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PREFACE

THE COLLEGIATE INSTITUTE for the Study of Buddhist Traditions of the Univer-
sity of Michigan is very pleased to be able to present this collection of papers
by Professor Gregory Schopen as the second volume in its series. Through his
meticulous studies of a wide range of neglected or forgotten sources, many of
which are carved in stone, Professor Schopen has effected a major shift in the
direction of Buddhist Studies, a shift away from the sometimes excessive focus
upon the rarefied categories of the scholastic productions by monastic elites, and
a shift toward a recognition of the importance of the materiality of “popular”
practice. These practices not only occupied the concerns of a much larger segment
of the Buddhist communities of India, both monastic and lay, but served as the
inevitable context for the formulation and elaboration of scholastic doctrine.

Professor Schopen's work, published over the last fifteen years in a wide
range of scholarly journals, has been focused broadly on two issues in the history
of Indian Buddhism: monastic life and the rise of the various movements that
we refer to as the Mahayana. Monastic Buddhism in India is the subject of the
current volume. Professor Schopen’s highly influential papers on the rise of the
Mahayana, which have called into question both the coherence of the category
as well as its date, are currently being edited for publication as the next volume
in our series.

The present volume provides an essential foundation for a social history of
Indian Buddhist monasticism. Challenging the popular stereotype chat repre-
sented the accumulation of merit as the domain of the layperson while monks
concerned themselves with more sophisticated realms of doctrine and meditation,
Professor Schopen problematizes many assumptions about the lay-monastic dis-
tinction by demonstrating that monks and nuns, both the scholastic elites and
the less learned, participated actively in a wide range of ritual practices and
institutions that have heretofore been judged “popular,” from the accumulation

X
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and transfer of merit; to the care of deceased relatives (a practice once assumed
to have been part of “the Chinese transformation of Buddhism”); to serving as
sponsors and donors, rather than always as the recipients, of gifts; to (possibly)
the coining of counterfeit currency. A particular emphasis of the current volume
is the role played by monks in the disposition of their own dead, combining a
close examination of the various rules for monastic funerals contained in the
vinaya with an analysis of the available epigraphical and archaeological evidence.
In addition, Professor Schopen provides fascinating perspectives on the role of
the deceased Buddha in the particulars of Indian Buddhist monastic life, both
as a relic whose presence bestows sanctity on its environs and as a permanent
resident and property holder in the monastic economy. Taken together, the
studies contained in this volume represent the basis for a new historiography of
Buddhism, not only for their critique of many of the idées regues of Buddhist
Studies but for the compelling connections they draw between apparently dispa-
rate details.

All of these papers have been published previously and have been revised
slightly here to provide a greater consistency of style. Despite the fact that they
have appeared elsewhere, it was the opinion of the faculty of the Institute for
the Study of Buddhist Traditions that their importance warranted their being
gathered from far and wide into a single volume because of the edification and
intellectual stimulation they provide as we continue to call into question past
assumptions and to ask increasingly difficult questions about the elusive category
we call Buddhism.

DONALD S. LOPEZ, JR.
Institute for the Study of
Buddhist Traditions
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CHAPTER 1

Archaeology and Protestant
Presuppositions in the Study of

Indian Buddhism

THE WAY IN WHICH the history of Indian Buddhism has been studied by
modern scholars is decidedly peculiar. What is perhaps even more peculiar,
though, is that it has rarely been seen to be so. This peculiarity is most
readily apparent in what appears at first sight to be a curious and unargued
preference for a certain kind of source material. This curious preference,
although it may not be by any means uniquely characteristic of the study
of Indian Buddhism, is particularly evident there; so too is the fact that it
has no obvious scholarly justification. We might first look at a small sample
of statements expressing this preference and at its consequences. Then we
must at least ask what can possibly lie behind it.

When Europeans first began to study Indian Buddhism systematically there
were already two bodies of data available to them, and the same is true today.
There was, and is, a large body of archaeological and epigraphical material,
material that can be reasonably well located in time and space,' and material
that is largely unedited and much of which was never intended to be “read.””
This material records or reflects at least a part of what Buddhists—both lay
people and monks—actually practiced and believed.” There was, and is, an
equally large body of literary material that in most cases cannot actually be
dated® and that survives only in very recent manuscript traditions.’ It has been
heavily edited,’ it is considered canonical or sacred, and it was intended—at the
very least—to inculcate an ideal.” This material records what a small, atypical
part of the Buddhist community wanted that community to believe or practice.
Both bodies of material, it is important to note, became available to Western
scholars more or less simultaneously.® The choice of sources for the scholar
interested in knowing what Indian Buddhism had been would seem obvious.

Originally published in History of Religions 31 (1991): 1-23. Reprinted with stylistic
changes with permission of The University of Chicago Press.
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But the choice made was, apparently, not based on an assessment of the two
kinds of sources as historical witnesses, but on some other kind of an assumption.
This assumption, it appears, more than anything else has determined the status
and use of archaeological and epigraphical sources in the study of Indian Bud-
dhism, and this assumption, apparently, accounts for the fact that an overriding
textual orientation was in place very early in Buddhist studies.

In discussing Burnouf, who died in 1852 and whom he calls “the brilliant
founder of the study of Buddhism,” de Jong, himself the most recent historian
of Buddhist studies, says: “Burnouf stressed the fact that Indian Buddhism had
to be studied on the basis of the Sanskrit fexts from Nepal and the Pali rexts
from Ceylon. . . . Burnouf was well aware of the fundamental importance of the
study of fexts for the history of Buddhism. His idea with regard to India at the
time of the Buddha, the doctrine of the Buddha and its later development, the
relation of Buddhism to caste, etc., which he develops in the Introduction, are all
based on a careful study of the zexzs” (emphasis added).’

De Jong himself has made a number of statements that clearly indicate that
the position he ascribes to Burnouf in the first half of the nineteenth century is
very much his own position in the second half of the twentieth: “Each of these
vehicles [the three main “divisions” of Buddhism} has produced a rich literature.
Undoubtedly, this literature is the most important source of knowledge of
Buddhism. Buddhist art, inscriptions, and coins have supplied us with useful
data, but generally they cannot be fully understood without the support given
by the texts. Consequently, the study of Buddhism needs first of all to be
concentrated on the texts. .. ."'”

De Jong's statement is of interest both because it is recent and representative
and because it makes explicit some of the assertions and assumptions that lie
behind it. Notice first that de Jong gives a variant version of the all-too-common,
simplistic view of archaeology as “the handmaiden of history.”'' But he goes
even further: not only must archaeology be the handmaiden of literary sources,
it and the evidence it brings forth can only be “fully understood” with “the
support given by the texts”; not only must archaeology support and amplify the
literary sources, it must also be supported and amplified by them; otherwise, it
has no real use. It cannot be an independent witness. It cannot, therefore, tell
a different story.

But notice too that this position, which gives overriding primacy to textual
sources, does not even consider the possibility that the texts we are to study to
arrive at a knowledge of “Buddhism” may not even have been known to the
vast majority of practicing Buddhists—both monks and laity. It is axiomatically
assumed that the texts not only were known but were also important, not only
were read but were also fully implemented in actual practice. But no evidence
in support of these assumptions, or even arguments for them, is ever presented.'”
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Notice too that no mention is made of the fact that the vast majority of
the textual sources involved are “scriptural,” that is to say, formal literary expres-
sions of normative doctrine.'* Notice, finally, that no thought is given to the
fact that even the most artless formal narrative text has a purpose, and that in
“scriptural” texts, especially in India, that purpose is almost never “historical”
in our sense of the term.'* In fact, what this position wants to take as adequate
reflections of historical reality appear to be nothing more or less than carefully
contrived ideal paradigms. This is particularly clear, for example, in regard to
what these canonical texts say about the monk. But in spite of this, scholars
of Indian Buddhism have taken canonical monastic rules and formal literary
descriptions of the monastic ideal preserved in very late manuscripts and treated
them as if they were accurate reflections of the religious life and career of actual
practicing Buddhist monks in early India. Such a procedure has, of course, placed
archaeology and epigraphy in a very awkward position. If, then, archaeology and
epigraphy are to be in the service of a “history” based on written sources of this
kind, then they are going to have to “support and amplify” something that very
probably did not exist: they are going to have to sit quietly in the corner spinning
cloth for the emperor’s new clothes.

That this is largely what has happened and continues to happen is again
not difficult to document. We might, as a simple example, cite a series of
passages from a variety of scholars that address in one way or another the
question of whether individual monks owned personal property—a question of
considerable importance, since it bears on the character of Buddhist monasticism
and because Buddhism has been presented as “the world-renouncing religion
par excellence.” "’

Biihler, in discussing the second or first century B.C.E. donative inscriptions
from SaficT, said: “Proceeding to the inscriptions which mention donations made
by monks and nuns, the first point, which must strike every reader, is their
great number, . . . As the Buddhist ascetics could not possess any property, they must
have obtained by begging the money required for making the rails and pillars.
This was no doubt permissible, as the purpose was a pious one” (emphasis
added).'® Discussing the Bharhut donative inscriptions, which may slightly
predate those from Safici, Liiders said much the same thing: “It is perhaps
striking to find monks and nuns making donations, as they were forbidden ro oun
any personal property besides some ordinary requisites. Probably we have to suppose
that they collected the money required for some pious purpose by begging it
from their relatives and acquaintances” (emphasis added).'’

Arguing that a “small jar” from Hadda that had a KharosthT inscription on
it containing the name of a monk was not a gift made to that monk but rather
“a funerary jar” intended to hold his ashes, Fussman said, in part: “Surtout il
parait surprenant que le don soit fait 2 un moine en particulier. C'est contraire
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aux prescriptions du vinaya; . . . On peut donc penser que la jarre était destinée a
I'inhumation du moines”—to which he adds in a note: “En ce cas il n'y aurait
pas violation des régles du vinaya” (emphasis added).'® Marshall, commenting on
one of the numerous hoards of coins found at the monastic site surrounding the
Dharmarajika at Taxila, said: “Probably the hollow block of kafijar was merely
a secret hiding place where one of the monks hid his store of coins ... the
possession of money by a monk was contrary, of course, to the rule of the Church,
but the many small hoards that have been found in monasteries of the early
medieval period leave little room for doubt that by that time the rules had
become more or less a dead letter.”'” Finally, Spink, in an overview of Ajanta,
said: “A number of inscriptions at Ajanti also prove that some of the caves, and
numerous separate images, were donated by the monks themselves. This is an
interesting commentary on the changing of Buddhism in India, for it suggests
that monks, far from having renounced all worldly goods, were sometimes men
of considerable wealth. It is doubtful that Buddhabhadra, the chief donor of the
elaborate cave 26—a man who proclaims himself the friend of kings—spent
very much time humbly wandering from village to village with his begging
bowl as his predecessors in the early days of Buddbism certainly did” (emphasis added).*

The point here is not whether individual monks or nuns did or did not
possess private property; the evidence we have, from all periods, indicates that
they did. The point 1s that every time epigraphers, archaeologists, or art historians
encountered evidence that even suggested the possibility that monks or nuns
owned personal property, they first signaled their surprise (“It is perhaps striking,
...7 “Above all it appears surprising . . .”) and then immediately invoked either
explicitly or implicitly the rules in the canonical monastic codes against it to
assert, in one way or another, that they were not really seeing what they saw.
Either that, or they neutralized what they were seeing by attributing it to a
“late change” or implied “decline” within the tradition. They all axiomatically
assumed that the textual ideal either was or had been actually in operation, that
if it said so in a text it must have been so in reality.

There appears to be, however, no actual evidence that the textual ideal was
ever fully or even partially implemented in actual practice; at least none is ever
cited. And even though the mere existence of rules against it might suggest
that monks did own personal property,”! and even though it is clear that in the
textual ideal itself the infraction of those rules was a “minor offence,”?’ and even
though it is almost certain that in a strictly legal sense “the monk might retain
the ownership of the property that he had abandoned,”? still all material evidence
that monks did have personal property must be explained away: Biihler’s “they
must have obtained by begging,” Liiders’ “Probably we have to suppose.” This
is an archaeology truly in the service of written sources, no matter how idealized
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the latter may be, an archaeology that will find itself forced to retire in the face
of frequently indelicate situations. One example must suffice.

We know that Longhurst’s Monastery 1 ac Nagarjunikonda was the gift of
a lay-sister (upasika) named Bodhisri, and that it was the property of “the
Theravadin teachers of Ceylon.” These same “teachers” are further described in
the epigraphy of Nagarjunikonda as “skilled in the exegesis of both the letter
and meaning of the ninefold instruction of the teacher and the preservers of the
tradition of the holy lineage.”?® It is of some significance that it was in this
monastery, belonging to this group, that Longhurst discovered in one of the
cells “a large number of small lead coins of the usual South Indian type of about
the second century A.D.” But he also found, together with these coins, “a lump
of lead ore and an earthenware die for the manufacture of coins of this size and
pattern.” Longhurst says simply that this indicates “that the monks made their
own coins.”?> No mention is made of the fact that the authority for minting
coins in early India was vested in the state, or in guilds of traders or “moneyers”
by the power of the state.?® This would suggest either that the monk or monks
who lived in Monastery 1 at Nagarjunikonda were involved in trading and
commercial enterprises and were empowered by the state to do so, or that they
were involved in counterfeiting. It is difficult to say which possibility is the
more likely, but either alternative is interesting for what it might say about the
character of actual, historical Buddhist monasticism. Evidence for such activities
is, moreover, by no means limited to Nagarjunikonda.?’

The question of ownership by Buddhist monks of private wealth is, of
course, not the only question that has been handled in this curious way. Another
important example we might look at concerns the so-called doctrine of karma.

There are hundreds of short, simple donative inscriptions on the railings
surrounding the st#pas at SaficT and Bharhut that have been assigned to the
second or first century B.C.E. Almost every one of them says something like
vajigutasa danam, “the gift of Vajiguta,” or ghosaye danam, “the gift of Ghosa,”
or one or another of hundreds of names, frequently with a title added indicating
the donor’s religious or secular status. That is all. The intention of the donor,
the reason behind the gift, is—with only one exception—simply never stated.
Confronted with this situation, Lamotte, in a book entitled Historre du bouddhisme
indien, a book that is the standard authority in the field, was able to say: “At
this time the mentality remains strictly orthodox, that is to say it conforms to
the spirit of the Buddha. By their charity, the generous donors {at Bharhut and
Safici} never hope to reach the level of Nirvana, but simply intend to benefit
from the five advantages of the gift signaled by the Angartara (111 p. 38-41).”%®
Putting aside the fact that it is difficult to know how Lamotte knew exactly
what “the spirit of the Buddha” was, still it is interesting to notice what happens
here. The inscriptions themselves—again with one exception—say nothing about
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intention, nothing about what the donors’ “hope” or what they “intended.”
There is, moreover, no evidence that the Arguttara was ever known at either
Bharhut or Safici. Nevertheless, Lamotte not only imputes to actual individuals
very specific intentions where none are actually expressed, he also assigns these
intentions to a very specific text that he cannot, in fact, actually place at either
site. This is at best a curious kind of history, a kind of history that—to put it
most simply—seems to assume if it says so in a canonical text, it must have
been so in reality. It does not seem to matter, again, that there is no actual
evidence that this formal doctrine was ever a part of actual Buddhist practice.”’

If this assumption is able to override the absence of evidence, it is also
important to notice that it is also able to override the presence of contrary
evidence. After ascribing to the donors at Bharhut and SaficT the very specific
intention of “benefiting from the five advantages” described in the canonical
Anguttara, Lamotte goes on to say: “There can be no question {at Bharhut and
Safici] of transferring the meric {of their gift} to someone else, nor moreover of
formulating intentions which the mechanism of the retribution of acts would
render inoperative.”*" Notice again that there can be no question either of
cransferring the merit or even of formulating a particular intention because, by
implication, the mechanism of the retribution of acts would render both inopera-
tive: that is to say, real donors—actual people—could only intend or want what
was in conformity with a textual doctrine. There are, of course, a number of
problems here, not the least of which is that it has never been established that
a strict doctrine of retribution of acts was ever actually recognized outside of
texts; it has never been established that it had any impact on actual behavior.
In fact, what we know from contemporary anthropological studies of both Bud-
dhist and Hindu communities where this doctrine is officially recognized suggests
otherwise. It suggests that, where the doctrine is known at all, it is generally
invoked in very limited and specific contexts, and people’s behavior and their
motivations are largely governed by other ideas or forms of a doctrine of karma
that differ, sometimes very markedly, from the classical, textual doctrine.’!
Moreover, epigraphical data suggest that this has always been the case. Oddly
enough, this is clear even at Bharhut and Saiici, the sites Lamotte is specifically
referring to.

As we have seen, the vast majority of donors at both sites do not record
their intentions. There is only one exception. But in this single case in which
the donor actually states his own intention, that intention is exactly what Lamotte
says is impossible: it is exactly what the textual doctrine of the retribution of
acts would render inoperative. However, Sagharakhita, the donor in question,
does not seem to know that. He makes his gift matapituna athaya, “for the benefit
of his mocher and father.”’? This, in fact, is one of the earliest expressions of and
the only actually attestable form of the actual—as opposed to the ideal-—Buddhist
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and transfer of merit; to the care of deceased relatives (a practice once assumed
to have been part of “the Chinese transformation of Buddhism”); to serving as
sponsors and donors, rather than always as the recipients, of gifts; to (possibly)
the coining of counterfeit currency. A particular emphasis of the current volume
is the role played by monks in the disposition of their own dead, combining a
close examination of the various rules for monastic funerals contained in the
vinaya with an analysis of the available epigraphical and archaeological evidence.
In addition, Professor Schopen provides fascinating perspectives on the role of
the deceased Buddha in the particulars of Indian Buddhist monastic life, both
as a relic whose presence bestows sanctity on its environs and as a permanent
resident and property holder in the monastic economy. Taken together, the
studies contained in this volume represent the basis for a new historiography of
Buddhism, not only for their critique of many of the idées regues of Buddhist
Studies but for the compelling connections they draw between apparently dispa-
rate details.

All of these papers have been published previously and have been revised
slightly here to provide a greater consistency of style. Despite the fact that they
have appeared elsewhere, it was the opinion of the faculty of the Institute for
the Study of Buddhist Traditions that their importance warranted their being
gathered from far and wide into a single volume because of the edification and
intellectual stimulation they provide as we continue to call into question past
assumptions and to ask increasingly difficult questions about the elusive category
we call Buddhism.

DONALD S. LOPEZ, JR.
Institute for the Study of
Buddhist Traditions
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CHAPTER 1

Archaeology and Protestant
Presuppositions in the Study of

Indian Buddhism

THE WAY IN WHICH the history of Indian Buddhism has been studied by
modern scholars is decidedly peculiar. What is perhaps even more peculiar,
though, is that it has rarely been seen to be so. This peculiarity is most
readily apparent in what appears at first sight to be a curious and unargued
preference for a certain kind of source material. This curious preference,
although it may not be by any means uniquely characteristic of the study
of Indian Buddhism, is particularly evident there; so too is the fact that it
has no obvious scholarly justification. We might first look at a small sample
of statements expressing this preference and at its consequences. Then we
must at least ask what can possibly lie behind it.

