti bhaga-

vam kasyapasya samyaksambuddhasya $arfrasamghatam avikopitam drastukamas .2
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Newly identified manuscript, [X3-3]v6-7:
6 /// + .. .. [t](p)a[d]itam dharmmata khalu yasmim samaye .. + +++ + ///
7 /// + + [m] utpaditam iti : pasyanti bhagavan kasyapasya samyaksa(m)bu[d]. ///

Tibetan version:

... mthong lags na | dge slong rnams sems mngon par dad par ’gyur lags so || bcom ldan ’das kyis ’jig rten
pa’i thugs bskyed pa (P par) mdzad de | chos nyid kyis gang gi tshe sangs rgyas bcom ldan ’das rnams kyis
’jig rten pa’i thugs bskyed pa de’i tshe srog chags grog sbur rnams kyis kyang bcom Idan ’das kyi dgongs
pa sems kyis shes par ’gyur bas klu rnams kyis bsams pa | bcom ldan ’das kyis ci zhig gi phyir ’jig rten
pa’i thugs bskyed pa mdzad snyam na | bcom ldan ’das yang dag par rdzogs pa’i sangs rgyas ’od srung gi

(S kyi) ring bsrel gyi tshogs ma zhig pa gzigs par bzhed par mthong nas LA

Translation from the Tibetan version:

[The monks said:] ““... Having seen it, monks will make their minds faithful.” The Blessed One entertained
a worldly thought. It is customary that when Buddhas, Blessed Ones, entertain a worldly thought, living
beings, including those as small as ants, understand the Blessed One’s thought. Nagas thought: “For the
sake of what did the Blessed One entertain a worldly thought?” Having seen that the Blessed One wanted
to see the unbroken skeleton of the Perfectly Enlightened One Kasyapa, they ... .

Chinese version:
o BRRAFR, OMEER. THRAHEGEA RO, WEie. F e Oy, &SRR, e 1
R O M . T RAK SRR Ak 4 4 ) 2

Divyavadana Chapter 31:
... drstva bhiksavas cittam abhiprasadayisyanti | bhagavata laukikam cittam utpaditam | dharmata khalu

yasmin samaye buddha bhagavanto laukikam cittam utpadayanti tasmin samaye kuntapipilikadayo ’pi

pranino bhagavata$ cetasa cittam ajananti | nagah samlaksayanti kim karanam bhagavata laukikam cittam

utpad<itam iti | pas’yanti><25) bhagavan kasyapasya samyaksambuddhasya Sarirasamghatam avikopitam

drastukamah |(26) (emended on the basis of the newly identified manuscript)

The Gilgit manuscript lacks a few sentences corresponding to the text underlined in the quotation above from
the Divyavadana, and fragments of the newly identified manuscript preserve the sentences in question, as indicated
with the bold font in the same quotation (I tentatively emended the text in order to make it easier to see the context
of the fragmentary text of the newly identified manuscript). The Tibetan and Chinese translations also include these
sentences. Presumably, the omission in the Gilgit manuscript was caused by confusing the two identical sentences:
bhagavata laukikam cittam utpaditam. This gap is located in the middle of line 9 in the manuscript, not at the begin-
ning or end of the line, and thus this time it is not certain if the omission occurred when the Gilgit manuscript was
written, or before.

Example 3

The third example again concerns the omission of some words, but in this case, there are no repetitions or Sanskrit
parallels that would help us. In a section of the Bhaisajyavastu called Anavataptagathda, there is a verse consisting of
only two padas of sloka in the Gilgit manuscript, but the Tibetan translation gives the verse with four padas. The
Chinese translation agrees with the latter. The verse is quoted below, verse 220, together with the preceding verse:



Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of the Milasarvastivadin Baisajyavastu from Gilgit

Gilgit manuscript, 206v7-8:

++++++++ A+

+ + (da)[k](s)inakah panir na yatha vamakas tath[a] <219>
+ + + (v8) puruso vapi duhkham vindati vedanam* <220>%

The newly identified manuscript, (1 59)r3(28>:

i[d. ++++++ ++++ . t[a]h satah

ayam daksinakah pani ++++++++

na[r]. + + ++ + + .. bh. + t paradarikah
narakestpapanna [d](u)h(kh)am vi + + + + /// (+)