When Europeans first began to study Indian Buddhism systematically there
were already two bodies of data available to them, and the same is true today.
There was, and is, a large body of archaeological and epigraphical material,
material that can be reasonably well located in time and space,' and material
that is largely unedited and much of which was never intended to be “read.””
This material records or reflects at least a part of what Buddhists—both lay
people and monks—actually practiced and believed.” There was, and is, an
equally large body of literary material that in most cases cannot actually be
dated® and that survives only in very recent manuscript traditions.’ It has been
heavily edited,’ it is considered canonical or sacred, and it was intended—at the
very least—to inculcate an ideal.” This material records what a small, atypical
part of the Buddhist community wanted that community to believe or practice.
Both bodies of material, it is important to note, became available to Western
scholars more or less simultaneously.® The choice of sources for the scholar
interested in knowing what Indian Buddhism had been would seem obvious.

Originally published in History of Religions 31 (1991): 1-23. Reprinted with stylistic
changes with permission of The University of Chicago Press.
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But the choice made was, apparently, not based on an assessment of the two
kinds of sources as historical witnesses, but on some other kind of an assumption.
This assumption, it appears, more than anything else has determined the status
and use of archaeological and epigraphical sources in the study of Indian Bud-
dhism, and this assumption, apparently, accounts for the fact that an overriding
textual orientation was in place very early in Buddhist studies.

In discussing Burnouf, who died in 1852 and whom he calls “the brilliant
founder of the study of Buddhism,” de Jong, himself the most recent historian
of Buddhist studies, says: “Burnouf stressed the fact that Indian Buddhism had
to be studied on the basis of the Sanskrit fexts from Nepal and the Pali rexts
from Ceylon. . . . Burnouf was well aware of the fundamental importance of the
study of fexts for the history of Buddhism. His idea with regard to India at the
time of the Buddha, the doctrine of the Buddha and its later development, the
relation of Buddhism to caste, etc., which he develops in the Introduction, are all
based on a careful study of the zexzs” (emphasis added).’

De Jong himself has made a number of statements that clearly indicate that
the position he ascribes to Burnouf in the first half of the nineteenth century is
very much his own position in the second half of the twentieth: “Each of these
vehicles [the three main “divisions” of Buddhism} has produced a rich literature.
Undoubtedly, this literature is the most important source of knowledge of
Buddhism. Buddhist art, inscriptions, and coins have supplied us with useful
data, but generally they cannot be fully understood without the support given
by the texts. Consequently, the study of Buddhism needs first of all to be
concentrated on the texts. .. ."'”

De Jong's statement is of interest both because it is recent and representative
and because it makes explicit some of the assertions and assumptions that lie
behind it. Notice first that de Jong gives a variant version of the all-too-common,
simplistic view of archaeology as “the handmaiden of history.”'' But he goes
even further: not only must archaeology be the handmaiden of literary sources,
it and the evidence it brings forth can only be “fully understood” with “the
support given by the texts”; not only must archaeology support and amplify the
literary sources, it must also be supported and amplified by them; otherwise, it
has no real use. It cannot be an independent witness. It cannot, therefore, tell
a different story.

But notice too that this position, which gives overriding primacy to textual
sources, does not even consider the possibility that the texts we are to study to
arrive at a knowledge of “Buddhism” may not even have been known to the
vast majority of practicing Buddhists—both monks and laity. It is axiomatically
assumed that the texts not only were known but were also important, not only
were read but were also fully implemented in actual practice. But no evidence
in support of these assumptions, or even arguments for them, is ever presented.'”
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Notice too that no mention is made of the fact that the vast majority of
the textual sources involved are “scriptural,” that is to say, formal literary expres-
sions of normative doctrine.'* Notice, finally, that no thought is given to the
fact that even the most artless formal narrative text has a purpose, and that in
“scriptural” texts, especially in India, that purpose is almost never “historical”
in our sense of the term.'* In fact, what this position wants to take as adequate
reflections of historical reality appear to be nothing more or less than carefully
contrived ideal paradigms. This is particularly clear, for example, in regard to
what these canonical texts say about the monk. But in spite of this, scholars
of Indian Buddhism have taken canonical monastic rules and formal literary
descriptions of the monastic ideal preserved in very late manuscripts and treated
them as if they were accurate reflections of the religious life and career of actual
practicing Buddhist monks in early India. Such a procedure has, of course, placed
archaeology and epigraphy in a very awkward position. If, then, archaeology and
epigraphy are to be in the service of a “history” based on written sources of this
kind, then they are going to have to “support and amplify” something that very
probably did not exist: they are going to have to sit quietly in the corner spinning
cloth for the emperor’s new clothes.

That this is largely what has happened and continues to happen is again
not difficult to document. We might, as a simple example, cite a series of
passages from a variety of scholars that address in one way or another the
question of whether individual monks owned personal property—a question of
considerable importance, since it bears on the character of Buddhist monasticism
and because Buddhism has been presented as “the world-renouncing religion
par excellence.” "’

Biihler, in discussing the second or first century B.C.E. donative inscriptions
from SaficT, said: “Proceeding to the inscriptions which mention donations made
by monks and nuns, the first point, which must strike every reader, is their
great number, . . . As the Buddhist ascetics could not possess any property, they must
have obtained by begging the money required for making the rails and pillars.
This was no doubt permissible, as the purpose was a pious one” (emphasis
added).'® Discussing the Bharhut donative inscriptions, which may slightly
predate those from Safici, Liiders said much the same thing: “It is perhaps
striking to find monks and nuns making donations, as they were forbidden ro oun
any personal property besides some ordinary requisites. Probably we have to suppose
that they collected the money required for some pious purpose by begging it
from their relatives and acquaintances” (emphasis added).'’

Arguing that a “small jar” from Hadda that had a KharosthT inscription on
it containing the name of a monk was not a gift made to that monk but rather
“a funerary jar” intended to hold his ashes, Fussman said, in part: “Surtout il
parait surprenant que le don soit fait 2 un moine en particulier. C'est contraire
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aux prescriptions du vinaya; . . . On peut donc penser que la jarre était destinée a
I'inhumation du moines”—to which he adds in a note: “En ce cas il n'y aurait
pas violation des régles du vinaya” (emphasis added).'® Marshall, commenting on
one of the numerous hoards of coins found at the monastic site surrounding the
Dharmarajika at Taxila, said: “Probably the hollow block of kafijar was merely
a secret hiding place where one of the monks hid his store of coins ... the
possession of money by a monk was contrary, of course, to the rule of the Church,
but the many small hoards that have been found in monasteries of the early
medieval period leave little room for doubt that by that time the rules had
become more or less a dead letter.”'” Finally, Spink, in an overview of Ajanta,
said: “A number of inscriptions at Ajanti also prove that some of the caves, and
numerous separate images, were donated by the monks themselves. This is an
interesting commentary on the changing of Buddhism in India, for it suggests
that monks, far from having renounced all worldly goods, were sometimes men
of considerable wealth. It is doubtful that Buddhabhadra, the chief donor of the
elaborate cave 26—a man who proclaims himself the friend of kings—spent
very much time humbly wandering from village to village with his begging
bowl as his predecessors in the early days of Buddbism certainly did” (emphasis added).*

The point here is not whether individual monks or nuns did or did not
possess private property; the evidence we have, from all periods, indicates that
they did. The point 1s that every time epigraphers, archaeologists, or art historians
encountered evidence that even suggested the possibility that monks or nuns
owned personal property, they first signaled their surprise (“It is perhaps striking,
...7 “Above all it appears surprising . . .”) and then immediately invoked either
explicitly or implicitly the rules in the canonical monastic codes against it to
assert, in one way or another, that they were not really seeing what they saw.
Either that, or they neutralized what they were seeing by attributing it to a
“late change” or implied “decline” within the tradition. They all axiomatically
assumed that the textual ideal either was or had been actually in operation, that
if it said so in a text it must have been so in reality.

There appears to be, however, no actual evidence that the textual ideal was
ever fully or even partially implemented in actual practice; at least none is ever
cited. And even though the mere existence of rules against it might suggest
that monks did own personal property,”! and even though it is clear that in the
textual ideal itself the infraction of those rules was a “minor offence,”?’ and even
though it is almost certain that in a strictly legal sense “the monk might retain
the ownership of the property that he had abandoned,”? still all material evidence
that monks did have personal property must be explained away: Biihler’s “they
must have obtained by begging,” Liiders’ “Probably we have to suppose.” This
is an archaeology truly in the service of written sources, no matter how idealized
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the latter may be, an archaeology that will find itself forced to retire in the face
of frequently indelicate situations. One example must suffice.

We know that Longhurst’s Monastery 1 ac Nagarjunikonda was the gift of
a lay-sister (upasika) named Bodhisri, and that it was the property of “the
Theravadin teachers of Ceylon.” These same “teachers” are further described in
the epigraphy of Nagarjunikonda as “skilled in the exegesis of both the letter
and meaning of the ninefold instruction of the teacher and the preservers of the
tradition of the holy lineage.”?® It is of some significance that it was in this
monastery, belonging to this group, that Longhurst discovered in one of the
cells “a large number of small lead coins of the usual South Indian type of about
the second century A.D.” But he also found, together with these coins, “a lump
of lead ore and an earthenware die for the manufacture of coins of this size and
pattern.” Longhurst says simply that this indicates “that the monks made their
own coins.”?> No mention is made of the fact that the authority for minting
coins in early India was vested in the state, or in guilds of traders or “moneyers”
by the power of the state.?® This would suggest either that the monk or monks
who lived in Monastery 1 at Nagarjunikonda were involved in trading and
commercial enterprises and were empowered by the state to do so, or that they
were involved in counterfeiting. It is difficult to say which possibility is the
more likely, but either alternative is interesting for what it might say about the
character of actual, historical Buddhist monasticism. Evidence for such activities
is, moreover, by no means limited to Nagarjunikonda.?’

The question of ownership by Buddhist monks of private wealth is, of
course, not the only question that has been handled in this curious way. Another
important example we might look at concerns the so-called doctrine of karma.

There are hundreds of short, simple donative inscriptions on the railings
surrounding the st#pas at SaficT and Bharhut that have been assigned to the
second or first century B.C.E. Almost every one of them says something like
vajigutasa danam, “the gift of Vajiguta,” or ghosaye danam, “the gift of Ghosa,”
or one or another of hundreds of names, frequently with a title added indicating
the donor’s religious or secular status. That is all. The intention of the donor,
the reason behind the gift, is—with only one exception—simply never stated.
Confronted with this situation, Lamotte, in a book entitled Historre du bouddhisme
indien, a book that is the standard authority in the field, was able to say: “At
this time the mentality remains strictly orthodox, that is to say it conforms to
the spirit of the Buddha. By their charity, the generous donors {at Bharhut and
Safici} never hope to reach the level of Nirvana, but simply intend to benefit
from the five advantages of the gift signaled by the Angartara (111 p. 38-41).”%®
Putting aside the fact that it is difficult to know how Lamotte knew exactly
what “the spirit of the Buddha” was, still it is interesting to notice what happens
here. The inscriptions themselves—again with one exception—say nothing about
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intention, nothing about what the donors’ “hope” or what they “intended.”
There is, moreover, no evidence that the Arguttara was ever known at either
Bharhut or Safici. Nevertheless, Lamotte not only imputes to actual individuals
very specific intentions where none are actually expressed, he also assigns these
intentions to a very specific text that he cannot, in fact, actually place at either
site. This is at best a curious kind of history, a kind of history that—to put it
most simply—seems to assume if it says so in a canonical text, it must have
been so in reality. It does not seem to matter, again, that there is no actual
evidence that this formal doctrine was ever a part of actual Buddhist practice.”’

If this assumption is able to override the absence of evidence, it is also
important to notice that it is also able to override the presence of contrary
evidence. After ascribing to the donors at Bharhut and SaficT the very specific
intention of “benefiting from the five advantages” described in the canonical
Anguttara, Lamotte goes on to say: “There can be no question {at Bharhut and
Safici] of transferring the meric {of their gift} to someone else, nor moreover of
formulating intentions which the mechanism of the retribution of acts would
render inoperative.”*" Notice again that there can be no question either of
cransferring the merit or even of formulating a particular intention because, by
implication, the mechanism of the retribution of acts would render both inopera-
tive: that is to say, real donors—actual people—could only intend or want what
was in conformity with a textual doctrine. There are, of course, a number of
problems here, not the least of which is that it has never been established that
a strict doctrine of retribution of acts was ever actually recognized outside of
texts; it has never been established that it had any impact on actual behavior.
In fact, what we know from contemporary anthropological studies of both Bud-
dhist and Hindu communities where this doctrine is officially recognized suggests
otherwise. It suggests that, where the doctrine is known at all, it is generally
invoked in very limited and specific contexts, and people’s behavior and their
motivations are largely governed by other ideas or forms of a doctrine of karma
that differ, sometimes very markedly, from the classical, textual doctrine.’!
Moreover, epigraphical data suggest that this has always been the case. Oddly
enough, this is clear even at Bharhut and Saiici, the sites Lamotte is specifically
referring to.

As we have seen, the vast majority of donors at both sites do not record
their intentions. There is only one exception. But in this single case in which
the donor actually states his own intention, that intention is exactly what Lamotte
says is impossible: it is exactly what the textual doctrine of the retribution of
acts would render inoperative. However, Sagharakhita, the donor in question,
does not seem to know that. He makes his gift matapituna athaya, “for the benefit
of his mocher and father.”’? This, in fact, is one of the earliest expressions of and
the only actually attestable form of the actual—as opposed to the ideal-—Buddhist
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doctrine of karma and giving current at Bharhut and Safici. But because it does
not conform to and confirm the existence of the textual doctrine, it is said, “It
cannot possibly be.” Textuality overrides actuality. And actuality—as expressed
by epigraphical and archaeological material—is denied independent validity as
a witness. It may not be altogether surprising to note that the more we come
to know about what real donors actually did, the clearer it becomes how defective
our textual sources can be as historical witnesses.

Since Lamotte wrote the remarks quoted above, a number of important early
inscriptions have come to light. In 1968 a number of donative inscriptions on
what was a railing surrounding a sti#pa were discovered at Pauni in Maharashtra.
In both style and paleography they are very similar to the inscriptions found at
Bharhut and Saiici, and like them, have been assigned to the second or first
century B.C.E. At Pauni, again as at Bharhut and Safict, the majority of donors
do not express their intentions, but there is at least one exception. This exception
indicates that the donor, one Visamita, gave her gift “for the happiness of all
beings” (... {ya}lya visamitiya dana sukbaya hotu savasatana).”’ The other early
inscriptions of interest to us come from Sri Lanka and are almost certainly even
earlier than those from Bharhut, Safict, and Pauni. One of these inscriptions,
according to Paranavitana, is among “the earliest in Ceylon that can be definitely
attributed to a particular ruler” and dates to the period between 210 and 200
B.C.E. It reads: gamani-uti-mabarajhaha{jhita abi-ti}saya lene dasa-disasa sagaye dine
mata-pitasa ataya: “The cave of the princess (Abi) Tissa, daughter of the great
king Gamani-Uttiya, is given to the Sangha of the ten directions, for the benefit
of (her) mother and father.”** Additionally, we now have four virtually identical
inscriptions that record gifts of caves and that may even predate Abi Tissa's
inscription. All four end by saying that the gift was given aparimita-lokadatuya
fatana fita-Sukaye, (“for the welfare and happiness of beings in the boundless
universe”).”

Known epigraphical evidence, therefore, proves that the earliest actually
attestable Buddhist doctrine of karma and giving—and this is now attested from
the third century B.CE. and at very widely separated geographic sites—always
involves exactly what Lamotte, on the basis of textual sources, said “could not
possibly be the case.” The intentions of actual donors at Bharhut, Pauni, and
very early Sri Lanka, whenever they are actually expressed, indicate that they all
wished in one sense or another “to transfer the merit to another”: to their parents,
or to all beings, or to “all beings in the boundless universe.” These same
inscriptions give no indication that any other doctrine, textual or otherwise, was
ever known at these sites.

A final example we might cite concerns the disposal of the dead. Here, the
assigning of primary status to literary sources has not so much determined how
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the archaeological record should be read. It has, rather, determined that it should
not be read at all.

We know from the scholarly secondary literature on literary sources the
precise views of several obscure monk-scholars on exactly how many angels can
dance on the head of an abhidharmic pin, and yet that same literature tells us
nothing about how the Indian Buddhist community disposed of its dead. Even
de La Vallée Poussin, in writing the entry entitled “Death and Disposal of the
Dead (Buddhist)” for Hastings' Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, was able to
say almost nothing about disposal of the dead and filled the entry instead with
scholastic definitions and descriptions of the process of death itself.’® Again, the
reasons for this are not difficult to determine. T. W. Rhys Davids says: “Nothing
is known of any religious ceremony having been performed by the early Buddhists
in India, whether the person deceased was a layman, or even a member of the
Order. The Vinaya Pitaka, which enters at so great length into all the details of the
datly life of recluses, has no rules regarding the mode of treating the body of a deceased
bhikkhu" (emphasis added).’” Rhys Davids, writing in 1900, makes it clear at
least why nothing is known about the ritual disposal of the monastic dead:
because the canonical literature known to him says nothing about it, the inference
being, of course, that it therefore did not occur. But evidence that it did occur,
that early Buddhist monastic communities were, in fact, preoccupied not only
with disposing of their dead but with ritually and elaborately housing them as
well, had been published nearly fifty years before Rhys Davids and sixty before
de La Vallée Poussin. But this was only material, physical evidence of what
actually occurred—archaeological evidence—not canonical evidence.

As early as 1854, Cunningham published the results of his cursory excava-
tions of the Central Indian monastic sites around Safici. Here already was clear
evidence that indicated the existence of an extensive “cemetery” associated with
the Buddhist monastic site at Bhojpur before the common era; here too at Safici
iself and at Sonarf and Andher was clear evidence for the elaborate housing and
worshiping of the remains of the monastic dead.’*® The epigraphical material we
have makes it clear that the construction and embellishing of the monumental
reliquaries that contained these remains resulted from activity undertaken and
paid for by a disproportionately large number of monks and nuns.?” Only eight
years later, in 1862, West published the first description of what he correctly
identified as an extensive monastic cemetery that formed a part of the Buddhist
monastic complex at Kanheri on the western coast of India.* In 1883 Burgess
published a description of what is clearly another monastic cemetery in the
midst of the monastic cave complex at Bhaja.*! All of this evidence was available
to both Rhys Davids and de La Vallée Poussin, but for them, it seems, Indian
Buddhism and Indian Buddhist practice were contained in canonical texts. What
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Indian Buddhists actually did was of no consequence. And since this was true,
Buddhist archaeology and epigraphy also were of no consequence.

It would appear, then, that the ascription of primacy to textual sources in
Buddhist studies not only effectively neutralizes the independence of archaeologi-
cal and epigraphical sources as witnesses, it also effectively excludes what practic-
ing Buddhists did and believed from the history of their own religion. We can
see something more of this in, for example, another statement of de Jong’s:

Missionaries came into contact with Theravada Buddhism in Ceylon, Burma,
Siam, and Indochina and with different forms of Mahayana Buddhism in
China and Japan. Their knowledge was based upon what they observed,
and on discussions with Buddhist priests, but very rarely on the study of
Buddhist literature itself. For these reasons it must have been very difficult
to gain a clear notion of the main Buddhist ideas. A religion like Buddhism
which is based upon principles which are very different from the guiding
principles of Christianity cannot be understood without a thorough study

of its scriptures.®

Without wanting in any sense to defend “missionaries,” still there are a
number of statements here that one would like to unpack, although we can deal
with only a few of the most important. Notice only that it is again clear that,
for this position, Buddhism is based on texts, that it can be really—do we dare
to say “correctly”?—understood only by a study of its scriptures. The implicit
judgment, of course, is that real Buddhism is textual Buddhism. Notice that
“Buddhist ideas”—at least “correct” “Buddhist ideas”—apparently do not reside
in what Buddhists actually did or in what their “priests” said in conversation.
Notice that knowledge based on observation of actual behavior is not adequate.
But if actual religious behavior cannot tell us about religious “ideas” then this,
again of necessity, has radical implications for the uses of archaeology and
epigraphy: since archaeology and epigraphy tell us what people actually did,
they cannot tell us about “real” or “correct” religion. “Real” or “correct” religion,
we are given to understand, and it is assumed, resides in scriptural texts, in
formal doctrine.

It is precisely this curious assumption concerning the location of real religion
that lies behind the equally curious history of the study of Indian Buddhism.
But the fact that it is so firmly fixed in Buddhist studies, and was operational
from the very beginning, and the fact that this is a discipline largely formed—if
not fully founded—within the Western intellectual tradition, might well suggest
that this assumption too is rooted there, and that it might occur elsewhere as
well. And indeed it does. It is not only found in fact in a variety of similar
disciplines, it is much more nakedly expressed in other fields. I cite here only
three examples.
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Charles Thomas, one of the foremost figures in the archaeology of Early
Britain, starts his book entitled The Early Christian Archaeology of North Britain
with some important observations. He says:

It would now be possible to build, slowly, a reliable framework for the
Christian events of those centuries [the fifth to the sixth}, using no more
than archaeological, artistic and architectural data . . . So much that we can
today detect through the exercise of archaeological methods—the primacy of
the Christian cemetery, the direct Mediterranean contacts, the introduction
of full monasticism, and the interplay of art styles in different media—is
nowhere explicitly described in what literature has survived. Conversely,
much that /s contained in literary guise alone is not, as yet, reflected in
visible or tangible evidence from this period.*®

These observations—all of which point toward the importance of archaeolog-
ical remains as independent sources for the history of a religion—are, however,
followed by an otherwise curious apologia:

The Christian reader may find many features of insular Christianity
explained below in terms of pagan or prehistoric monuments. ... This
requires, perhaps, a short clarification. The central message of the New
Testament, that redemption and the means of grace were provided for us,
the priesthood of all believers, through God’s assumption of manhood and
his crucifixion in the person of Jesus Christ, remains untouched. It is a
message conveyed by the Gospels, by patristic writing, and additionally
through the means of symbols; these apart, it does not and cannot require
any material reflection. On the other hand, the outward and visible form
assumed by humanly constructed burials or burial-grounds, by the com-
memoration of dead humans by living humans, by the retention of skeletal
fragments and like trivia as relics, and by the building of structures specially
designed for the ceremonies of worship, are man’s accretions in response
to this message. As such, they are independent of the Word, and for the
most part devoid of direct biblical authority. They are no more than the
handiworks of what Professor Mircea Eliade has called “religious man.”
They are, moreover, the Christian versions of certain ideas . . . which prove,
upon examination, to occur widely and commonly in the outward manifesta-
tions of most known religions both past and present.*?

Thomas’ statements, taken from a work of historical archaeology published
in 1971 by Oxford University Press, provide us with a startling example of how
the assumption as to where religion is located neutralizes the significance of
material remains and, #pso facto, the role of human behavior in the history of a
religion. Thomas makes it very clear that because “they are independent of the
Word, and for the most part devoid of direct biblical authority,” the material
remains that characterize the early Christian archaeology of North Britain—"the
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primacy of the Christian cemetery” (emphasis added), etc.—cannot be, paradoxi-
cally, in any way essentially and historically Christian. In fact, he hastens to
assign them to some bloodless, ahistorical abstraction called “religious man”
who seems to have behaved much the same everywhere and at all times.

Virtually the same position—though made even more explicit—is main-
tained by Snyder in an even more recent work on “the archaeological evidence
of church life before Constantine.” Snyder makes a number of moves that are
similar to those of Thomas, although they are more neutral in their expression.
He too seems anxious to make sure that “the central message of the New
Testament . . . remains untouched,” but he goes about it in a somewhat different
way: “In this study,” he says, “there is a resolve to use only archaeological data
as derived from the early Christians themselves. For a study of the New Testament,
there is no such possibility. It is a basic assumption of this study that there
never will be such data available for the study of the New Testament period.™"
This, of course, rather effectively neutralizes the significance of any material
remains that might turn up from early first century Capernaum, for example,
simply because they could not be Christian.

If this suggests to the disinterested reader that what early Christian people
did or how they lived has nothing to do with the history of early Christianity,
Snyder is quick to confirm this when he finally encounters material remains
that are clearly “derived from the early Christians themselves” and therefore
indicative of what they actually did: they are, in the end, also not allowed any
significance for the history of Christianity.

Snyder first asserts that “the interpretive edge today rests with the Bonn
School, which proposes to study early Christian remains contextually as a Vo/kreli-
gion.” He then goes on to say:

If archaeological data belong to the realm of popular religious practice, the
interpreter, or historian, must state clearly how the evidence of archaeology
does relate to the literary material, or, to state it another way, how the
popular religion relates to ecclesiastical tradition. The issue raised belongs
not to the disciplines of patristics, history, or theology, but to the sociology
of religion.?’

The position here is as straightforwardly contradictory as was that of Thomas.
The historian must clearly relate the archaeological evidence to the literary
material, but that relationship—"“The issue raised”—does not belong to the
discipline of history. Early Christian remains and archaeological data belong,
according to Snyder, “to the realm of popular religious practice.” They must
represent then, at the very least, what early Christian people actually did. But
again according to Snyder, the relationship of what early Christian people actually
did, or actually believed, to “the literary material” falls outside the purview of
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the historian of Christianity. Christianity, like Buddhism, apparently only exists
In texts.

It is here also worth noting incidentally that, as Thomas’ reference to Eliade
suggests, the same assumption concerning religion and where it is located occurs
in widely different kinds of work. The fact that a scholar like Eliade, whose
concerns differ widely from those of Thomas and Snyder, also implicitly accepts
this is only confirmation of how pervasive and perverse it has been.

Eliade, in speaking about “the customs and beliefs of European peasants,”
says:

It is true that most of these rural European populations have been Christian-

ized for over a thousand years. But they succeeded in incorporating into

their Christianity a considerable part of their pre-Christian religious heri-

tage, which was of immemorial antiquity. It would be wrong to suppose
that for this reason European peasants are not Christians. But we must
recognize that their religion is not confined to the historical forms of

Christianity. . . . We may speak of a primordial, ahistorical Christianity;

becoming Christian, the European cultivators incorporated into their new

faith the cosmic religion that they had preserved from prehistoric times.*®

Although there is much here that would require clarification, for our purposes
it is sufficient to notice that like Thomas and Snyder—Dbut toward a very different
end—Eliade separates what Christians actually did or do, their “customs and
beliefs,” from “the historical forms of Christianity.” What European Christian
peasants do or believe is excluded from the history of their own religion and is
assigned to something called “ahistorical Christianity.” Once again the implica-
tions are clear: the historical forms of Christianity—whatever they are, and these
are assumed to be self-evident—have little to do with actual Christians.

It is a curious fact that Thomas, Snyder, and Eliade—although each deals
with a different period, a different location, and different kinds of evidence—all
end by doing the same thing: they all want to exclude in one way or another
actual Christian behavior and belief from the history of Christianity. Thomas
wants to assign it to generalized “religious man”; Snyder assigns it to “popular
religious practice,” the domain of the sociologist of religion; and Eliade attributes
it to “immemorial antiquity” or “ahistorical Christianity.” None of them will
admit it into the history of Christianity, and this can only be because they all
share a common conception of where “essential,” “real,” or true Christianity is
located. For them it appears to reside in texts. It would appear, then, that
Buddhist scholars, archaeologists of early Britain, and historians of religion are
all working from the same assumption as to where religion is located. But at
least in its origin, this may not be an assumption at all.

Although most Buddhist scholars, archaeologists, or historians would proba-
bly resist the suggestion, this assumption in regard to the sources for the
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understanding of religions looks, on closer inspection, very much like it might
itself be a religious or theological position. Embedded, for example, in apparently
neutral archaeological and historical method might very well be a decidedly
nonneutral and narrowly limited Protestant assumption as to where religion is
actually located.®

The methodological position frequently taken by modern Buddhist scholars,
archaeologists, and historians of religion looks, in fact, uncannily like the position
taken by a variety of early Protestant reformers who were attempting to define
and establish the locus of “true religion.” The unknown author of the tract “On
the Old and the New God” proposes, according to Eire, “that Christians should
not seek religion in outward things, but rather in scripture.”* Karlstadt, again
according to Eire, “began to strike out against the prevailing religious externalism
of his day, hoping he would be able to reassert the primacy of the Word.” His
position “is clearly revealed in this dictum: Only the Spirit vivifies, and the
Spirit works through the Word, not through material objects. “The Word of
God is spiritual, and it alone is useful to believers.” "' In his Commentary on True
and False Religion, Zwingli declared that “we ought to be taught by the word
of God externally, and by the spirit internally, those things that have to do with
piety, and not by sculpture wrought by the artist’s hands.”*? Calvin too saw
material things—"images and like things”—not as integral and vital parts of
“religion,” but as “innumerable mockeries . . . which pervert religion” and must
be excluded from it. They are not “spiritually ordained by the Word.””*

There are other and probably better passages that could be cited, but the
point at least, I think, is clear: there is a remarkable similarity between the
value assigned literary sources in modern historical and archaeological studies
and the argument of Protestant reformers concerning the location of true religion.
This suggests, at least, the distinct possibility that historical and archaeological
method—if not the history of religions as a whole—represents the direct historical
continuation of Reformation theological values; it further suggests that if Karl-
stadt’s hope was to “reassert the primacy of the Word,” he may have succeeded
in doing just that in some very unlikely and unforeseen ways.

There are other considerations that point in the same direction. It is not
just the assigning of primacy to literary materials in the study of religion in
both modern archaeological and historical studies that shows several signs of
possibly being rooted in sixteenth-century Protestant tracts. The concomitant
disinclination of archaeologists and historians to consider material remains as
independent, critical sources for the history of a religion also looks very much
like a more recent manifestation of the sixteenth-century Protestant distrust and
devaluation of actual religious and historical human behavior. Sixteenth-century
material objects—reliquaries, shrines, and images—were for Protestant reformers
apparently irrefutable evidence of what Christian people were actually doing.
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They refer to them constantly in their polemics: Calvin, in fact, drew up “an
inventory of relics” to show, from his point of view, just how bad things were.>*
This inventory, ironically, is an extremely valuable historical document because
it allows us to see what was actually occurring during his lifetime in specific
geographical locations. But what is a boon for us was a bane for Calvin. In fact,
the problem for the reformers was, in part at least, precisely what was actually
occurring and what had been historically practiced. Given the nature of the case
they were trying to advance, they did not—more pointedly, could not—allow
actual religious practice to have any meaningful place in defining the nature of
true religion. To have done so would have been to concede to their perceived
opponents the validity of a substantial portion of the argument from “tradition.”
Proponents of this new and historically peculiar conception of religion, therefore,
were of necessity forced to systematically devalue and denigrate what religious
people actually did and to deny that it had any place in true religion.>> This
devaluation, not surprisingly but in fact almost obsessively, focused on material
objects. The religious power and importance of these objects are, however, only
underlined by the fact that they frequently had to be forcefully removed and
destroyed and always had to be fulsomely denounced with an otherwise curious
ardor. We, it seems, may have inherited both tendencies: the unwillingness to
allow actual practice a meaningful place in the definition of religion and the
devaluation of any sources that express it.

Merely stating the striking similarity between the arguments of sixteenth-
century Protestant reformers and the assumptions of modern Buddhist scholars,
archaeologists, and historians of religion, does not, of course, prove anything. It
does, however, suggest some possibilities. It is possible that the curious history
of the study of Indian Buddhism is neither curious nor unique. It begins to
appear as only one instance in which a particular assumption concerning the
location of religion has dictated and determined the value assigned to various
sources.”® It is possible that what originated as a sixteenth-century Protestant
polemical conception of where “true” religion is located has been so thoroughly
absorbed into the Western intellectual tradition that its polemical and theological
origins have been forgotten and now it is taken too often entirely as a given.’’
It is possible then, that it is this conception that has determined the history of
the study of Indian Buddhism and that—as a consequence—our picture of Indian
Buddhism may reflect more of our own religious history and values than the
history and values of Indian Buddhism. It is possible, finally, that the old and
ongoing debate between archaeology and textual studies is not—as is frequently
assumed-—a debate about sources. It may rather be a debate about where religion
as an object of investigation is to be located. It is possible, perhaps, that the

Reformation is not over after all.
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Notes

1. There is, of course, no single, systematic survey of Buddhist archaeological
remains in India. The best attempt so far is D. Mitra, Buddhist Monuments (Calcucta:
1971). It, however, was not only not intended to be exhaustive but is now also some
twenty years out of date. For inscriptional remains we have, for the period up to 1910,
H. Luders, A List of Brabmi Inscriptions from the Earliest Times to about A.D. 400 with the
Exception of Those of Asoka, Appendix to EI 10 (Calcutta: 1912). It is, though, by now
badly outdated and, as its title indicates, does not list material beyond “about a.D. 400.”
Both more comprehensive and much more recent is Shizutani Masao, Indo bukkys himei
mokuroku (Catalog of Indian Buddhist Inscriptions) (Kyoto: 1979), but it too is already
dated and contains serious omissions—cf. Shizutani’s listings of the KharosthT inscriptions,
e.g., with those in G. Fussman, “Gandhari écrite, gandhari parlée,” Dialectes dans les
littératures indo-aryennes, ed. C. Caillat (Paris: 1989) 444-451. Shizutani is especially
unreliable now for important sites like Mathura (only one of the finds from Govindnagar
is included) and like Amaravati (none of the early inscriptions brought to light in the
“clearance-operation” in 1958-1959, e.g., are included; see A. Ghosh, “The Early Phase
of the Stupa at Amaravati, Southeast India,” Ancient Ceylon 3 {1979} 97-103).

2. On the curious fact, e.g., that a considerable number of Buddhist inscriptions
were never intended to be seen, let alone read, see H. Liiders, “The Manikiala Inscription,”
JRAS (1909) 660; S. Konow, Kbaroshtht Inscriptions with the Exception of Those of Asoka,
Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum, Vol. II, Pt. 1 (Calcutta: 1929) 31; A. V. Naik, “Inscrip-
tions of the Deccan: An Epigraphical Survey (circe 300 B.C—1300 A.D.),” Bulletin of the
Deccan College Research Institure 11 (1948) 3—4; etc.

3. This point in regard to archaeological evidence in general has been made a
number of times. See, for example, R. Grenet, Les pratiques funeraires dans l'asie centrale
sedentaire de la conquete grecque a 'islamisation (Paris: 1984) 7, who, in referring to Zoroastri-
anism, contrasts “canonical or clerical texts—always untiringly scrutinized although the
narrowness of the milieux which produced them is ever more clearly evident,” with
archaeological materials “which allow us the most direct access to the religion as it was
lived and practised by all social classes.” Much the same has also been said of epigraphical
sources. For example, L. H. Kant, in speaking of Jewish inscriptions from the Greco-
Roman world, says “inscriptions, in contrast to most other written records, reflect a
broad spectrum of society—from nearly illiterate poor, who wrote many of the Roman
catacomb inscriptions, to the apparently wealthy patrons of funerary poetry and from
tradesmen such as shoemakers and perfume sellers to educated persons such as rabbis
and disciples of sages. It is also striking that, unlike many written texts, the inscriptions
express for us religious views that have not been filtered by a subsequent normartive
literary tradition” (“Jewish Inscriptions in Greek and Latin,” Aufstieg und Niedergang der
romischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms in Spiegel der Neueren Forschung, Teil 2, Principat,
Band 20, Halbband 2, ed. W. Haase [Berlin: 19871 674). Likewise, in regard to “les
inscriptions latines chrétiennes,” Sanders has said: “De la sorte, les inscriptions nous
renseignent aussi de maniére privilégiée sur la masse, sur la majorité oubliée par la
littérature a hauts ralons, le majorité silencieuse, I'homme de la rue, sa vie privée, son
imbrication dans son monde a lui, telle qu’elle fut définie par les coordonnées du temps,
de I'espace, des conditions sociales, du climat religieux et émotionnel . . .” (G. Sanders,
“Les chrétiens face a I'épigraphie funéraire latine,” Assimilation et résistance a la culture
gréco-romaine dans le monde ancien: Travaux du VI congrés international d' étndes classiques,
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ed. D. M. Pippidi [Paris: 1976} 285). For the points of view represented in Indian
Buddhist inscriptions and the role of the “lettré,” whether “moine ou sculpteur,” see the
important remarks in G. Fussman’s review of Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit, by Th. Dams-
teegt, JA (1980) 423-424. It should be noted, finally, that inscriptions are, of course,
written sources, but they are most easily and clearly distinguishable from literary sources
by the simple fact that they were not meant to be circulated.

4. For some representative recent views, see K. R. Norman, “The Value of the Pali
Tradition,” Jagajjyoti Buddbha Jayanti Annual (Calcutta: 1984) 1-9. He points out that
it is now known that “the Pali canon is a translation from some earlier tradition” (4),
that, in fact, “all tradicions which we possess have been translated at least once” (5). See
also L. O. Gémez, “Buddhism in India,” Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. M. Eliade (London:
1987) 352ff (“Textual sources are late, dating at the very least five hundred years after
the death of the Buddha”); G. Schopen, “Two Problems in the History of Indian Buddhism”
Ch. II below, 23-25.

5. This, ironically, is especially true for the so-called early canonical literature. For
Pali, see O. von Hiniiber, “Pali Manuscripts of Canonical Texts from North Thailand—a
Preliminary Report,” Journal of the Siam Society 71 (1983) 75-88 (“most of the surviving
[Pali} manuscript material is hardly older than the late 18th century” [78]); and the material
cited in G. Schopen, “The St#pa Culc and the Extant Pali Vinaya,” Ch. V below, n. 23. For
Central Asian Sanskrit material, see L. Sander, Paldographisches zu den Sanskrithandschriften
der Berliner Turfansammlung, Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland,
Supplementband 8 (Wiesbaden: 1968) 51 (“Unter den in die Tausende gehenden, von den
vier preussischen Expeditionen [1902-1914} im Norden Ostturkistans gefundenen frag-
mentarischen Sanskrithandschriften gibt es, soweit mir bekannt ist, nur sieben mit den
charakteristischen Merkmalen der Kusana-Brahmi,” and so on).