Tibetan version:

da dung du yang btsun pa dag | bdag ni rdzu "phrul 1dan gyur na’ang ||

lag pa g.yas ’di ji Ita bar || g.yon pa de Ita ma lags so ||

skyes pa’am bud med gang yang rung || byi bo byed pa gang yin pa ||

sems can dmyal bar skyes nas ni (S skyes gyur nas) || de ni sdug bsngal tshor ba myong ||(29>

Translation from the Tibetan version:

Even though now, O Reverend Ones, I (Yasas) am endowed with magic power,
This right hand is not like the left one. <219>

A man or woman who commits adultery

Tastes sensation of distress, after being reborn in hell. <220>

Chinese version:
SUAE AR
K HE T AwhTH
e N R AR
RS 2 A

Heinz Bechert, in his edition of the Anavataptagatha, suggested that the first two padas of verse 220 were
missing, and reconstructed it as follows:

________ (narakeslipapannavan) |(3D

However, the verse in the newly identified manuscript suggests a different solution: in that manuscript, what
precedes the word duhkham is not the phrase puruso vapi, as seen in the Gilgit manuscript, but narakesiapapanna.
Although there is no physical gap between puruso vapi and duhkham in the Gilgit manuscript, the difference
between the two manuscripts seems to indicate that the missing two padas are the second and third padas, not the
first two, located between puruso vapi (pada a) and duhkham (pdda d). The verse may possibly be reconstructed as
follows:

nar(1 va) puruso vapi (yo) bh(ave)t paradarikah
narakesiipapannah <sa> duhkham vindati vedanam*

This reconstruction is, however, only a possibility.

As I mentioned briefly at the beginning of these comparisons, there is no example in which the newly identified
manuscript shows any significant corruption, and the Gilgit manuscript preserves sound readings. The mistakes in
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the newly identified manuscript for which the Gilgit manuscript gives correct readings are simple ones, such as
omitted or superfluous words, anusvaras, visargas, and parts of ligatures, for example.

Example 4
However, an example in which the Gilgit manuscript might preserve a reading that precedes that of our manuscript
should be mentioned here. With regard to verse 32 of the Anavataptagatha, Bechert has pointed out a discrepancy

between the Gilgit manuscript and the Tibetan translation.” The verse is as follows:

Gilgit manuscript, 202v4":
tenaham kus$alami[l]ena yatra yatropapannavan*
devabhiito manusyas ca krtapunyo vya(rocayam*) <32>

Tibetan version:
dge ba’i rtsa ba de yis na (P ni) || gang dang gang du skyes par ni ||
bsod nams byas pas mdzes pa yi (S yin) || lha dang mi ni rnams su gyur ||<34)

The difference lies in the presence and absence of the word aham in pada a. The Tibetan translation indicates
that the original Sanskrit did not include aham, unlike the Gilgit manuscript. As Bechert noted, both types of padas,
with and without aham, namely, tenaham kusalamiilena and tena kusalamiilena, are found in some verses in the
Anavataptagatha: the former in verses 23 and 64; the latter in verse 46." Bechert remarked that although the
replacement of tenaham with tena was fairly old, it was a redactional correction.”® Our manuscript agrees with the

Tibetan translation:*”

Newly identified manuscript, 152v7
tena kusalamile/(+ + +++++++
+H+++++++ )

Example 5
There is an ambiguous case in which the difference between the two Sanskrit manuscripts could be the result of
either an omission in one or an addition in the other:

Gilgit manuscript, 201v6:
. api tu y{a}asam dhyanavimoksasamadhi[sa](mapa)[tt]inam labhi tathaga<tays tasam pratyekabuddha

namapi na jananti | .. A

Newly identified manuscript, (151)v2:
/Il .. u[ya]sam dhyanasamadhisamapa /

Tibetan version:
’on kyang de bzhin gshegs pas brnyes pa’i bsam gtan dang | ting nge ’dzin dang snyoms par ’jug pa gang
dag yin pa de dag gi ming yang rang sangs rgyas rnams kyis mi shes so H(gg)

Translation from the Tibetan version:
However, Self-Enlightened Ones do not know even the names of the dhyana, samadhi, and samapatti
which the Tathagata attains.