6. 1. B. Horner, Women under Primitive Buddhism (London: 1930) xx: “Still another
inherent difficulty in dealing with the Pali texts arises from the various editions, glosses,
and revisions which they have undergone at the hands of the monks”; etc.

7. A. K. Warder, e.g., starts his discussion of the Pali Canon as a “historical record”
by saying “the Buddhists . .. were ready to turn everything to account in developing
and popularizing their ideas and in presenting a comprehensive ‘world view,” ” and ends
it by saying: “The bias of the repeaters {of the canon} sometimes intrudes itself, often
very clumsily”; see “The Pali Canon and Its Commentaries as an Historical Record,”
Historians of India, Pakistan and Ceylon, ed. C. H. Philips (London: 1961) 46-47.

8. For the history of the study of the archaeological and epigraphical material, see
D. K. Chakrabarti, A History of Indian Archeology: From the Beginning to 1947 (New Delhi:
1988); there is also some interesting material for the earliest period in P. Mitter, Much
Maligned Monsters: History of European Reactions to Indian Art (Oxford: 1977); and some
useful data in A. Imam, Sir Alexander Cunningham and the Beginnings of Indian Archaeology
(Dacca: 1966). For the study of literary sources, the most recent and reliable work is J.
W. de Jong, A Brief History of Buddbist Studies in Europe and America, 2nd rev. ed. (Delhi:
1987); see also H. de Lubac, La recontre du bouddbisme et de ['occident (Paris: 1952); R.
Schwab, The Oriental Renaissance: Europe’s Rediscovery of India and the East, 1680-1880),
trans. G. Pacterson-Black and V. Reinking (New York: 1984); W. Halbfass, India and
Europe: An Essay in Understanding (Albany, N.Y.: 1988).

9. J. W. de Jong, “The Study of Buddhism: Problems and Perspectives,” Studies in
Indo-Astan Art and Culture, Vol. 1V, ed. P. Ratnam (New Delhi: 1975) 21, and A Brief
History of Buddbist Studies in Enrope and America, 20.
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10. De Jong, “The Study of Buddhism,” 14.

11. Archaeologists themselves have contributed heavily to the currency of this view;
see G. Daniel, A Short History of Archaeology (London: 1981) 13; J. A. Alexander, “The
Archaeological Recognition of Religion: The Examples of Islam in Africa and ‘Urnfields’
in Europe,” Space, Hierarchy and Society, ed. B. C. Burnham and J. Kingsbury, British
Archaeological Reports, No. 559 (Oxford: 1979) 215; cf. D. P. Dymond, Archaeology and
History: A Plea for Reconciliation (London: 1974).

12. Epigraphical evidence, at least, does not support the idea that Buddhist literature
was widely known in actual Buddhist communities, but in fact points in the opposite
direction; see, most recently, G. Schopen, “A Verse from the Bhadracaripranidhana in a
10th Century Inscription Found at Nalanda,” JIABS 12.1 (1989) 149-157, and the
sources cited in the notes there.

13. In speaking about “early Christian archaeology,” G. E Snyder refers to “three
mistaken assumptions” about “sacred” literature: “It is assumed the literature represents
rather accurately the historical sitcuation when actually it may have a tendentious pur-
pose. . . . It is assumed the literature speaks cum solo voce when actually other voices have
been ignored, repressed, or assimilated. . .. It is assumed the literature represents a
reflective or literary level of popular religion whereas actually literature and practice
often stand in tension with each other” (Ante Pacem: Archaeological Evidence of Church Life
before Constantine {Macon, Ga.: 19851 8). Snyder’s formulation is, of course, suggestive
of what has been assumed in Buddhist studies as well; but cf. below pp. 11-12.

14. It is worth noting that even those South Asian Buddhist literary sources that
have been taken to most closely approximate “historical” documents in our sense of the
term were intended, by their authors or transmitters, to fulfill a very different function.
The chapter colophons of the Mabavamsa, e.g., uniformly say: Here ends such and such
a chapter “in the Mabavamsa, compiled for the faith and exhilaration of good men”
(sujanappasadasamvegatthaya). See W. Geiger, Mabavanisa (London: 1908) 11, 15, 20, etc.;
see also the opening exhortatory verses in H. Oldenberg, The Dipavamsa: An Ancient
Buddbist Historical Record (London and Edinburgh: 1879) 13.

15. So R. C. Zaehner in his foreword to P. Olivelle’s The Origin and Early Developnient
of Buddhist Monasticism (Colombo: 1974).

16. G. Biihler, “Votive Inscriptions from the Sanchi Sctpas,” EI 2 (1894) 93; cf.
J. Marshall, A. Foucher, and N. G. Majumdar, The Monuments of Sanchi. Vol. 1 (Delhi:
1940) 34 and n. 2.

17. H. Liiders, Bbarbut Inscriptions, Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum, Vol. 11, Pc.
2, rev. by E. Waldschmidt and M. A. Mehendale (Ootacamund: 1963) 2. Like Biihler
before him, and in similar terms, Liiders points out that a comparison of Buddhist with
Jain inscriptions makes it very difficult to avoid the fact that, in Buddhist inscriptions,
the monks themselves appear as donors—they are not acting as organizers or agents of
others: “The wording of the Bharh[ut} inscriptions refers to the Buddhist clergyman in
such a way, as if he himself had made the donation” (2).

18. G. Fussman, “Une inscription Kharostht 2 Hadda,” BEFEO 56 (1969) 8-9.

19. J. Marshall, Taxila: An Ulustrated Account of Archaeological Excavations Carried
out at Taxila under the Orders of the Government of India between the Years 1913 and 1934,
Vol. I (Cambridge: 1951) 240. Such hoards are, in fact, found in Buddhist monasreries
that are very much earlier than “the early medieval period”; see R. B. D. R. Sahni,
Archaeological Remains and Excavations at Bairat (Jaipur: 1937) 21-22; D. B. Diskalkar,
“Excavations at Kasrawad,” IHQ 25 (1949) 12ff; etc.
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20. W. Spink, “Ajanta: A Brief History,” Aspects of Indian Art: Papers Presented in a
Symposium at the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, October 1970, ed. P. Pal (Leiden: 1972)
51. For yet other examples, see D. D. Kosambi, “Dhenukakata,” JASBom 30.2 (1955)
52-53; R. A. L. H. Gunawardana, Robe and Plough: Monasticism and Economic Interest in
Sri Lanka (Tucson: 1979) 81-86; N. A. Falk, “The Case of the Vanishing Nun: The
Fruits of Ambivalence in Ancient Indian Buddhism,” Unspoken Worlds: Women’s Religions
Lives in Non-Western Cultures, ed. N. A. Falk and R. M. Gross (San Francisco: 1980) 223,
n. 2; H. P. Ray, Monastery and Guild: Commerce under the Satavahanas (Delhi: 1986) 104.

21. Compare W. Wassilieff, “Le bouddhisme dans son plein développement d’apres
les vinayas,” RHR 34 (1896) 321: “pour le vie en communauté, méme dans les autres
religions, les reégles établies ne peuvent sortir du cadre connu.”

22. See, for the sake of convenience, C. S. Prebish, Buddhist Monastic Discipline: The
Sanskrit Pratimoksa Sdtras of the Mabdsamghikas and Milasarvastivadins (University Park,
Pa.: 1975) 13-14, 70-71; I. B. Horner, “The Pattern of the Nissaggiyas,” IHQ 16
(1940) 268-291; M. Wijayaratna, Le moine bouddbiste selon les textes du Theravada (Paris:
1983) 93-104.

23. R. Lingat, “Vinaya et droit laique: Etudes sur les conflits de la loi religieuse
et de la loi laique dans I'indochine hinayaniste,” BEFEQ 37 (1937) 415-477, esp. 43 1ff,
cf. H. Oldenberg, Baddba: His Life, His Doctrine, His Order, trans. W. Hoey (London:
1882) 355 and n.

24. J. Ph. Vogel, “Prakrit Inscriptions from a Buddhist Site at Nagarjunikonda,”
EI 20 (1929-1930) 22--23.

25. A. H. Longhurst, The Buddbist Antiquities of Nagarjunakonda, Madras Presidency,
MASI, No. 54 (Delhi: 1938) 10; cf. I. K. Sarma, “A Coin Mould-Piece from Nagarjuna-
konda: New Light on the Silver Coinage of the Satavahanas,” Journal of the Economic and
Social History of the Orient 16 (1973) 89-106, which deals with an even earlier mold from
the site.

26. K. D. Bajpai, “Authority of Minting Coins in Ancient India,” Journal of the
Numismatic Society of India 25 (1963) 17-21; D. C. Sircar, “Note on Chinchani Plate of
Krishna I11,” EI 37 (1968) 277-278; etc.

27. Evidence for the manufacture of coins at Buddhist monastic sites is both early
and widespread. For such evidence at Kasrawad, see Diskalkar, IHQ 25, 15; for Nalanda,
B. Kumar, Archaeology of Pataliputra and Nalanda (Delhi: 1987) 212; S. S. P. Sarasvati,
Coinage in Ancient India: A Numismatic, Archaeochemical and Metallurgical Study of Ancient
Indian Coins, Vol. I (Delhi: 1986) 202ff; and so on.

28. Histoire du bouddbisme indien, 456. I have elsewhere discussed this same passage
from a somewhat different point of view; see my “Two Problems in the History of Indian
Buddhism,” Ch. II below, 41-42.

29. There has been very little discussion of the assumptions and method that lie
behind this important book. The only serious attempt to get at some of the problems
involved is, as far as I know, M. Pye, “Comparative Hermeneutics in Religion,” The
Cardinal Meaning: Essays in Comparative Hermeneutics, Buddhism and Christianity, ed. M.
Pye and R. Morgan (The Hague: 1973) 1--58, esp. 31ff. Ac least some of the problems,
moreover, appear to be directly related to Lamotte’s declared intentions, which, on the
surface, appear to be mutually contradictory. He first says, “Notre premier souci a écé
de replacer le bouddhisme dans le cadre historique qui lui manquait, de le retirer du
monde des idées ol il se confinait volontairement pour le ramener sur terre,” but then
says: "En laissant au merveilleux la place qu'il a toujours occupée dans les sources, on
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pense donner un reflet plus fidele de la mentalité des disciples du Buddha. C'est cette
mentalité qui constitue |'objet propre de notre enquéte et non une fuyante et insaisissable
certitude historique” (Lamotte, vi, x). Note that H. Durt has already pointed out that
“certes, |'Histoire du bouddhisme indien n’est pas une ‘histoire des mentalités’ au sense
contemporain du terme” in “Etienne Lamotte, 1903-1983,” BEFEO 74 (1985) 14.

30. Histoire du bouddhisme indien, 456.

31. Even the most steadfastly conservative have had to admit this in regard to
contemporary Buddhism. See, for example, R. E. Gombrich, Precept and Practice: Traditional
Buddbism in the Rural Highlands of Ceylon (Oxford: 1971) 243: “The canonical theory of
karma survives intact—cognitively; affectively its rigour is sometimes avoided. Similarly,
though the doctrine of anatta can be salvaged by the claim that the personality continuing
through a series of births has as much reality as the personality within one life, prarthana
for happy rebirths and the ctransfer of merit to dead relatives show that the anatta doctrine
has no more affective immediacy with regard to the next life than with regard to this,
and that belief in personal survival after deach is a fundamental feature of Sinhalese
Buddhism in practice.” Interestingly, something very like this had been pointed out
more than a hundred years ago; see P. E. de Foucaux, Le Lalitavistara: Devéloppement des
Jeux., contenant {'histoire du Bouddha Cakya-muni, depuis sa naissance jusqu’ a sa prédication,
Vol. I (Paris: 1884) xvi, n. 2, and xvit, nn. 1 and 2. For the Hindu context, see,
among many possibilities, U. Sharma, “Theodicy and the Doctrine of Karma,” Man 8
(1973) 347-364.

32. Liiders, Bharbut Inscriptions, 55 (A 108).

33. V. B. Kolte, “Brahmi Inscriptions from Pauni,” EI 38 (1969) 174 (D); S. B.
Deo and J. P. Joshi, Pauni Excavation (1969-1970) (Nagpur: 1972) 38, no. 2.

34. S. Paranavitana, Inscriptions of Ceylon, Vol. 1, Containing Cave Inscriptions from 3rd
Century B.C. to st Century A.C. and Other Inscriptions in the Early Brabmi Script (Ceylon:
1970) no. 34; see also lii—liii.

35. Paranavitana, Inscriptions of Ceylon, Vol. I, nos. 338-341; see also lii-liii.

36. L. de La Vallée Poussin, “Death and Disposal of the Dead (Buddhist),” Encyclopae-
dia of Religion and Ethics, ed. J. Hastings, Vol. IV (Edinburgh: 1911) 446-449.

37. T. W. Rhys Davids, Buddbist Suttas, Sacred Books of the East, Vol. XI (Oxford:
1900) xliv—xlv.

38. A. Cunningham, The Bhilsa Topes: Or, Buddhist Monuments of Central India (Lon-
don: 1854) 211-220, Bhojpur—at which St#pa 8¢, e.g., contained numerous large bones;
184-189, Safci, Sti#pa no. 2; 203-205, Sonari, Stapa no. 2; 223-226, Andher, Stipas
nos. 2 and 3.

39. This is beyond doubt, for example, in regard to Safict Stiapa no. 2; see Schopen,
“The Stipa Cult and the Extant Pali Vinaya,” Ch. V below, 92 and n. 32. M. Bénisti
has recently argued that this s#7pa is older even than Bharhut in “Observations concernant
le stapa no. 2 de Safic1,” BEI 4 (1986) 165-170.

40. W. West, “Description of Some of the Kanheri Topes,” JBomBRAS 6 (1862)
116-120; S. Gokhale, “The Memorial Stapa Gallery at Kanheri,” Indian Epigraphy: Its
Bearing on the History of Art, ed. E M. Asher and G. S. Gai (New Delhi: 1985) 55-59; etc.

41. ]J. Burgess, Report on the Buddhist Cave Temples and Their Inscriptions, Archaeological
Survey of Western India, Vol. IV (London: 1883) 7; see Mitra, Buddhist Monuments, 153.

42. De Jong, A Brief History of Buddhist Studies in Europe and America, 11.

43. C. Thomas, The Early Christian Archaeology of North Britain (London: 1971) 1.

44. 1bid., 3-4.
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45. Snyder, Ante Pacem, 10.

46. This same assumption also makes it impossible for archaeological investigation
to critically comment on the nature of the New Testament as a historical document; cf.
the remarks in E. M. Meyers and J. E Scrange, Archaeology, Rabbis and Early Christianity
(Nashville: 1981) 58-59, on the absence of a first-century synagogue at Capernaum in spite
of the fact that Mark 1:21 places one there. For other problems concerning Capernaum in
the New Testament, see J. Blenkinsopp, “The Literary Evidence,” in V. Tzaferis, Excavations
at Capernaum, Vol. I, 1978-1982 (Winona Lake, Ind.: 1989) 201ff.

47. Snyder, 7, 9.

48. M. Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane: The Nature of Religion (San Diego: 1959) 164.

49. “"Protestant” is used here in che broadest and most general sense, and the
assumption involved is probably only meaningfully so-called in regard to its origins. It
has, it seems, been so generalized and fully assimilated into Western intellectual and
cultural values that, in its present form, it is probably most simply characterized as
“Western.” Elements of this assumption were, of course, much older. There was, to begin
with, the “Second Commandment” and its long and convoluted history; see J. Gutmann,
“The ‘Second Commandment’ and the Image in Judaism,” Hebrew Union College Annual
32 (1961) 161-174, and “Deuteronomy: Religious Reformation or Iconoclastic Revolu-
tion?” in The Image and the Word: Confrontations in Judaism, Christianity and Islam, ed. J.
Gutmann (Missoula, Mont.: 1977) 5-25. There was Vigilantius, of whom Saint Jerome,
at least, was not fond and the later Iconoclastic controversies; see W. H. Fremantle, The
Principal Works of St. Jerome, Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the
Christian Church, Ser. 2, Vol. 4 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 1983) 417423, and, among an
immense bibliography, D. J. Sahas, Icon and Logos: Sources in Eighth-Century lconoclasm
(Toronto: 1986) along with the select bibliography given there. There was Guibert of
Nogent's De Pignoribus sanctorum: see K. Guth, Guibert von Nogent und die hochmittelalterliche
Kritik an der Reliquienverebrung (Ottobeuren: 1970), but see also J. E Benton's discussion
ot Guibert's character in Self and Society in Medieval France: The Memoirs of Abbot Guibert
of Nogent (New York: 1970) 1-33; and even Erasmus in Ten Colloguies, trans. C. R.
Thompson (Indianapolis: 1979) 56-91. But none of these in and of themselves had
lasting cultural influence, and almost all are more significant in retrospect—that is to
say, in the way in which they were perceived and used during and after the Reformation.

50. C. M. N. Eire, War against the Idols: The Reformation of Worship from Evasmus to
Calvin (Cambridge: 1986) 76.

51. Ibid., 55, 59.

52. Ulrich Zwingli, Commentary on True and False Religion. ed. S. M. Jackson and
C. N. Heller (Durham, N.C.: 1981) 331-332.

53. “The Lausanne Articles,” No. 7, Calvin: Theological Treatises, ed. J. K. S. Reid,
Library of Christian Classics, Vol. 22 (Philadelphia: 1954) 36.

54. “An Admonition, Showing the Advantages which Christendom might Derive
from an Inventory of Relics,” Tracts Relating to the Reformation by Jobn Calvin, trans. H.
Beveridge (Edinburgh: 1844) 289-341.

55. This can be illustrated by a number of passages from the Institutes of the Christian
Religion by Jobn Calvin, ed. J. Allen, Vol. II, 4ch ed. (Philadelphia: 1843). In reference
to the intercession of saints, 3.20.21: “Therefore, since the Scripture calls us away from
all others to Christ alone . . . it would be a proof of great stupidity, not to say insanity,
to be so desirous of procuring an admission by the saints, as to be seduced from him,
without whom they have no access themselves. But that this has been practised in some
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ages, and is now practised wherever Popery prevails, who can deny?”; 4.9.14: “Of
purgatory, the intercession of saints, auricular confession, and similar fooleries, the Scrip-
tures contain not a single syllable. But, because all these things have been sanctioned
by the authority of councils, or, to speak more correctly, have been admitted into the
general belief and practice, therefore every one of them is to be taken for an interpretation
of Scripture”—a position Calvin, of course, denies; 4.10.1: “Whatever edicts have been
issued by men respecting the worship of God, independently of His word, it has been
customary to call human traditions. Against such laws we contend.”