The Gilgit manuscript provides a compound consisting of four elements, namely, dhyana, vimoksa, samadhi,
and samapatti, whereas the newly identified manuscript and the Tibetan translation lack vimoksa. Both types of
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compounds are seen in various Buddhist texts, and, in the Vinayavastu, it is hard to tell which type should be
regarded as typical. In the only example I found in the Vinayavastu other than this, the Gilgit manuscript does not
include vimoksa, and neither does the Tibetan translation."” However, as far as I have been able to find, the com-
pound in question always includes vimoksa in other parts of the Millasarvastivada Vinaya, for which a Sanskrit text
is not available, such as the Vinayavibhanga, the Bhiksunivinayavibhanga, and the Ksudrakavastu.(4l) Although it is
possible that the word vimoksa was missed at some stage of textual transmission, resulting in the reading of the
newly identified manuscript and the Tibetan translation, it is equally possible that someone supplied the word
vimoksa, which had not originally been there, based on, for instance, their knowledge of the well-known ten powers
of the Tathagata.”” The Chinese version reads WIKAF{EZ 5 “the meditation which the Tathagata has attained,”
which is the simplest of the four extant materials. "

Linguistic Features

In addition to the examples above, examples of linguistic features, too, are worthy of attention. Differences between
the two Sanskrit manuscripts seem to suggest gradual Sanskritization or standardization, as we will see below.

Example 6
In the following example, our manuscript gives m as an inorganic sandhi-consonant or hiatus—bridger@

Gilgit manuscript, 180r10:
... alam kumara adya gamanena ...

Newly identified manuscript, (1)[20]v1:
= > 10,549
... kumara-m-alam te dya™ gamane[na] ...

Divyavadana, chapter 30:

alam kumaradya gamanena@@

As seen above, the Gilgit manuscript uses a different word order that does not require the function of the conso-
nant. It must be noted, however, that a sandhi-consonant is also found, if not frequently, in several parts of the Gilgit
manuscript.(m Thus, if the above reading of the Gilgit manuscript resulted from the elimination of the sandhi-conso-
nant, such an attempt was not always made in the manuscript. The Divyavadana is closer to the Gilgit manuscript

than our manuscript in this case.’”

Example 7

According to Richard Salomon, the Anavataptagatha was presumably an independent text before it was interpolated
into the Bhaisajyavastu: the text was written in a Middle Indo-Aryan language and later translated into Sanskrit.
Based on close comparisons of the Gandhari version, the Gilgit manuscript, the Tibetan translation, and the Turfan
Sanskrit manuscript, he convincingly argues that the translation often caused changes to the grammatical forms of
words, words themselves, and even the structure of a verse, due to metrical requirements.“g) In the following verse,
which is included in the Anavataptagatha in the Bhaisajyavastu, we have an example that shows that Sanskritization

caused variants even between two Sanskrit manuscripts of the same text.

Gilgit manuscript, 206v3:
(ga)(v3)yasirsam vayam gatva gautamam $asa[n]. [t](a)t(a)[h] <>
[a]rabdhaviryair asmabhih praptam nirvanam uttamam* <2095
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Newly identified manuscript, (158)v5®":
(F+++++++ ++++++H) /) +

.. ta arabdhaviryetih praptam nirvvanam uttamam*

Tibetan version:
bdag cag ga ya mgor son nas || gau ta ma’i bstan pa thos ||
de nas brtson ’grus brtsams pas ni || mya ngan ’das pa dam pa thob ||(52)

The reading of our manuscript arabdhaviryetih is most probably a misspelling of arabdhaviryebhih, since the
two aksaras, ti and bhi, look quite similar to each other (in this and other scripts). As Heinz Bechert has observed,
the Gilgit manuscript also preserves an example of the personal ending -ebhih in another part of the
Anavataptagaithd,(‘%> but here the manuscript gives arabdhaviryair. The reading of the newly identified manuscript,
-ebhih, should be prior to that of the Gilgit manuscript, which is normal Sanskrit. It is possible that the irregularity
of this declension as Sanskrit caused the scribal emendation of arabdhaviryebhih into -viryaih, and that this emen-
dation led to a metrical problem that required further changes to the text, resulting in the differences between the
entire pada c of the two manuscripts.(w The Tibetan version seems to be closer to the newly identified manuscript.
We may say from this case that the Sanskritization of verses continued even after the Anavataptagathd was interpo-
lated into the Bhaisajyavastu.

Correspondence to the Tibetan and Chinese versions

The two translations in Chinese and Tibetan, themselves being quite different from each other, seem to be located
closer to our manuscript than to the Gilgit manuscript in terms of textual transmission. As to most of the examples
of variant readings, the Tibetan translation agrees with the newly identified manuscript, or is closer to it, where the
two Sanskrit manuscripts disagree with each other, as we have seen in some examples in this paper. Where a com-
parison is possible, the Chinese translation also tends to agree with the newly identified manuscript.

However, there exist a few exceptions in which the translations agree with the Gilgit manuscript rather than
with our manuscript. In addition to examples showing the simple omission of a word in the newly identified manu-
script, there is one example of a change in a word where the Gilgit manuscript, the Tibetan version, and the Chinese
version all agree, in contrast to the newly identified manuscript. Our manuscript in (148)r4 reads + [dhaJrmmavadr
(probably adharmmavadi), whereas the Gilgit manuscript, the Tibetan translation, and the Chinese translation give
abhiitavadr, yang dag min pa smra ba, and ruo ren wei wangyu #5 NF52Z 58, respectively.(%) This is the first word of
a verse that has its parallel in the Udanavarga. 1 have not been able to find any parallel of this verse that supports the
reading adharmavadi.™®

Concluding Remarks

Although we must be aware of the small sample size due to the shortage of available text in the newly identified
Bhaisajyavastu manuscript, the following tendency of the newly identified manuscript is clear in its comparisons
with the Gilgit manuscript at the level of words, phrases, and sentences: namely, its readings are less confused than
the Gilgit manuscript. It also preserves a few less Sanskritized or standardized linguistic features than the Gilgit
manuscript does. It is unlikely that there was any linear relationship between the newly identified manuscript and
the Gilgit manuscript, where the former simply developed into the latter. However, one can safely state that readings
of the former generally belong to an earlier phase of textual transmission than those of the latter.

Another notable tendency of our manuscript is its agreement with the Tibetan and Chinese versions in those
instances in which it disagrees with the Gilgit manuscript. Although I have not treated it in detail here, because
doing so would require another paper, the relationship between the Divyavadana and the extant Bhaisajyavastu
materials is noteworthy. The Divyavadana also tends to agree with the newly identified Bhaisajyavastu manuscript,
rather than with the Gilgit manuscript, where the two Bhaisajyavastu manuscripts differ from each other.

The newly identified manuscript thus reveals not only its own importance, but also that of other extant ma-
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terials that convey the contents of the Milasarvastivada Vinaya, namely, translations and excerpts, as witnesses of
Sanskrit textual transmission. Although the Gilgit manuscript remains the sole substantial Sanskrit material of the
Vinayavastu of the Mulasarvastivadins, our manuscript fragments remind us that the Gilgit manuscript is only one of
a huge number of Sanskrit manuscripts of the Vinaya that once circulated in and around India.
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Notes

(1) This article is based on a paper read at the AAS-in-ASIA conference (Association for Asian Studies) held at Korea University,
Seoul, on June 25, 2017: “The Newly Identified Bhaisajyavastu Manuscript and the Gilgit Manuscript.”

(2) Although a large number of manuscripts have been unearthed from Gilgit, in this paper, I use the term “the Gilgit manuscript” to
indicate only the manuscript of the Vinayavastu.

(3) Sanskrit: (edition) GM vol. 3, pt. i, (facsimile edition) Clarke 2014, Plates 46—134; Chinese: T no.1448 Genben shuoyigieyoubu
pinaiye yaoshi FRAFE— YA 5B RARHRSESE | 24.1a1-97a24; Tibetan: D 1 'Dul ba gzhi, Dul ba Ka277b6-Ga50a7. For more details,
see Yao 2015, 289n4.

(4)  For the concordance of extant materials of the Bhaisajyavastu, see Yao 2013a, 587-596.