56. This, of course, is not to deny that other factors were involved. P. C. Almond,
for example, has recently discussed the textualization of Buddhism as an instrument of
colonialist ideology: a “Victorian Buddhism . . . constructed from textual sources increas-
ingly located in and therefore regulated by the West” (The British Discovery of Buddhism
[Cambridge: 1988] 24ff). A striking example of the effects of this textualization may
be seen in S. Hardy, A Manual of Buddbism in lts Modern Development, 2d ed. (London:
1880) 412: “The difficulties attendant upon this peculiar dogma {the textual conception
of anatta} may be seen in the fact that it is almost universally repudiated. Even the
sramana priests, at one time, denied it; but when the passages teaching it were pointed
out to them in their own sacred books, they were obliged to acknowledge that it is a
tenet of their religion.” See also L. Rocher, “Max Miiller and the Veda,” Mélanges Armand
Abel, ed. A. Destrée, Vol. I (Leiden: 1978) 221-235. That the textualization of Hinduism
by Indian “reformers”—in imitation of the Protestant missionary model of religion—had
the same consequences for the evaluation of Indian religious practice as the Protestant
location of religion had had on the evaluation of European practice, at least at the
intellectual level, is painfully clear from a number of sources. Rammohan Roy said, e.g.,
“My constant reflections on the inconvenient, or rather injurious rites introduced by the
peculiar practice of Hindoo idolatry which more than any other pagan worship, destroys
the texture of society, together with compassion for my countrymen, have compelled me
to use every possible effort to awaken them from their dream of error; and by making
them acquainted with their Scriptures, enable them to contemplate with true devotion the
unity and omnipresence of nature’s God”; quoted in G. Richards, A Sowrce-Book of Modern
Hindnism (London: 1985) 5 (my empbhasis); see also 6-9, 24, 30-33, 45, 48-50, etc. It
is undoubtedly and notoriously difficult to separate the religious and the political in
colonialist ideology, but since both were also at work in founding the Archaeological
Survey of India (Imam [n. 8 above} 40-41), the ideological concern could not itself have
been a sufficient cause for the dominance of the textual orientation.

57. This, again, is not to say that there were not powerful competing conceptions,
but only to say that they did not culturally win. Early on, the “Catholic” conception
held its own and produced, as a consequence, some important scholarly works: “Catholic
scholars tended to anchor their investigation of Christian religious observance in ancient
tradition. It was the study of this tradition that inspired the monumental and often
reprinted Annales Ecclesiastici and the work on the Roman martyrs by Cesare Baronio, as
well as Bosio's Roma sotterranea, the first major archaeological account of the Roman
catacombs. On the other hand, when Protestants discussed the practice of Christian piety,
they most often appealed to reason and to theological and philosophical principles. . . .
In the words of John Calvin, a Christian should have ‘no use [for} place apart from the
doctrine of godliness” which could be taught anywhere at all”; see S. MacCormack, “Loca
Sancta: The Organization of Sacred Topography in Late Antiquity,” The Blessings of
Pilgrimage. ed. R. Ousterhout (Urbana, Ill., and Chicago: 1990) 8-9. But recent scholar-
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ship, which has tended to see “the Counter-Reformation and the Protestant Reformation
as analogous social and religious processes” (so Badone in her introduction to Religions
Orthodoxy and Popular Faith in European Society, ed. E. Badone {Princeton, N.J.: 1990}
12), has also pointed clearly to the strong textualizing responses in the former; so J.
Delumeau, in La Catholicisme entre Luther et Voltaire (Paris: 1971): “De l'extraordinaire
intérét qu'on marqua pour les choses de la religion, au moins dans le public qui savait
lire, témoignent les stacistiques concernant I'édition . . . I'histoire religieuse et celle des
mentalités ne peuvent négliger ce fait quantitatif: jamais autant les livres de spiritualité—
souvent de petits formats et en langue vulgaire—, jamais autant d’éloges de la vierge
n'avaient été mis en circulation” (84); “Surtout, I'époque de I’humanisme vit l'essor de
la théologie positive . . . qui est I'étude de I'Ecriture, aidée par les interprétations des Peres
et des conciles” (85); “En 1654, Godeau, évéque de Vence, donna dans ses mandements des
listes de livres a lire a ses prétres. En 1658 l'archevéque de Sens, Godrin, demanda a ses
curés de se procurer 47 ouvrages qu'ils devaient, le cas échéant, présenter lors des visites
pastorales et, parmi eux, une Bible, le catéchisme romain” (271); cf. also B. Baroni, La
contre-réforme devant la Bible: La question biblique (Lausanne: 1943). Delumeau’s remarks
raise, as well, the question of the sheer influence of the development of printing on the
location of religion in texts, and it undoubtedly played a role. But any argument
contending that printing in itself is a sufficient explanation must take into account the
fact that printing served a very different function in the Far East—especially in the
earlier periods. There, sacred texts were printed not so they could be read, but so they
could empower sacred objects. The earliest extant examples of printing in Japan, e.g.,
contain “versions of Sanskrit charms [dhdranis} transliterated into Chinese characters,”
and, even if they had been seen, they would have had little or no literal meaning for a
literate Japanese. But they, in fact, were never intended to be seen. They were meant to
be inserted into miniature stipas; see J. Needham, Science and Civilization in China, Vol.
V, Chemistry and Chemical Technology, Pt. 1, Paper and Printing, by Tsien Tsuen-hsuin
(Cambridge: 1985) 336-337; see also 321-322.

* * *

[For some further observations on the early inscriptions from Safici see now: G. Schopen,
“What's in a Name: The Religious Function of the Early Donative Inscriptions,” Unseen
Presence: The Buddba and Sanchi, ed. V. Dehejia (Bombay: 1996) 58-73. For monks and
private property, see Schopen, “Monastic Law Meets the Real World: A Monk's Continuing
Right to Inherit Family Property in Classical India,” History of Religions 35 (1995)
101-123, For Buddhist disposal of the dead, see chs. VII, IX, and X below.}



CHAPTER II

Two Problems in the History of
Indian Buddhism

The Layman/Monk Distinction and the
Doctrines of the Transference of Merit

I.

IN AN AREA like Indian Buddhist doctrinal history, where there is constant
discussion but little proof, it might sometimes be useful if we try to draw up
lists of what we actually know. Such lists might be even more useful if we
distinguish clearly, in so far as this is possible, what we know from what we
have conjectured or reconstructed or hypothesized. This is what I have tried to
do here in regard to two particular problems: the problem of the Layman/Monk
Distinction in Indian Buddhism, and the problem of the Doctrine, or Doctrines,
of the Transference of Merit in Indian Buddhism. If, however, we begin with
the purpose of limiting ourselves to what we can actually know in regard to
these problems, then the conventional evaluation and use of literary sources in
discussions of Buddhist doctrinal history becomes, in fact, our first problem,
and it is here that we must begin.

II.

We know, and have known for some time, that the Pali canon as we have it—and
it is generally conceded to be our oldest source—cannot be taken back further
than the last quarter of the first century B.CE., the date of the Alu-vihara
redaction, the earliest redaction that we can have some knowledge of,' and
that—for a critical history—it can serve, at the very most, only as a source for
the Buddhism of this period. But we also know that even this is problematic

Originally published in Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 10 (1985):9-47. Reprinted with
stylistic changes with permission of Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik.
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since, as Malalasekera has pointed out: “. . . how far the Tipitaka and its commen-
tary reduced to writing at Alu-vihara resembled them as they have come down
to us now, no one can say.”” In fact, it is not until the time of the commentaries
of Buddhaghosa, Dhammapala, and others—that is to say, the fifth to sixth
centuries C.E—that we can know anything definite about the actual contents
of this canon.

We also know that there is no evidence to indicate that a canon existed
prior to the Alu-vihara redaction. Although Asoka in his Bhabra Edict specifically
enjoined both monks and laymen to recite certain texts, which he named,’ he
nowhere in his records gives any indication that he knew of a canon, or the
classification of texts into nikdyas.* We do know, however, that the epithet
paricanekayika occurs in the Bharhut and Safict inscriptions, but we also know
that Lamotte has shown that it is unlikely that this refers to the five collections
of the Surtapitaka.> And even if it could be shown to refer to the nikayas as
codified collections, this would still not push the data for the collection of at
least some texts into nikayas much beyond the first century B.C.E., the approximate
date of the inscriptions from Bharhut and Safici. The earliest known reference
to the Tripitaka is still later. It is found in an inscription published in 1974 by
Fussman that is dated by him to year 5 of Kaniska.® And finally, we also know
that it is not until Nagarjunikonda and Amaravati—and then only in the
South—that we find specific reference to the Digha-, Majjhima-, and, probably,
to the Samyutta-nikdyas in inscriptions.’

The occurrence of the titles sutamtika, sutatika, etc., “one who knows the
sutta” (once at Bharhut, three times at Safict), or vinayadbara, “one who knows
the vinaya” (once at Safici), or petakin, “one who knows the Pitaka” (once at
Bharhut),” proves that just prior to, or contemporaneous with, the date of the
Alu-vihara redaction at least some Buddhist literature had been classified as sutta
and vinaya, and that some idea of a Pitaka had already emerged. But we have
no idea what these classifications included.

What we definitely know of the Pili texts that preceded the Alu-vihara
redaction, or perhaps better, the Atthakatha redaction—the redaction known to
Buddhaghosa, et al.—is limited. We do know that at least two collections of
texts, the Atthakavagga and the Parayanavagga, preceded the first redaction of
the canon that we have; both collections are quoted or referred to by name in
other texts of that canon; both collections have already received commentaries
by the time of the earliest known redaction, and they are the only texts that have;
finally, the commentaries on both collections are themselves already considered
canonical in that early redaction.” We also know that at least seven texts (dhamma-
paliyaya) were known to ASoka since he refers to them by name in his Bhabra
Edict, but unfortunately only three of these have been identified with anything
approaching unanimity (Muni-Gatha = Suttanipata vss. 207-221; Moneya-Site
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= Nalaka-sutta, Suttanipata vss. 699-723; Upatisa-pasine = Sariputta-sutta, Sut-
tanipata vss. 955-975) and even these are not certain.'® If, however, we can take
the Atthakavagga, the Parayanavagga and perhaps the three Asokan texts as we
now have them as representing something like their original form, then we
know, in addition, that those texts that are demonstrably old are all short texts
in verse, and that none of them in form and—it now appears—in content are
anything like the finished suttas of the nikayalagamas, especially the first and
second nikayas.'' This is of importance for the study of doctrinal history, since
the majority of proof texts cited usually come from these two nikdyas.

We also know that Liiders has argued that the reliefs and their accompanying
labels on the railings of Bharhut presuppose actual texts,' but this, again, has
been called into question by Lamotte.'* An interesting point, however, is that
if Liiders were to be correct, then the texts that we would once again have early
evidence for are, again, unlike the finished suttas of the nikayas: if the Bharhut
railings give evidence of actual texts, those texts are in content almost entirely
jataka or avadana texts.'® And it is interesting to note that the donors who
commissioned illustrations from these “texts” were—as we shall see in a consider-
able number of cases—monks or nuns.

We know too that the earliest source we have in an Indian language other
than Pili—and this, according to Norman, is a translation'’>—appears to be the
Gandhari Dbarmapada, the manuscript of which may date to the second century
CE'®
earlier than the fifth cenctury,'” and the Gilgit Manuscripts, which appear to

Of our Sanskrit sources, almost all from Central Asia, probably none is

contain fragments of an Ekottardgama,'® are still later. Our Chinese sources do
not really begin until the second half of the second century, and it is, in fact,
probably not until we arrive at the translations of the Madbhyamdadgama and the
Ekottardgama by Dharmanandin in the last quarter of the fourth century that we
have the first datable sources which allow us to know—however imperfectly—the
actual doctrinal content of at least some of the major divisions of the nikdyal
agama literature.' It is from this period, then, from the end of the fourth century,
that some of the doctrinal content of Hinayana canonical literature can finally
be definitely dated and actually verified. Not before.

III.

I am, of course, aware of the fact that it has been maintained that “higher
criticism” is able to take us back to a point considerably before our earliest
known redaction. Unfortunately, I am also aware of the fact that there are certain
fundamental problems involving the cardinal tenet of this “higher criticism”
and that tenet’s application, which have not been critically examined. The cardinal
tenet of this criticism states, in effect, if all known sectarian versions of a text
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or passage agree, that text or passage must be very old; that is, it must come
from a presectarian stage of the tradition. This principle, in one form or another,
underlies virtually all of the important historical and chronological statements

formulated by Bareau, Frauwallner, et al.?°

But in applying this principle, almost
no account has been given to two important sets of facts.

First, we do not actually know when the sectarian period began. We do
know, as Bareau says, that “Les ouvrages qui nous ont transmis les tableaux et
listes de sectes ne sont pas trés anciens. Aucun ne remonte avec certitude au
dela de 300 ap. J.-C., c’est-a-dire quelque 500 ans apres les événements qu’ils
rapportent.”?! There is, as Bareau clearly shows, a good deal of agreement between
these late sources, and they have much in common. One of the most striking
common elements, however, is that they all give different dates for the appearance
of the schisms. Of those sources that Bareau classifies as “Les traditions de la
premiére époque,” the Dipavamsa says that “tous les schismes se seraient produits
dans la courant du II° s. apreés la Nirvana”; the Sammatiya tradition says that
the first took place in 137 EN. (= “ere du Nirvana”), the second in 200 EN.,
and the third in 400 E.N.; “La tradition cachemirienne” has schisms taking place
in 100 E.N. and in the IIf, III¢, and IV® centuries E.N., but according to the
Magijusripariprechdsitra “tous les schismes auraient eu lieu dans la I s. de I'ere
du Nirvana."?? We also know, again as Bareau says, that on the basis of epigraphi-
cal sources “l'existence de la quasi-totalité des sectes est un fait certain,” but
that “nous n’avons plus d'autres renseignements avant le II¢ s. de notre ere. A
cette époque, les inscriptions nous apprennent la présence des Sarvastivadin:
prées de Peshawer, dans I'Ouest du Cachemire, a Mathura et a Cravasti; des
Mahasanghika: 2 Mathura, a Karle, etc.” We know, in other words, that it is
not until the second century C.E. that we begin to find references to actual
“schools” in inscriptions.”> They simply do not occur in the earlier periods of
known Buddhist inscriptions. Not at Bharhut and Safici—although both sites
testify to the existence of the beginnings of the division of labor (sutamtika,
vinayadhbara, etc.) that some have argued was an important precondition to the
eventual emergence of the sects.”’ And not in the known Asokan inscriptions.
In spite of the fact that there appears to have been some kinds of internal
problems within the Samgha, ASoka always speaks of it as “the Samgha” or “the
Bhiksu-Samgha.”*> We know, therefore, that there is no actual evidence for the
emergence of the schools prior to the second century C.E. The precise value of
the literary tradition—especially the vinayas—in regard to this question leads
us to the second group of problems involved in the application of this particular
method of criticism.

In applying the principle that says, in effect, if all known versions of a text
or passage agree, that text or passage must be very old, almost no account has
been given to the fact that all the material to which it is applied is very late:
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the Pali sources, as we have already seen, cannot be taken back beyond 29 to
17 B.C.E. (the Alu-vihara redaction), and we cannot know anything definite about
their actual contents until the fifth or sixth centuries (the Atthakatha redaction);
probably none of the Chinese sources go back beyond the second century C.E.
and most are considerably later; the Sanskrit sources for the early literature—and
here we are talking about manuscripts—are, with few exceptions, even later
(from the fifth century on); and the Tibetan sources later still (not before the
seventh century). The textual critic is therefore comparing texts from uniformly
late stages of the literary tradition. Once this is taken fully into account, any
agreement between the sources is open to a very different, if not the very opposite
interpretation. The cardinal tenet may then have to be framed in the following
form: If all known versions of a text or passage agree, that text or passage is
probably late; that is, it probably represents the results of the conflation and
gradual leveling and harmonization of earlier existing traditions.

This idea, of course, is not new. Wassilieff, for example, in an old paper
which raised a number of points that have never been answered, says:

Ordinairement pour établir I'ancienneté de la composition des Vinayas on
insiste sur ce trait que, dans toutes les rédactions ou dans toutes les écoles
ils sont a peu pres identiques. . . . Mais a notre avis ce trait méme prouve
que les Vinayas parvenus a nous ont été rédigés a une époque tardive, quand
la question de la vie ascétique ne constituait plus un sujet de discussion,
et que toutes les écoles étaient déja fort tranquillement établies dans des
monasteres, et avaient pris en conséquence une teinte monotone, parce que
pour la vie en communauté, méme dans les autres religions, les régles
établies ne peuvent sorcir du cadre connu.?*

More recently Lamotte has said in his remarks on Frauwallner's The Earliest
Vinaya and the Beginnings of Buddhist Literature chat

Si dans le canevas de ces derniers [i.e., the various vinayas}—et nous songeons
surtout aux Vinaya Pali, Mahi§asaka et Dharmagupta—on constate de
remarquables similitudes, le fait s’explique par un développement paralléle.
Les communautés bouddhiques ne vivaient pas en vase clos; elles suivaient
avec intérét les travaux exécutés par leurs voisins. Il n'y a donc rien d'éton-
nant a ce qu'elles aient travaillé selon les mémes méthodes et en suivant
pratiquement le méme plan.?’

And Bareau himself notes that “les exemples de bonne entente entre moines de
sectes différentes abondent.” He then says, as an example, that “Dans I'Uddiyana,
les Mahasanghika, les Sarvastivadin, les Mahisasaka, les Dharmaguptaka, et les
Kasgyapiya vécurent durant des siecles en parfait accord et meme en véritable
symbiose . . .”?* But perhaps even more important than these general considera-
tions is the fact that something like what I have suggested can, I think, actually
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be shown to be the case in those instances where we are fortunate enough to
have an unrevised version of a text or passage still preserved.

The fact, for example, that the Pali version as well as the Mahasanghika,
Mahiéasaka, and Dharmaguptaka versions of the account of the remains of the
Buddha Kasyapa studied by Bareau all agree in placing a stipa of Kasyapa at
Toyika cannot result from the fact that this is an old, presectarian tradition. On
the contrary, the fact that they all agree in this seems to result from the very
opposite; it seems to result from the fact that they all represent later, revised,
and conflated versions of an earlier tradition that knew nothing of a s#7pa. Here,
unfortunately, I can give only a very condensed summary of this important case,
but it is clear that we have in this instance a fine example of how the accepted
principle of this “higher criticism” is supposed to work, and—as we shall
see—when we can actually check it, it is also clear that it does not seem to
work very well at all.

To begin with what Bareau has collected, we have three versions of what is
clearly the same text: a Mahasanghika, a Mahisasaka, and a Dharmaguptaka
version. These three versions, according to Bareau, “sont étroitement apparentées
et proviennent manifestement d'un méme récit antérieur.””” We also have a Pali
version of this text, which appears to be the latest of all the versions and is also
obviously related to the other three.’® These four versions have a number of
elements in common, and although each has been padded out with one or more
of a variety of subplots and literary clichés taken from the common stock of

' the basic elements of the text are, in each version,

Buddhist story literature,’
still clearly visible and can be separated out: the Buddha is traveling in Kosala;
he reaches a spot near a village called Tou-i, Tou-tseu, Todeyya (all = Skt.
Toyika); he has an encounter with a man working in a nearby field as a result
of which it becomes known that the szZpa of the Buddha Kiasyapa lies buried
under this spot; the Buddha then makes the stZpa appear momentarily and, after
it disappears, he and/or the monks construct a stipa on that spot from mud
("boue”, “boule de boue”; in the Pali account a stiipa of stone appears; the
Mahisasaka account adds “ce fut le premier st#pa élevé alors sur le territoire du
Jambudvipa”); this then is followed—in one case preceded—by instructions on
how a stipa should be built and/or by verses praising the merit of building or
worshipping stipas. Since all four versions agree on these basic elements of the text,
and since each version belongs to a separate school, we can conclude—according to
the accepted principle—that the essential elements of this account must go back
to a very old or presectarian stage of the tradition. As a matter of fact, on the
basis of the agreement between the three Chinese versions set alongside his
interpretation of the Nigali Sagar Edict of ASoka, Bareau concludes that “cette
légende parait antérieure 3 Asoka.”** Here, however, unlike in the overwhelming
majority of such cases, we can actually check both the conclusion and procedure,
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since yet another version of this text—a version of an unusual kind—is in this
case also available.