(5) For details on manuscripts in these collections, see Hartmann and Wille 2014 and Melzer 2014, esp. 229-231. There are a few
fragments of the Bhaisajyavastu manuscript stuck together with fragments of other manuscripts, which prove that these manuscripts
had been preserved together for a long time until they were broken into smaller bundles and single fragments. Fragment G16.2A-1 is
stuck together with a fragment identified with the Apannakasiitra of the Dirghdgama by Dr. Wille (information from Dr. Masanori
Shono, personal communication); fragment MS 2627/1.3B-1 with a Samyuktagama fragment (MS 2627/1.3A) identified with SAcl
482-483 by Dr. Shono; fragment MS 2627/1.6B-1 with another Samyuktagama fragment identified with SN 56.44 and AKUp 6035
(#SAcl 435) by me. There are also fragments of the Samyuktagama and Vinayavibhanga stuck together (F22.3 and G14.4, one side
corresponding to SAcl 907-908 or SAc2 122-123 and the other Naissargika Payattika 18, both identified by Dr. Shono). For the
labeling of fragments, see Yao 2015, 290-291.

(6) For the radiocarbon dating of the Dirghagama manuscript, see Allon et al. 2006, 279-280. For the difficulties in dating a manu-
script based on its script, especially when it comes to Gilgit/Bamiyan type II, see Sander 2014, 173: “It became a standard script,
which was used with variations all over northern India, Kashmir, ‘Greater Gandhara,” Nepal, and Xinjiang between the 6th and the
11th centuries. ... It is nearly impossible to date such standard scripts with palaeographic means.” Sander also points out the limits of
radiocarbon analysis (ibid., 173-174).

(7)  Wille 2011a, b, c.

(8) Regarding the inclusion or abbreviation of stories and stock passages, for examples in which the newly identified manuscript
agrees with the Chinese version and not the Tibetan version, examples in which it agrees with the Tibetan version and not the Chinese
version, and examples in which it disagrees with both the Tibetan and Chinese versions, see Yao 2013b. For more comparisons at the
levels of narrative structures and stock passages, see Yao forthcoming.

(9)  Although I have not been able to measure the manuscript fragments themselves, judging from the reported size of the Dirghdgama
manuscript, about 10x50 cm (Hartmann 2002, 133. Cf., also, Melzer 2014, 231), the short edge of the Bhaisajyavastu manuscript
seems to be about 7.7 cm (this estimate is based on some scans that include both the Dirghagama and Bhaisajyavastu fragments, e.g.,
E25 and E26). Since there is no complete extant folio for this manuscript, the length of the long edge is unknown. However, the
amount of text per line estimated from stock phrases suggests that the length is between 47 cm and 53 cm, that is, similar to the
Dirghdgama manuscript. Thus, the newly identified manuscript is smaller than the Gilgit Vinayavastu manuscript, which has been
reported by several scholars to between 12 cm and 12.7 cm on its short edge and 59.69 cm and 67 cm on its long edge (cf. Clarke
2014, Introduction, 3n19).

(100 Cf. Melzer 2014, 229 and 262-268.

1) Cf. Melzer 2014, 238 and 246-247.

(120 See Hartmann 2014, 155-156; Melzer 2014, 227-228.

13 Read tathavavaditani? Cf. BHSD s.v. avavadati, avavadayati, avoditah.

(14)  See the preceding note.

(15 The transliteration is mine, based on the photograph in Clarke 2014. The same applies to other transliterations of the Gilgit manu-

script in this paper, with the exception of the quotations from Wille 1990 indicated in footnotes.
16 GBhv 235v9-235r7, GM i 266.10-267.21; D Ga40b6—41b3; Chinese translation missing.
17 D Ga41a6-7; P NGe38b7-39al; S Kha43b4-6.

99



FRREHA AR EEATICE 910 %

18)  tatra yasya paiicasatani dattani tena tathavacoditani yatha arapyadhatau pratisthapitani | yasyardhatrtiyani tena tathavacoditani
yatha [ripadhatau pratisthapitani | yasyapy ardhatrtivani tena tathavacoditani yathal paficasv abhijiiagsu pratisthapitani | kim
manyadhve bhiksavo ... GM 1267.9-13. I added square brackets around the part supplied by Dutt.