What is clearly a fifth version of this account of the remains of the Buddha
Kasyapa is now found once in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya from Gilgit*® and
twice in the Divyavadana.’* And, although this version clearly belongs to the
same group and has the same basic narrative structure (the Buddha going to
Toyika, his encounter with the man working in the field, his “miraculous” raising
of the relics for the monks to see, etc.) it differs from the other four in at least
two important ways. First, it has none of the various subplots found in the other
versions—a fairly sure sign of priority’>—and, second, it knows absolutely
nothing about a st#pa at Toyika or its construction. Here, it is not a stipa
that the Buddha makes appear, but only “the undivided mass of relics of the
Samyaksambuddha Kasyapa (kasyapasya samyaksambuddbasyavikopitah sarivasam-
ghata ucchrapitah).” The text, in fact, knows only these relics, which are buried in
the ground, and is concerned solely with the sacralization of that otherwise
unmarked piece of ground by acts of worship and the establishment of a festival
(maha). The merit it praises arises, first of all, from activities undertaken in
regard to this prthivipradesa and, secondly, in regard to buddbacaityas (always
plural), a term which here quite clearly has nothing to do with st@pas. This
version, in short, reflects a tradition—apparently later revised—that only knew
a form of the relic cult in which the st4pa did not yet have a part.*

The existence of this version is somewhat puzzling, but I think it is impossi-
ble to see it as anything else but an old account that, for some reason, was never
revised. The simple narrative structure, the absence of the well-known subplots
and literary clichés, the absence, especially, of any reference to a st#Zpa—all make
it impossible, I think, to put it any place but at the beginning of the known
history of this particular text. We have, then, what appears to be the earliest
known account that knows nothing of a sz#jpa at Toyika—and this is an important
stipa—set over against the versions of the Mahasanghika, Mahisasaka, Dharma-
guptaka, and the Theravada, all of which must be later and all of which agree
that there was a stipa of KasSyapa at Toyika. It would appear, then, that the
original version, represented now by the Malasarvastivada account, was revised
at some point in time, and that once this revision was made in one school’s
account, it was accepted and incorporated into the accounts of all schools other
than—and here probably only by an oversight—the Malasarvastivada. In any
case, here it appears in one of the very few cases where we actually have the
means to check the conclusions that would be generated by our “higher criticism,”
that the Mahasanghika, Mahi§asaka, Dharmaguptaka, and Theravada accounts
agree not because they represent the old presectarian version, but because they
almost certainly represent later, conflated, and fundamentally altered versions of
an earlier tradition.?’
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Iv.

But if we know that we cannot know anything definite about the actual doctrinal
content of the nikdyaldgama literature much before the fourth century CE., we
also know that a very considerable number of Buddhist inscriptions predate by
several centuries the old Chinese translations of the Madbyamagama and the
Ekottaragama, and that if we want to look at the oldest verifiable sources for the
question of the layman/monk distinction in Indian Buddhism—and this is one
of the questions we are concerned with here—we must look first at these
inscriptions.

This inscriptional material has at least two distinct advantages. First, much
of it predates what we can definitely know from literary sources. Second, and
perhaps of greater importance, this material tells us not what some literate,
educated Indian Buddhist wrote, but what a fairly large number of practicing
Buddhists actually did. In Buddhist studies, scholars intent on generating histori-
cal statements have consistently used textual sources as if they were somehow
descriptions of actual behavior, and little explicit consideration has been given
to the almost certain noncongruency between an ideal and the actual. This is
particularly well illustrated in a long series of statements concerning the Monk.
Implicit in almost everything that has been said about him is the assumption
that the scheme of the religious life for the monk preserved in our literary sources
is not a normative and carefully contrived ideal paradigm, but an adequate
historical reflection of the actual career of the typical Buddhist monk of the
early centuries. I think we need cite here only a single example—enormously
influential—which is particularly germane to our topic. In the sole paragraph
devoted to the stipalrelic cult in his classic Buddha, sein Leben, seine Lebre, seine
Gemeinde, Oldenberg stated flatly in reference to the stipa cult chat “the order
of monks as such has nothing to do with this pompous show of veneration; the
old rules of the order have not a word to say about it.”*® Our donative inscriptions,
however, would seem to indicate otherwise.

V.

The earliest donative inscriptions that we have come from the railings of Bharhut
and Safct and date from about 120 to 80 B.C.E.* Here already, we know for
certain that a considerable proportion of the donors—those donors actively
involved with establishing and embellishing sacred objects and sacred sites,
those donors actively involved with the stpa cult and donative, merit-making
activity—were monks or nuns. At Bharhut, for example, almost 40 percent of
the donors were either monks (twenty-four) or nuns (fourteen).*® We also know
that a considerable proportion of these individuals were not simply monks, but

doctrinal specialists: six are called bbanakas, “reciters”; one is called sutamtika,
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“one who knows the sutta”; one is called a petakin, “one who knows the Pitaka”;
and one is referred to as a pacanckayika, “one who [according to Lamotte] was
versed in the canonical doctrine taken as a whole.”!

A very similar picture emerges from an analysis of the Kharostht inscriptions
edited by Konow. Here, if we restrict ourselves to donations that are connected
with the st7pa cult or the cult of images, we find that again more than 40 percent
of the donors are monks (sixteen) and the rest laymen of different categories (nine-
teen).*? Here too, although titles are much less common in the Kharosthi inscrip-
tions, at least one of the monk-donors is called a venaea, a vainayika, “one who knows
the vinaya,” and another is called a trepidaka, “one who knows the Tripitaka.”*

We also know from other donative inscriptions that the proportion of monastic
donors increases. For example—and it is a representative example—in the Mathura
inscriptions collected by Liiders, which are certainly Buddhist and in which the
name of the donor is given or preserved, well over 50 percent of those donors are
monks or nuns.* Among these we find a monk who is called both a bhanaka and
a caturvidya (which Liiders takes to mean one “who knows the fourfold scriptures”);
another who is called a dharmakathika, “a preacher of the Dbarma’; and two monks
who are called prabanikas or, according to Liiders, “practisers of meditation”; we
also find a nun-donor who is said to be the niece of another nun who is a trepitaka
and the pupil of a monk who is given the same title.*’

In the inscriptions from the “Buddhist cave temples” collected by Burgess,
if again we restrict ourselves to donations connected with cult forms (images,
caityagrhas, relics, etc.) and exclude gifts of residences (cells, caves, cisterns) and
endowments for the material support of the residences and the monks living
there, we find that slightly more than 65 percent of the donors were monks or
nuns (twenty-eight) and fewer than 35 percent were laymen.

Finally, if we go further and look at those inscriptions that, as [ have recently
attempted to show, are probably Mahayana, the figures are even more striking.
In those inscriptions that appear to be Mahayana—and here we are talking about
nearly eighty individual inscriptions—the donors in more than 70 percent of
the cases are monks or nuns, mostly the former, and only 20 percent are laymen.*’

None of this accords very well, if at all, with received views on the matter,
with the views that maintain that there was a sharp distinction between the
kinds of religious activities undertaken by monks and the kinds of religious
activity undertaken by laymen, and with the view that cult and religious giving
were essentially and overwhelmingly lay concerns in the Indian Buddhist con-
text.*® In fact, if we stick to what we can actually know, it would appear that
something very like the opposite was the case: we know for certain from inscrip-
tions that from ca. 150 B.C.E—that is to say, from our earliest knowable donative
inscriptions and well before we can have any definite knowledge of the textual
tradition—monks and nuns formed a substantial proportion of those involved
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in donative, merit-making activities connected with the st7Zpa cult and, somewhat
later, the cult of images, and that this proportion increased continually as time
passed. We also know that, in a considerable number of cases, these individuals
were not just ordinary monks, but doctrinal specialists (trepitakas, vainayikas,
etc.) and the acknowledged transmitters of Buddhist teaching (bhanakas). Finally,
it is also worth noting that the Mahayana figures are particularly significant. We
know on the basis of these figures that, from its first appearance in inscriptions, the
Mahidyana was a monk-dominated movement, and that it continued to be so
until the thirteenth century, the date of our last known Mahayana inscription.
But this is not all that we can know from these donative inscriptions.

VI.

The donations recorded at Bharhut and Safict concern gifts of posts, railings,
sculpted medallions, and the like—that is to say, gifts intended to embellish
and mark the stipa as an object of worship. The Kharostht inscriptions too, at
least in their earlier phases, are often connected with the stapa/relic cults, although
we also find a number of inscriptions connected with images. But the donations
recorded in the Mathura inscriptions as well as the inscriptions from the “cave
temples,” while still including gifts connected with stZpas and the so-called
establishment of relics, are increasingly more concerned with the setting up of
images, and the Mahayana inscriptions are almost exclusively so. So, while the
purely epigraphic evidence of the monastic control and dominance of the stipa
cult—ac least in our samples—is perhaps not quite so clear, there is absolutely
no doubt that the cult of images was overwhelmingly a monastic concern. In
the eighteen Kharostht inscriptions edited by Konow that record the setting up
of an image and in which the name of the donor is given or preserved, almost
two-thirds or thirteen of eighteen of the donors are monks.*” The figures for
Liiders’ Mathura inscriptions are almost exactly the same: in the twenty-eight
inscriptions that have or preserve a name and that record the gift of an image,
eighteen of twenty-eight of the donors are monks and nuns—again almost two-
thirds.”’ In the seventeen “cave temple” inscriptions collected by Burgess that
are connected with an image, the donor in every case but one is a monk.’" In
the inscriptions I have identified as Mahayana, virtually all of which are concerned
with the making or setting up of images, more than 70 percent of the donors
are monks or nuns (mostly, again, the former).’*

But we know even more than this. We know that not only was the image
cult overwhelmingly a monastic concern, it was also, on the basis of the available
information, a monastically initiated cult. We know that the earliest Buddha
images accompanied by a dated donative inscription—and these are some of the
earliest datable examples of both Mathura and Gandhira art—were all set up
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by monks or nuns. We can cite, for example, the images set up by the ubiquitous
Bhiksu Bala or his pupils at Kosam, Sarnath, Set-Mahet, and Mathura,”® or the
image set up by Buddhananda in the fifth year of Kaniska.”! Note too that,
once again, we know for certain that in many cases these monastic donors were
not just average monks. Both Bala and Buddhananda are specifically said to be
trepitakas, that is to say, “those who know the Tripitaka”, a little later ac Jauliaf
we find an image that was the gift “of the friar versed in the Vinaya” (¢fe}nae(i)asa
bhikshusa).>> All of these monks were doctrinal specialists, and they were all
actively engaged in and concerned with popular cult practice.

VIIL.

The earliest donative inscriptions that we know clearly establish the active and
sizable participation of monks in the st7pa cult from at least 150 B.CE. This
again, we know, is fully confirmed by archaeology and the history of monastic
architecture. We know, again from the very beginning of our actual evidence
(e.g., the early cave complexes at Kondivte, Nadsur, Pitalkhora, Ajanta, and so
forth) that, as Nagao has inadvertently shown, “the caitya was already part of
the monastic complex,” and that “the stiipa was not merely approved and accepted
by the monastic community but actually adopted by it, integrated into cenobitic

"¢ 1 think, however, it is only fair to

life as one of its most important elements.
say that Nagao probably did not intend to show that from the very beginning
of our actual evidence, the caitya was already part of the monastic complex, etc.
Like a number of other authors, he posits several earlier phases for the development
of monastic architecture. Unfortunately, that there is evidence for these phases
is less than clear. For example, for the first of these phases, Nagao takes several
passages from the vinaya as evidence for the fifth or fourth century B.CE. after
he himself has already said that the vinaya “took its present textual form only
about the beginning of the Christian era,” and that “these texts {the vinayasl,
though they refer to many incidents contemporaneous with the Buddha himself,
reflect the thinking of a much later time, the time of their own redaction.” He
bases the next of his phases on an overstatement of the archaeological facts. He
refers to what might or might not be the Jivakamravana—or Jivakarama (Pali:
Jivakambavana), the arama supposedly given to the Buddha by the famous
physician Jivaka—and draws a number of conclusions from what he sees there.
But again, we do not know anything definite about the nature or purpose of
the building in question; we do not even know whether it was a monastery, let
alone whether it was the Jivakamravana, and we still do not have anything like
a full report on what the excavation brought to light. There are, as a matter of
fact, a number of other “Elliptical Structures” similar to the so-called Jivakamra-
vana, and, according to Sarkar who has made a study of them, at least two of
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these buildings, “are identified as st4pas”!*’ Nagao’s discussion of actual, verifiable
monastic architecture begins then only with his remarks on the “cave temples”
and, importantly, the place of the st#Zpa at those sites.

The history of Buddhist monastic architecture, however, does not simply
confirm the active participation of monks in the st#pa/relic cult. It would also
seem to indicate something more than this; it would seem to indicate that the
cult was, from the very beginning of our evidence, both monastically controlled
and monastically dominated. That this was the case seems to follow from the
fact that the st@pas that we know are almost always found in close association
with monastic complexes and very frequently fully incorporated into such com-
plexes. The significance of this relationship is reinforced when we note that
only very rarely do we find stipas or caityagrbas disassociated from monastic
establishments. The only instance, in fact, that [ am able to cite is Sirkap.>®

We can also add to this two pieces of epigraphical evidence not yet specifically
mentioned. First, everywhere, but especially noticeable in the Kharostht inscrip-
tions, even when relics or stipas are given by laymen, they are almost always
given “in the acceptance of” or “for the acceptance of” (parigrabe, pratigrahe) one
or another monastic community or school.’” Either that or they are specifically
said to be given in conjunction with a samgharama or vibara or to a particular
vibara.”® Second, we might note an interesting KharosthT inscription that is yet
to be fully understood. This particular inscription seems to record that, on the
date that “the pole of the stipa was erected” (yathim aropayata), “a laywoman”
(upasika) gave in addition to—assuming Konow’s interpretation of thapa{i}cham
is right—the “setting up of the pole” (yathipratithana), the “surrounding struc-
ture” as well. It is clear that the erection of the yagti was a significant event;
the inscription is dated on the day that chis took place, and it probably indicated
the completion of the stipa and signaled its inauguration as an object of worship.
The significant point here is that although both the setting up of the yagt7 and
the “surrounding structure” were the gifts of a laywoman, it was expressly stated
that it was a monk, a “preacher of the Dbarma” (dharmakathika), who performed
the ceremony that appears to have officially marked the st7pa as an object
of worship.®!

VIII.

We also know a few more specific things about doctrinal history on the basis
of our donative inscriptions. We read, for example, in an inscription dated in
the year 51 of Huveska from Machura:
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(1) ... {a}sya (plulrva}ya (bhi}ksu(na} (b}uddb{a}varmana (bhagava}tah
(Sak}ylam}u . . . pratima pratistapita sarvalbluddbapijart(th}a{m} anana
d{e}yadharmaparityagen{a} upadhy(a}yasya saghadasasya
{n}irva(n}a{valptaye = (s}t{u} mataplit} . . . buddb{a}varmas{y}a
sarvad(u)kbopasamaya sarvasatvabitasukb{alr(th}a . . .

Liders, Mathura Inscriptions §29

. on this date an image of the Blessed One Sakyamuni was set up by the
Monk Buddhavarman for the worship of all Buddhas. Through this religious
gift may his Preceptor Sanighadasa attain nirvana, (may it also be) for the cessation
of all suffering of his parents . . . (and) for the welfare and happiness of all beings.

In another inscription on an image pedestal, again from Mathura, we find:

(11) bbikbusa budhav{i}lasa dan{a} mat{a)pit(r}in{a} pujaye savasav{a}n{a} ca
Liiders, Mathura Inscriptions §90

(This is) the gift of the Monk Buddhapala (which is made) as an act of p#ja for
his parents and all beings.

Even more interesting are two inscriptions, one on a pillar base from the Jamalpur
Mound, the other a Kharostht inscription on an image “said to have come from
near Peshawar”:%

() + {d}a(na}m bb{ik}sus{yla b ... + ... m{i}trasya v{o}jya + (vasi}kasya
— (matap}i + {(tr}na {abhyat}itaka + laga(ta}nam pujay(e} + bhavatu
sa{db}yivi + harisya dbarma{d)evia}s{y}a + ar{o}gla}daksin{a}y{e}
{bha}lvat{u)}

Liders, Mathura Inscriptions §44

).64 May it be an

(This is) the gift of the Monk . .. mitra, the Vojyavasika (?
act of pizja for his deceased parents. May it (also) be for the granting of health

to his companion Dharmadeva.

(IV) sa{m} 4 1 phagunasa masasa di pamcami budbanadasa trepidakasa danamukbe
madapidarana adbvadidana puyaya bbavatu
Fussman, BEFEOQ 61 (1974) 54

Year 5, on the fifth day of the month Phalguna. This is the gift of Buddhananda
who knows the Tripitaka. May it be an act of p#ja for his deceased parents.

Finally, we might cite yet another inscription on a pillar base found at the
Jamilpur Mound:



36 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

(V) ayam ku{m}pbbako danam bhiksunam surtyasya buddbaraksitasya ca prabanik{a}-
nlam} anletn{a} deryadharmmaparityagen{a} sarvves{alm pr{a@thanikanam
arogyadaksin{alye bhavatr{am}

Liders, Mathura Inscriptions §46

This pillar base is the gift of the Monks Suriya and Buddharaksita who are

65

practisers of meditation.” May chis offering of a religious gift be for granting

healch to all practisers of meditation.

What we want to note are the basic ideas expressed in these records. It is,
for example, clear that it was held that someone could be expected to obtain
nirvana as the result of an act of p#ja undertaken on his behalf by another. It
was held that acts of pija could be undertaken for one’s parents, whether living
or dead. It was also held that acts of p#ja could be undertaken for the sake of
conferring health on others. These are the expressed ideas and intentions of the
individual donors. And we know beyond the shadow of a doubt that these ideas
and goals were held and, more importantly, acted upon by members of the
monastic community, that these were, in fact, monastic ideas and goals. We can
add rto this that, here again, the members of the monastic community in question
were not, at least in two cases, just average monks. In one case they refer to
themselves and the intended beneficiaries of their act as “practisers of meditation”;
in another the donor is said to be one “who knows the Tripitaka.”

IX.