19 For the folio numbering of the newly identified manuscript, see Yao 2015, 291 and 295-301.

20 Yao 2015,291-292.

(2) Many of the stories in the Divyavadana are likely to have been extracted from the Miulasarvastivada Vinaya. Cf. Hiraoka 1998. The
passage quoted here is also found, with some variants, in the sixth chapter (Divy 77.12—-17), because the second half of Chapter 31
(Divy 465.10-469.18) is erroneously duplicated as the second half of Chapter 6 (Divy 76.10-80.9). See Iwamoto 1978, 135-137
[1967, 135-137]; Hiraoka 2007, i 168n14; Rotman 2008-17, i 419n432, ii 390n476.

@2 Cf.GM i 75.4-7. Cf.,, also, a similar passage in GBhv 199v7; Wille 1990, 71.

23 D Khal60b2—4; P Gel49al—-4; S Kha213b1-5.

4 T no.1448, 24.53a23-27.

@5  “utpaditam |” in the edition by Cowell and Neil (Divy 466.14). The manuscripts read utpadayanti (ibid., nl).

26 Divy 466.9—15. Cf. Hiraoka 2007, ii 269 (Japanese translation) and Rotman 2008—17, ii 176 (English translation).

27 Transliteration is quoted from Wille 1990, 97.

@8 T numbered this folio [X4-2] in Yao 2015 since the continuity of three folios that included it ([X4-1], [X4-2], and [X4-3]) and the
extant folios preceding it was unclear at that time. These folios should be numbered 158, 159, and 160.

29 D Kha295a4-5; P Ge273b5-6; S Kha3981-2. Cf. Hofinger 1954 [1982], 87 and 234 (Tibetan text based on the sNar thang and
Peking xylographs and French translation).

(80 T no.1448, 24.83b24-27.

(3) Bechert 1961, 151. Cf., also, Wille 1990, 97n192.

(82 Bechert 1961, 95n8.

83  Wille 1990, 81.

(39 D Kha287a2-3; P Ge265b2-3; S Kha262a5. Cf. Hofinger 1954 [1982], 52 and 200.

85 Verse 23: GBhv 202r9-10; Wille 1990, 80. Verse 46: GBhv 203r1; Wille ibid., 82. Verse 64: GBhv 203r8; Wille ibid., 83. Unlike in

verse 32, the Tibetan translation agrees with the Gilgit manuscript in these three cases: dge ba i rtsa ba des na bdag in verses 23 and
64 (D Kha286b3; 288a7); and dge ba’i rtsa ba de yis ni in verse 46 (287b4). There are other examples, the counterparts of which are
unavailable in both the Sanskrit manuscripts: Kha304a2, 305a7, 307a2, each reading dge ba'i rtsa ba de yis ni; Kha307b5, 312al,
313a5, dge ba’i rtsa ba des na bdag.

(86 There is an example that may make things more complicated: tena kusalamulena in verse 17 of the Gandhari Anavataptagatha
(Salomon 2008, 175 and 209), the counterpart of which in the Gilgit manuscript is aham etena punyena. Salomon regards the reading
in the Gilgit manuscript as the result of a rearrangement for a metrical reason (ibid., 172). I am presently unable to discuss any rela-
tionships between this phenomenon and our current example.

(87 Unfortunately, the verses in question other than this one, verse 32, cannot be confirmed in the available fragments of the newly
identified manuscript.

(89 Transliteration is quoted from Wille 1990, 75.

B9 D Kha285a7; P Ge263b6; S Kha382b2-3.

40 PLv § 4.14; D Gal51a2-3.

4) D 3 ’Dul ba Ca97b7, 100b3, 105a4-5, 201a7-b1, 208al, 281b7, Cha96b4, 5, 107b4-5, Jal52b6-7, 153b3, 167a5-6, 276b5,
Nya39a6; 5 ’Dul ba Ta62b2, 207b6—7; 6 *Dul ba Thal56b4, Da24b7, 25al.

42 Cf. AKBh411.18; Mvy 126.

43 The Kathinavadana, a later work that is said to have been composed on the basis of the Milasarvastivada Vinaya, lists only dhyana

=

and samadpatti in the similar context (Degener 1990, 29).

44 BHSG 4.59-60.

(45 Avagraha is not written in the manuscript.

@6) Divy 451.25.