Fussman, in his remarks on the Kharosth inscription cited above (no. IV),
introduces our second problem. He explicitly recognizes that this inscription is
a concrete expression of “la doctrine . .. du transfert des mérites.” In fact, che
same is true for all of the inscriptions just cited. All of these are individual
applications of a single basic idea, the idea that the results of a religious act
undertaken by one individual may be assigned or “transferred” to others, and
even to all others—an act is undertaken “for the welfare and happiness of all
beings” Garvasatvabitasukbartham), or “as an act of piija for one's parents” (matapi-
trina pujaye), or “for the granting of health” (arogyadaksinaye) to one or another
individual. But in recognizing this fact, Fussman makes a number of statements
that are more difficult to accept. He says:

Je crois plutdt qu'il {the gift made in honor of the donor’s deceased parents
in IV cited above} implique lexistence de la doctrine mahayaniste du
cransfere des mérites . . . Si notre interprétation est correcte, ce relief a été
offert par un sectateur du Mahayana . . . Nous avons, donc, pour la premiere
fois, une preuve de l'existence de courants mahayanistes dans ['Inde du

Nord-Ouest, a la fin du premier siecle de n.e.*
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Fussman is almost certainly right in seeing here a doctrine of the transference
of merit, but I think—and I think it can be shown—that the doctrine of the
transference of merit which occurs in these inscriptions is not a Mahayana
doctrine, and that none of the inscriptions I have cited, including his Kharostht
inscription, are Mahayana inscriptions.

We know that the formula “May it be an act of piz7a for his deceased parents”
(madapidarana adhvadidana puyaya bbavatu) found in Fussman’s inscription is also
found elsewhere. He himself refers to the similar formula found in the inscription
from the Jamilpur Mound that I have cited above (III), and Damsteegt refers
to at least fifteen examples (including Fussman’s and the Jamalpur inscription)
of what he calls the “shorter” and “extended” forms of this expression.®” From
a survey of these we know that, in at least five instances, this formula appears
in conjunction with a specifically named school and that in every instance that
school is a Hinayana school: in a Mathura inscription edited by Sircar that
records a gift to the Mahasanghikas, we find the expression matapitrana abbatita-
na(m}. . ..% In an inscription from Kanheri dating from the Satavahana period
in which we find the phrase {ma}tapitinam abbatita(nam} . . . piijaya, the donation
is made in conjunction with the Bhadrayaniyas.®” Three instances of what Dams-
teegt calls the “shorter” form—matapit{r}ina pujaya, etc.,—also occur in associa-
tion with the name of a school: at Nagarjunikonda we find matapituno piji . . .
in conjunction with the Aparamahavinaseliyas (Aparasailas);’® ac Karli matapituna

' and the shorter form also

paja(ya} in association with the Mahasanghikas;’
occurs in a Kharosth inscription from Wardak, again in association with the
Mahasanghikas.”? It is, I think, clear from this that whenever expressions like
madapidarana adbvadidana puyaya, matapituna pifjaya, occur in any inscription
that also contains the name of a school, that school is always a Hinayana school
(the Bhadrayapiyas once, the Aparasailas once, and the Mahasanghikas three
times). The other side of this is that the expression madapidarana adbvadidana
puyaya or any of its variants is never found in association with the name Mahayana,
ot with the titles Sz&yabhibsul-bhiksunt or Paramopasakal-opasika (which, as I have
tried to show, were used at first by the group we now call the Mahayana), and
here again we are talking about nearly eighty inscriptions from several periods
and from almost all parts of India.”* Exactly the same pattern recurs if we look
at any of the other formulae found in the five inscriptions I have cited above.

In the second inscription of this group, the Monk Buddhapala makes his
donation “as an act of pgja for his parents and all beings” (mat{a)pit{r}in{a}
pujaye savasav{aln{a} ca). In the first, the Monk Buddhavarman sets up an image
and specifies that this act—that is to say, the resulting merit—is to be for, in
part, “the welfare and happiness of all beings” (sarvasarvahitasukh{a}r(th}a). This
lacter formula, which again clearly “implique l'existence de la doctrine . .. du
transfert des mérites,” is found very frequently in Buddhist inscriptions of almost
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all periods, and in a number of instances it is also found in conjunction with a
specifically named school, but never in conjunction with the name mahayana or
the titles s@éyabhiksu and the like. At Mathura it occurs in conjunction with
the Sarvastivadins once and twice with the Mahasanghikas;’* at Karli it again
occurs in association with the Mahasanghikas,”” and in yet another Kharosthi
inscription edited by Fussman it occurs in association with the Dharmagupta-
kas; ® it occurs in two inscriptions from Kanheri in connection with the Bhadraya-
niyas;”” and in one inscription from Nagarjunikonda published by Vogel it occurs
in conjunction with the Mahisasaka,’® while in another from the same place it
is associated with the Vibhajyavadins;’® finally, it appears again associated with
the Sarvastivadins in a KharosthT inscription published by Konow® and in an
inscription from Kaman published by Biihler.®! We know, therefore, that when-
ever the expression sarvasatvabitasukbartha, or some variant thereof, occurs in
any inscription that also contains the name of a school, that school is always a
Hinayana school, and that the expression is never found in inscriptions associated
with the groups we now call the Mahayana ??

I think that, in light of this material, Fussman’s remarks on the possible
Mahayana character of his inscription must be put aside. But in the process of
testing his hypothesis, we have discovered at least one very important fact: we
know now, beyond any doubt, that virtually all of the Hinayana schools mentioned
in inscriptions accepted gifts that were given with an implicit doctrine of the
transference of merit explicitly attached to them, that they accepted gifts that
were expressly stated to have been made, for example, “as an act of p#7a for one’s
dead parents.” This, coupled with the fact that, in at least some cases, the donors
were monks presumably belonging to the same schools, would seem to indicate
that we can legitimately conclude that all of these schools, the Mahasanghikas,
Sarvastivadins, Bhadrayaniyas, and so on, had and held a doctrine of the transfer-
ence of merit. But at the same time, we also know that the groups we now call
the Mahayana did not have and did not hold this same doctrine of the transference
of merit. We know this from the fact that the formulae that express this doctrine
are completely absent from what appear to be Mahayana inscriptions. We also
know it from the formulae actually found in inscriptions that appear to belong
to the Mahayana group.

X.

As we have seen above, the doctrine of the transference of merit, which in
inscriptions is explicitly associated with the named Hinayana schools, is expressed
in a number of formulae. An act may be undertaken “for the welfare and happiness
of all beings,” or “as an act of p#ya for . . . (deceased) parents,” or more specifically
“for the granting of health” to one individual or another.®” We might also note
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that the act might also be undertaken, as in the first inscription from Mathura
cited above, for the attainment of nirvana by someone other than the donor, or,
as in the Taxila Silver Scroll Inscription, for a generalized, nonspecific attainment
of nirvana.®* But this is not a frequently expressed intention of religious donations
in Hinayana inscriptions.®” The actual transference in the doctrine of the transfer-
ence of merit associated with the Sarvastivadins, Mahasanghikas, and so on, is,
therefore, not consistently oriented toward one specific goal. In most cases, it
seems to simply involve the assignment of merit by one individual (the donor) to
another (the expressed beneficiary) for no specific purpose other than, presumably,
increasing the recipient’s store of merit. When a more specific purpose is also
stated, it is, on occasion, the attainment of nirvana, but more frequently, it is
something less than the religious goal sanctioned by the literary tradition:
granting health or conferring long life on some specified individual, for example.®¢
In what appear to be Mahayana inscriptions, by contrast, apart from a very small
number of questionable exceptions,?” the act or gift recorded is always undertaken,
first of all, for “all beings”"—even if, as we shall see, certain individuals within
the category of “all beings” are, in many cases, particularly singled out. And,
again in virtually every case, the transference of meric to “all beings” in the
Mahayana inscriptions is explicitly stated to be for a single, specific purpose,
the simplest form of this being yad atra punyam tad bhavatu sarvasatvianam
anuttarajiianavaptaye: “what here is the merit, may that be for the obtaining of
supreme knowledge by all beings.” That is to say, the merit of the act in
Mahayana inscriptions is always said to be intended specifically for the attainment
of anuttarajiiana.®® This is apparent from the very beginning of our Mahayana
inscriptions and is found even in what might be called, from a purely epigraphical
point of view, an early proto-Mahayana inscription from Mathura.

This proto-Mahayana inscription, published first by Nakamura and more
recently by Mukherjee,? is of importance for a number of reasons, not the least
of which is the fact that it contains the earliest, indeed the only, reference to
the Buddha Amitabha in Indian inscriptions and is, therefore, one of the few
hard facts we have concerning this Buddha and his cult in India proper.”® The
inscription records the fact that in the year 26 of Huveska an “image of the
Blessed One, the Buddha Amitabha, was set up for the worship of the Buddha”
(bbagavato buddha amitabbasya pratima pratisthapita buddha pijaye) by an individual
named Nagaraksita or Samraksita.”' He is not given a title, although his son is
called a s@rthaviha, “caravan merchant” or “itinerant trader,” and his grandfacher
is called a sresthin, “banker” or the “head of a guild.” The record then concludes
with the words imena kusalamulena sarva(satana)anuttarajiianam pratp(i)m (cd:prap-
tim) (bha) (va) (tu): “through this root of merit may there be the atrainment of

supreme knowledge by all beings.”
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Although this inscription does not yet have all of the features that characterize
those inscriptions that can, I think, be shown to be Mahayana, it is clearly
related to them: its donor, unlike the donors of the majority of our typical
Mahayana inscriptions,”” does not refer to himself as a paramopasaka or a sakyopa-
saka (he appears to be, by the way, almost certainly a layman); where the typical
Mahayidna inscriptions always use the phrase yad atra punyam tad . . ., the pres-
ent inscription uses the phrase imena kusalamulena (a phrase that, according to
Damsteegt, also occurs in three Kharostht inscriptions and one from Bodh-Gaya,

but one which does not occur elsewhere, even at Mathura);”’

finally, the present
inscription, instead of the final construction standard in our Mahayana inscrip-
tions—tad bhavatu . . . anuttarajianavaptaye—mhas anuttarajiianam praptim bbavatu.
In spite of these differences, I think it is obvious that the present inscription
represents a stage in the development toward the classical form of Mahayana
inscriptions. When we bear in mind that it is earlier by at least two centuries
than the earliest of our typical Mahayana inscriptions, I think that we can
legitimately see it as an early prototype of the lacter. It is significant, therefore,
that this early prototype already contains the two features which distinguish the
doctrine of the transference of merit associated with the group now known as
the Mahayana from that associated with the Hinayiana schools: it explicitly
declares that the merit from the act undertaken is to be assigned to “all beings,”
and that merit so assigned is intended specifically for “the attainment of supreme
knowledge” by those beings.”!

We can compare one other formula found in inscriptions associated with
the Hinayana schools with its counterparts in Mahayana inscriptions. In the
former inscriptions, as we have seen, donors frequently present their gift “as an
act of pja for their parents” or “as an act of p#ja for their deceased parents.”
This, again, is always expressed simply as a “transference” of merit from donor
to parent; the merit is never said to be for any specified end. The corresponding
formula found in the Mahayana inscriptions—and it is very frequently found—is
once again quite different. The simplest forms of the expression are yad atra
punyam tad bbavatu matapitypiivvangamam krtvd sarvasatvanan anuttarajianavip-
taye, “What here is the merit, may that, having placed my parents in the forefront,
be for the obtaining of supreme knowledge by all beings”; or yad atra punyam
tad bhavatu matapitroh sarvasatvandn canuttarajianavaptaye, “What here is the
merit, may that be for the obtaining of supreme knowledge by my parents and
all beings.” Here again, using the same basic formula as before, the donor declares
that he wishes that the merit from his act should go for the obtainment of
anuttarajiiana by the category “all beings,” but here he adds a kind of subclause
to the formula specifically singling out certain individuals within that category.
Either that, or he simply joins the specific individuals he wants to mention and
the larger category with an “and.” But in any case, whenever parents or other
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specific individuals are mentioned in Mahayana inscriptions as the intended
beneficiaries of a donor’s act, they are never mentioned by themselves as they
are in Hinayana inscriptions, but always in conjunction with the category of
“all beings,” either together with that category (matapitroh sarvasatvanan ca) or,
more commonly, as a subgroup within it (matapitrpirvarigaman krtva sarvasatva-
nam). And note again that, in inscriptions associated with the Mahayana, whether
the donor directs his merit only to the general category “all beings” or whether
in addition he specifically singles out his parents or other individuals within
that larger group, the merit from his act is a/ways explicitly stated to be for the
obtainment of “supreme knowledge.”® Finally, we might note that in none of
our Mahayina inscriptions is merit ever transferred to deceased parents or for
such things as conferring health or granting long life. These seem to have
been—at least epigraphically—exclusively Hinayana ideas.

XI.

There is very little doubt about which of the two basic forms of the doctrine of
the transference of merit found in inscriptions is—epigraphically—the oldest.
If we put aside the proto-Mahayana inscription from Mathura, none of our
Mahayana inscriptions are earlier than the fourth century € £.%¢ This means that
a very considerable number of the inscriptions associated with the Hinayana
predate them by at least one or more centuries. As a matter of fact, we know
that at least some form of the doctrine of the transference of merit associated
in later inscriptions with the various schools of the Hinayana is as old as Bharhut.
We know because, in the single instance where the intention of a donor is
actually stated, it is said, as Lamotte has pointed out, that the act was undertaken
matapituna athaya, “pour le bénéfice de sa mere et de son pere.” It should be
noted, however, that Lamotte draws from this somewhat different conclusions.
Lamotte says:

A cette époque [of Bharhut and Safictl, la mentalité demeure strictement
orthodoxe, c'est-a-dire conforme a l'esprit du Buddha. Par leurs aumdnes,
les généreux donateurs n’espérent nullement accéder de plain-pied au Nir-
vana, mais entendent simplement bénéficier des cinq avantages du don
signalés par 'Adiguttara (III. p. 38-41) ... Bien plus, ils savent que ces
oeuvres méritoires sont leur bien propre ... et quayant été seuls a les
accomplir, ils devront seuls en recueillir le fruit. Il ne peut étre question
de transférer ce mérite a des tiers, ni méme de formuler des intentions que
le mécanisme de la rétribution des actes rendrait inopérantes.”’

This, however, is conjecture and the imputation of very specific views where
almost none are expressed. In actual fact, we simply do not know what the
intentions of the vast majority of donors at Bharhut and Safict were. What we
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do know is that in the lone case in which a donor himself expresses his intentions,
they are just exactly what Lamotte says is out of the question: “Parmi les
nombreux donateurs de Bharhut et de Safici de I'époque Sunga, Sagharakhita
fut le seul a avoir accompli son oeuvre pie ‘pour le bénéfice de sa mere et
de son pere.’” The rest of the donors—and, as Lamotte says, “ils sont des
centaines”—simply do not express their intentions.”® Lamotte’s views have also
been implicitly queried from yet another point of view. Agasse, after quoting
the above passage from Histoire, says:

Pourtant si ‘innovation’ il y a eu, ce n'est pas sans que les textes y aient
invité et Sagharakhita, pour isolé qu'il soit, aurait pu lui aussi apres tout,
prétendre a quelque ‘orthodoxie’. Car cette pratique [the transference of
merit} . . . appartient bel et bien au corps de doctrine originel et les textes
canoniques en portent témoignage en plusieurs endroits.””

Now, however, several important inscriptions have come to light that were
not available to Lamotte. Although none of these were found at Bharhut or
Safict, one appears to be contemporaneous with the inscriptions from these sites,
and several others may be considerably earlier. The first of these comes from
Pauni and palaeographically seems to belong to the “late Maurya/early Sunga”
period. It is found on a coping stone and appears to be missing a few aksaras
at the beginning: . . . ya visamitaya dana(m) sukbaya hotu savasatanam, “the gift of
Visamita . . . may it be for the happiness of all beings.”'” The other inscriptions,
interestingly enough, all come from Ceylon. The first of these inscriptions is
one of “the earliest inscriptions in Ceylon that can be definitely attributed to a
particular ruler” and dates, according to Paranavitana, “to the period between
210 and 200 B.C.": gamani-uti-maharajhaba{jhita abi-ti}saya lene dasa-disasa sagaye
dine mata-pitasa ataya, “The cave of princess (Abi) Tissa, daughter of the great
king Gamani-Uttiya, is given to the Sangha of the ten directions, for the benefit
of (her) mother and father.”'! In addition to this, we find four virtually identical
inscriptions recording the gifts of caves to the Sangha by “Princess (Abi) Anuradhr,
daughter of King Naga and wife of King Uttiya, and King Uttiya,” all of which
end by saying that the act was done aparimita-lokadatuya satana sita-sukaye. “tor
the welfare and happiness of beings in the boundless universe.” Although less
certain, it is possible that these four inscriptions are even slightly earlier than
the record of the Princess Tissa.'"?

All of this renders Lamotte’s interpretation less and less likely: the occurrence
of the formula matapituna athaya at Bharhut, of sukhaya hotu savasatanam at
Pauni, of mata-pitasa ataya and aparimita-lokadatuya satana Sita-sukaye in third
century B.C.E. Ceylon, clearly proves that the doctrine of the transference of merit
associated with the Hinayéana schools in later inscriptions was both very old and
very widespread.
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XII.

In concluding, we can note that all of this is of some interest in regard to the
problem of the transference of merit in the Pali canon and in modern Theravada
Buddhism in Southeast Asia. Bechert, among others, has written extensively on
the subject and, although his exact position is not always immediately clear, he
seems to want to say that the doctrine of the transference of merit is a “Mahdyana
idea.” He says, for example:

The fact that the possibility of transferring merit—a concept originating
from the very beginnings of Mahayana Buddhism—has been acknowledged
by all Buddhists—by the adherents of the ‘Great Vehicle’ as well as the
Theravadins—confirms clearly to what extent this theory has to be consid-
ered as a logical consequence of the doctrines of early Buddhism. Thus we
must not be astonished if we find traces of the Bodhisattva ideal in many
texts of the Sarvastivadins, e.g., the Avadanasataka. These traces are not to
be explained as outside influences; i.e., influences from Mahayana doctrines.
On the contrary, these ideas followed quite naturally from the dynamics
of early Buddhist thought—and Mahayana was based on these (the earlier
German version of this passage says simply “Vielmehr ergaben sich diese
Gedanken zwanglos aus der Entwicklung der buddhistischen Lehre”).'%?

The position here is, as I have said, not altogether clear, although in a later
paper Bechert appears to be a little more straightforward.'™

If then, in the end, Bechert wants the doctrine of the transference of merit
to be a “Mahayana idea” in the Theravada Buddhism of Ceylon, there appear to
be only two problems. The first is that this ignores the early and massive presence
of the doctrine in Hinayana inscriptions. The second is that he does not give us
the means by which we could know where what he presents as the “Mahayana
idea” of the transference of merit actually comes from. His references are always
in the form “in den Mahayana-Texten,” but those texts are never cited nor are
we ever given specific references. Moreover, the implication here is that there is
a single, unified, and unchanging conception of the “idea” in Mahayana texts.
But on the basis of a limited acquaintance with Mahayana S#zra literature, this
does not, to me, seem very likely, and in any case is yet to be demonstrated.
What we need is a thorough study of the idea (or ideas) of the transference of
merit in Mahayana literature. Then we will have something to compare and
contrast with the material presented most recently by Agasse. For the moment,
we can only observe that we know that the Pali material that Agasse has analyzed
is quite clearly much closer to the doctrine of the transference of merit which
is associated epigraphically with the Hinayana schools than it is to the doctrine
found in Mahayana inscriptions. But again, Bechert, by formulating an interesting
hypothesis, has opened up new ground for what promises to be some very
interesting exploration.
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45. Luders, Mathura Inscriptions, §§ 33a, 33b, 35b; 46 {on prabanika ctf. BHSD,
389 s.v. prahana: 390 s.v. prabanika (“characterized by religious strenuosity”); 394 s.v.
prabanika (“engaging in [ascetic} exertion™); Th. Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskyir,
Its Rise, Spread, Chavacteristics and Relationship to Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit (Leiden: 1978)
247, Liders, Mathura Inscriptions, 83, n. 2]; 24.