@7 For example, m as a hiatus-bridger: 381r7 (Sbhv i 104.23-24) agnyarthi-m-agnigavest; 411r5 (Sbhv ii 22-23 tisthati; salokena)
tisthati-m-alokena (Chung and Fukita 2011, 220 and 231). There are also examples of 7 (Bechert 1961, 24 and 192; Yamagiwa 2001,
24) and n (Chung and Fukita 2011, 265 and 288) as the same. The newly identified manuscript preserves a possible example of d,
[X1-4]e3 /// + + + + + + + + + .ittadavahitasrottra ... (probably manasikrtvaikagracitta-d-avahitasrottrah. The corresponding part is
missing in the Gilgit manuscript).

48)  Although it is unclear whether the Tibetan version’s original Sanskrit corresponded to the newly identified manuscript or the Gilgit

manuscript in this case, at least it should be noted that the Tibetan version agrees with the Gilgit manuscript in lacking the pronoun

te: gzhon nu deng 'gro ba shol la ... (D Kha213b7; P Ge201a7; S Kha290a6).
Salomon 2008, esp. 51-54 and 58-60.
Transliteration is quoted from Wille 1990, 96.
This folio was numbered [X4-1] in Yao 2015 (see note 28).
D Kha294b4. Cf. Hofinger 1954 [1982], 85 and 233.
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(63 Bechert 1961, 24. The newly identified manuscript provides another example in verse 680, satebhih (17917). See, also, BHSG 8.110.
The examples from “MSV i 34.11-15 and 35.11-16" in this entry of BHSG should be excluded because they are based on Dutt’s
silent emendation of -karanabhih into -caranebhih. The examples from “MSV 1 276.20; 277.1” are correct.

64 Not only pada c but also pada b must have changed in the same process, judging from the position of tatah.

(65 GBhv 199r8 (Wille 1990, 69); D Kha281a4; T 24.76b19.

66 UvSu 8.1; UvTib 8.1; T no.210 (#47#%), 4.570a7-8; T no.212 (HilERS), 4.663¢29-664al; T no.213 (HEIEBAERS), 4.781b3-4;
Dhp 306; PDhp 114; GDhp 269 (not included in Lenz 2003); Sn 661.

Abbreviations

AKBh  Abhidharmakosabhdsya ed. by Pradhan (1967)

AKUp  Abhidharmakosatikopayika (Honjdo 1984 and 2014 for numbering)

BHSD  Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary, vol. 11 Dictionary by Edgerton ([1953] 1998)
BHSG  Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary, vol. | Grammar by Edgerton ([1953] 1998)
D Derge xylograph of bKa’ ‘gyur

Dhp Dhammapada ed. by von Hiniiber and Norman (1995)

Divy Divyavadana ed. by Cowell and Neil ([1886] 1987)

GBhv  The Bhaisajyavastu in the Gilgit manuscript. Facsimile edition: Clarke 2014, 46—134

GDhp  Gandhari Dharmapada ed. by Brough (1962)

GM Gilgit manuscript of the Vinayavastu ed. by Dutt (1942-50)

Mvy Mahavyutpatti ed. by Sakaki ([1916] 1998)

MW A Sanskrit-English Dictionary by Monier-Williams (1899)

NBhv  The newly identified Bhaisajyavastu manuscript fragments held in the Private Collection, Virginia, and the Scheyen Collection
P Peking xylograph of bKa’ ‘gyur

PDhp  Patna Dharmapada ed. by Cone (1989)

PLv Pandulohitakavastu ed. by Yamagiwa (2001)

S sTog Palace manuscript of bKa’ ‘gyur

SAcl  Samyuktagama in Chinese (T n0.99 Za ahan jing R &)

SAc2  Samyuktagama in Chinese (T no.100 Bieyi za ahan jing M 5ERT &%)

Sbhv  Sanghabhedavastu ed. by Gnoli (1977-78)

SN Samyuttanikaya ed. by Feer ([1884-98] 1975-2006)

Sn Suttanipata ed. by Andersen and Smith ([1913] 1984)

T Taisho shinshii daizokyo KIEFERFEAE. 100 vols. Tokyo: Taishd Issaikyd Kankokai K1E—UIFEFI4T &, 1924-34; digital
database at http://21dzk.1.u-tokyo.ac.jp/SAT/
Uv Udanavarga ed. by Bernhard (1965-68)

UvSu  Udanavarga in the Subasi manuscript ed. by Nakatani (1988)
UvTib  Udanavarga in the Tibetan translation ed. by Champa Thupten Zongtse (1990)
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