46. J. Burgess, Report on the Buddbist Cave Temples and Their Inscriptions. Archaeologi-
cal Survey of Western India, Vol. IV (London: 1883, repr. Varanasi: 1975) IV.7, 8, 9,
10, 20 (?); V1.2; VIL.3, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17; VIIL.17; X1.6, 7, 9; XII.1, 3,5, 7, 8,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, for monastic donors.

47. G. Schopen, “Mahayana in Indian Inscriptions,” IIJ 21 (1979) 1-19, esp. 9.
It should be noted that chere is a cerrain amount of overlap among the “Mathura
Inscriptions,” the “Cave Temple Inscriptions,” and those grouped under the heading
“Mahayana.” A number of inscriptions from the first two groups are also included in
the third.

48. See Oldenberg’s statement quoted above. That this position is still very much
current is clear, for example, from H. Bechert, “Contradictions in Sinhalese Buddhism,”
Religion and the Legitimation of Power in Sri Lanka, ed. B. L. Smith (Chambersburg, PA:
1978) 192-193. We can, however, also cite two recent exceptions to these views: R. F.
Gombrich, Precept and Practice. Traditional Buddbism in the Rural Highlands of Ceylon
(Oxford: 1971) 319, and D. Seyfort Ruegg, “A Recent Work on the Religions of Tibet
and Mongolia,” TP 61 (1976) 313-314.

49. Konow, Kharoshthi Inscriptions, monastic: XXXVI.1, 2,4, 5,6, 7, 8, XL, XLII,
XLIII, XLIV, LVIII, LXXXVIII; an inscription reported by Fussman, BEFEO 61 (1974),
would be one more. Konow's lay inscriptions are: XXI, XXXV.4, XLVI, XLVII, XLIX.
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50. Liiders, Mathura Inscriptions, monastic: §§ 4, 8, 24, 29, 41, 67, 80, 90, 103,
121, 126, 152, 154, 155, 157, 179, 185, 186; lay: §§ 1, 74, 76, 81, 135, 136, 150,
167, 172, 180. Note that §§ 8, 67, 152, 179, 185, 186 also fall into the inscriptions
grouped under the heading “Mahayana.”

S1. Burgess, Report on the Buddhist Cave Temples, IV.7, 8, 9, 10; X1.7, 9; XII.1, 3,
5,7,8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, all monastic; XIi.2 is the one exception. Here, the overlap
with the Mahayana group is much greater. Only five of the seventeen inscriptions
considered here are non-Mahayana: XI1.2, 3, 7, 11, 13.

52. Schopen, “Mahayana in Indian Inscriptions,” 9.

53. Liiders, A List of Brabmi Inscriptions, §§ 918, 919, 925, 926, 927; K. G.
Goswami, EI 24 (1938) 210ff; Liiders, Mathura Inscriptions, § 24; Damsteegt, Epigraphical
Hybrid Sanskrit, 152, 178-180; A. K. Coomaraswamy, History of Indian and Indonesian
Art (London: 1927) 58-59; O. Takata, “On the Dated Buddha Images in the Kushan
Art of Mathura,” Bijutsu Kenkyn 184 (1956) 223-240.

54. J.C. Harle, “A Hitherto Unknown Dated Sculpture from Gandhara: A Prelimi-
nary Report,” South Asian Archaeology 1973, ed. J. E. van Lohuizen-De Leeuw and J. M.
M. Ubaghs (Leiden: 1974) 128-135. The inscription on this image is the same one
published by Fussman in BEFEOQ 61; see n. 6; cf. K. W. Dobbins, “Gandhdra Buddha
Images with Inscribed Dates,” EW 18 (1968) 281-288.

55. Konow, Kbharoshthi Inscriptions, XXXVI1.7.

56. G. Nagao, “The Architectural Tradition in Buddhist Monasticism,” Studies in
History of Buddhbism, ed. A. K. Narain (Delhi: 1980) 194, 195; cf. G. Nagao, The Ancient
Buddbist Community in India and its Cultural Activities (Kyoto: 1971); D. Mitra, Buddbist
Monuments (Calcutta: 1971) 20-52; Dehejia, Early Buddbist Rock Temples, 71-113.

57. H. Sarkar, Studies in Early Buddbist Architecture of India (Delhi: 1966) 15-24,
esp. 22.

58. Sarkar, Studies, 53, 55; note, however, that there has been some doubt expressed
as to whether these are Buddhist stdpas; cf. Mitra, Buddhist Monuments, 124.

59. Konow, Kbaroshthi Inscriptions, XV, LXXII, LXXX, LXXXVI.

60. Konow, Kbaroshthi Inscriptions, X111, XXVII, LXXVI, etc.

61. See Konow, Kbaroshtht Inscriptions, 140, where he discusses the interpretations
of Hoernle and Majumdar as well as his own. There can, however, be little doubt that
yathi here refers to the “pole” (yasti) of the stipa. There are textual parallels for both
yathipratithana and yathim aropayata. We find yfipa-yastir abbyantare pratipadita, tor exam-
ple, in the much-studied st#pa passage at Divyavadana (Cowell and Neil ed.), 244.7; see
most recently G. Roth, “Bemerkungen zum Stipa des Ksemamkara,” St 5/6 (1980)
181-190, esp. 184-186; cf. E B. J. Kuiper, “Yapayasti- (Divy. 244.11),” 1{J 3 (1959)
204-205. And yastim aropayed occurs repeatedly in a short text, three copies of which I
have identified among the Gilgic Manuscripts, entitled the Adbbutadbarmaparyaya. See
O. von Hiniiber, “Die Erforschung der Gilgit-Handschriften. Nachtrag,” ZDMG 130.2
(1980) *25*—*26%* nos. 11, 13d, and 18; here in the repeated description of a miniature
stapa, we read yo vd . . . mytpindad amalakapramanam stipam pratisthapayet sucimarram yastim
aropayed, etc. {See G. Schopen, “The Ritual Obligations and Donor Roles of Monks in
the Pali Vinaya,” Ch. IV, below; and Y. Bentor, “The Redactions of the Adbbhutadbarmapary-
aya from Gilgite,” JIABS 11.2 (1988) 21-52.1

62. Harle, "A Hitherto Unknown Dated Sculpture from Gandhara,” 128.

63. The crosses mark an interesting feature of this inscription. Liiders says, “The
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text contains eight mangala symbols which are engraved generally after the seventh akjara
irrespective of the meaning of the words” (Mathura Inscriptions, 80).

64. According to Liiders, “Vojyavasika (?) probably refers to the native place of
the donor” (Mathura Inscriptions, 80).

65. This is Liiders’ translation of prabanika; see n. 45 above.

66. Fussman, “Documents épigraphiques kouchans,” BEFEO 61 (1974) 50.

67. Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit, 164—165 and notes.

68. D. C. Sircar, EI 30 (1953-1954) 184; Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit,
164, n. 50; Shizutani, Indo bukkys himei mokurokn, § 639. Here, I follow Damsteegt.

69. J. Butgess, Report on the Elura Cave Temples and the Brabmanical and Jaina Caves
of Western India, Archaeological Survey of Western India, Vol. V (London: 1883) II.
Kanheri Inscriptions, no. 7; Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit, 186.

70. D. C. Sircar, EI 35 (1963-1964) 7ff, no. 2 (A, B); Shizutani, Indo bukkys himei
mokuroku, 715.

71. Burgess, Report on the Buddhist Cave Temples, 1X.21.

72. Konow, Kharoshtht Inscriptions, LXXXV1; Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid San-
skrit, 160, 165, n. 51.

73. Schopen, “Mahayana in Indian Inscriptions,” 17, n. 24.

74. Luders, Mathura Inscriptions, §§ 2; 125, 157.

75. Burgess, Report on the Buddbist Cave Temples, 1X.21.

76. Fussman, “Documents épigraphiques Kouchans,” BEFEQ 61 (1974) IV. “Vase
inscrit de Qunduz,” 58-61.

77. Burgess, Report on the Elura Cave Temples, 11.4, 27, Shizucani, Indo bukkys himei
mokuroku, §§ 464, 482.

78. J. Ph. Vogel, EI 20 (1929-1930) H; Shizutani, Indo bukkys himei mokuroku,
§ 708.

79. D. C. Sircar, EI 33 (1959-1960) 250; Shizutani, Indo bukkyd himei mokuroku.
§ 712.

80. Konow, Kbaroshthi Inscriptions, LXXII; Shizutani, Indo bukkys himei mokuroku,
§ 1775.

81. G. Biihler, EI 2(1892) 212, no. 42; Shizutani, Indo bukkya hime: mokuroku, § 460.

82. There is one possible, though I think doubtful, exception to this. Liiders
gives his Mathura Inscription § 135 as: {S}a(ky}opasakasya Susasya Harusasya—dinam
Budbaprat{i}ma Uttarasya H{a@}rusa{sya} vibare saba matapitibi—sarvasatvanam hitasukhar-
tha{m}. Note that what Liiders reconstructed as {s }atky}opasakasya, Cunningham and
Vogel read as updsakasya. Note too that if Liiders’ reconstruction were to be accepted,
this would be the only instance in the forty-five inscriptions associated with Sakyabhiksu/-
bhiksunis, fdéyopd’sikaf. etc., where the formula sarvasatvanam hitasukbhartham occurs. And
it is not only the occurrence of this formula which is odd here. The whole structure of
Mathura § 135 differs from what we find everywhere else associated with Sakyabhiksus.
etc. Danam never occurs with the latter, but always deyadbarmo 'yam, and neither the
term budhapratima, nor the phrase saba matapitibi is ever found in their inscriptions. All
of this, I think, puts Liiders’ reconstruction in doubt.

83. The direct evidence for the affiliation of the formula arogyadaksinaye is not so
abundant as for some other formulae. It occurs three times in the Mathura inscriptions
(§§ 44, 46, 180)and, according to Damsteegt, in seven Kharosthi inscriptions (Epigraphical
Hybrid Sanskrir, 162). Unfortunately, the name of a school appears to occur in only
one of these inscriptions, the Wardak Vase Inscription (Konow, Kharoshthi Inscriptions,
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LXXXVI) where survasatvana arogadakshinae is found in association with the Mahasanghi-
kas. We also find the phrase atmanasya arogadalks}ifna . . .} in an inscription from Hadda
published more recently by Fussman in association with the Sarvastivadins (BEFEQ 66
[1969} 5-9). We can say only that, in the two instances in which the formula occurs
in association with a specifically named school, that school is a Hinayana school, and that
the formula never occurs in inscriptions associated with the Mahayana or Sabyabhiksus, etc.

84. Konow, Kbaroshtht Inscriptions, XXVII; S. S. Ram, "Taxila Silver Scroll Inscrip-
tion, Year 136,” Indological Studies 2 (1974) 45-52.

85. In addition to Machurd Inscription § 29 cited above, it is also found, for
example, at Konow, Kbaroshtht Inscriptions, XXVII and LXXXII; in an inscription from
Kalawan edited by Konow, JRAS (1932) 949ff (cf. Shizutani, Indo bukkyd himei mokurokn.
§ 1745); and in several inscriptions from Nagarjunikonda in Vogel, EI 20 (1929-1930)
C3, B4, BS5, C2, C5; Sircar, EI 35 (1963-1964) 11-13, no. 4; cf. N. Dutt, Buddbist Sects
in India (Calcutta: 1970) 124-125.

Since we have traced the affiliation of all che other formulae that occur in the five
inscriptions | have quoted above, we might note that the formula sarvabuddbapijartham
is also consistently associated with the Hinaydna schools. It occurs three times in the
Matchura Inscriptions in association with the name of a school: once with the Sammitiyas
(§ 80) and twice with the Mahasanghikas (§§ 86, 157); it occurs in the Mathura Lion
Capital Inscription in association with the Sarvastivadins in Konow, Kbaroshth7 Inscriptions.
XV; and again it occurs in association with the Mahasanghikas in a Mathura inscription
published by Sircar in EI 30 (1953-1954) 181; Shizutani, Indo bukkyd himei mokuroku.
§ 639.

86. Health and longevity are mentioned, for example, in two inscriptions from
Nagarjunikonda associated with the Aparamahavinaseliyas (Vogel, EI 20 {1929-1930]
E; and Sircar, EI 35 {1963-19641 7ft, no. 2 {A, BY; Shizutani, Indy bukkyd himei mokuroku.
§§ 684, 715), and in an inscription from Tor Dherai in conjunction with the Sarvastivadins
(Konow, Kharoshtht Inscriptions, XCII).

87. There are four possible exceptions: MadP i, Aj iii 4, Bih ii, and Sa i B(b)59;
the key to any abbreviations used here (e.g. MadP i) and in what follows will be found
in Schopen, “Mahayana in Indian Inscriptions,” IIJ 21 (1979) 2-4. Of these, MadP i is
very carelessly done and is full of omissions as can be seen in the text it gives for the
Pratityasamutpadagatha, and it is therefore safe to assume that our formula—which makes
up the second half of the inscription and which reads only yad atra punyam tat bhavatu
matapitarebhyah—has suffered the same mutilation. Aj iii 4 reads: deyadbarmo ‘yam sakya-
bbi(ksor) bhadanta-dha{rma} devasya !/ matapitro(:} -dasya yald atra) pu{nyam tad bbapvatu
ca(nutta)rajianavaptaye. But again this has obviously been badly written and is corrupt.
Note that the yad atra clause and the matapitr clause have been inverted. Buc note
especially the cz preceding anuttara-. This is a good indication that sarvasatvanam has
probably been inadvertently omitted. Bih ii, which reads deyadbarmo ‘yam pravaramaha-
yana-yayinyda(h) paramopasika-iau(svi)-santosa-vadbu-mabarokayi yad atra punyam tad bha-
vatv iti. is—in spite of the #t/, or perhaps because of it (iti = etc.)—obviously incomplete.
There is neither person nor thing for which the merit is supposed to be. The last case,
Sa i B(b)59, is in the main well written and correct: deyadbharmo ‘yam sakyabhikso(r}
buddbapri(ri)yasya yad atra punyam tad bhavatu anuttarajianavatma(pta)ye. But in light of
the fact that in every other occurrence of our formula sarvasatvanam is either present or
its absence can be accounted for, it is probably safe to assume chat it has simply been
accidentally omicted here.
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These remarks concerning the presence of both sarvasatva- and anuttarajiana- in
vireually all instances of the formula do not agree with some statements made in my
earlier paper. The latter, however, must be corrected. Cf. the following note.

88. There are again some apparent exceptions in which anuttarajignavdptaye
appears to be omitted: MadP i, Bih ii, Ma i 185, MadP ii B, Aj iii 3, and Aj i
S. But the first two of these are, as we have already seen, faulty or incomplete (cf.
n. 87), and Ma i 185 also, according to Liiders, is probably incomplete (Mathura
Inscriptions, 211, n. 4). MadP ii B is one of four inscriptions on a set of seven images
from Phophnar Kalan, two of which are very short, and two of which contain a
formula. One of these formulae—yad atra panyam tad bbavatu aparimita-lokadbatustha-
sarvv-a@nusaya-{ba}ndban-avabaddba-satva-lokasy-anavarana-jiian-avaptaye—is very unu-
sual and, as Gai has pointed out, “is not met with anywhere else in epigraphs”
(G. S. Gai, Post-script to M. Venkataramayya and C. B. Trivedi, “Four Buddhist
Inscriptions from Phophnar Kalan,” EI 37 [1967] 150). We have, therefore, some
grounds for suspecting that the other formula—which reads only yad atva punya{m}
tad {bbavatu salrvva-{sa}tvanam, omitting anuttarajidnaviptaye—is also unusual, since
it too is found nowhere else in complete and otherwise unproblematic inscriptions.
Finally, Aj iii 3 and 5 are perhaps somewhat more complicated. Aj iii 5 has yad
atva (punyam) tad bbavatu mal(tapitroh) sarvvasatvia(nan) ca. but Dhavalikar says, "The
inscription consists of three lines while there are traces of some letters in the fourth
line” (M. K. Dhavalikar, “New Inscriptions from Ajanta,” ArQO 7 {1968] 151). Aj
iii 3 has virtually the same reading, but here Dhavalikar says that the second sentence
of the inscription states “that the merit accruing to the pious act of Mitradharma
was meant for the attainment of the supreme knowledge by all sentient beings
including his parents and others” (150). On che basis of this remark it would seem
that Dhavalikar has probably omitted one line in his transcription.

After having looked at the same material from a different point of view it is clear,
as I said in the previous note, that a number of statements in my earlier paper “Mahayana
in Indian Inscriptions” must be corrected. Without going into details here, let me simply
say that lines 8-17 on p. 5 of that paper should be deleted, as well as the related
statement at lines 32-33. And it should be noted that the simplest, certainly attestable
form of the formula appears now to be yad atra punyam tad bbavatu sarvvasatvanam
anuttarafianavaptaye, found for example at Ma i 186, Bo i 72, and Na ii.

89. Cf. Shizutani, Indo bukkyo himei mokuroku, § 1823; B. N. Mukherjee, “A
Mathura Inscription of the Year 26 and of the Period of Huvishka,” JAIH 11 (1977-1978)
82-84. The same inscription was also published in R. C. Sharma, “New Buddhist
Sculptures from Mathura,” Lalit Kalz 19 (1979) 25-26; R. C. Sharma, Buddhist Art of
Mathura (Delhi: 1984) 232, n. 169. Neither of these editions appear to be altogether
satisfactory and the publication of both a good facsimile and a critical edition is very
much needed. [See now G. Schopen, “The Inscription on the Kusan Image of Amitabha
and the Character of the Early Mahayana in India,” JIABS 10.2 (1987) 99-134.]

90. For what appears to be “the earliest datable literary reference” to Amicabha,
see P. Maxwell Harrison, “Buddhanusmrti in the Pratyutpannabuddhasammukhavasthita-
samadhi-satra,” JIP 6 (1978) 42-44, and for a recent view on at least certain aspects of
the “cult” of Amitabha in India, see G. Schopen, “Sukhavatt as a Generalized Religious
Goal in Sanskrit Mahayana Stitra Licerature,” I[] 19 (1977) 177-210, esp. 204-205, and
the additions and corrections to this in G. Schopen, “The Five Leaves of the Buddhabaladha-
napratiharyavikurvananirdesa-satra Found at Gilgit,” JIP 5 (1978) 335, n. 2. See also J.
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C. Huntington, "A Gandharan Image of Amitayus’ Sukhavatt,” Annali dell’ Instituto
Orsentale di Napoli 40 (1980) 651-672; Huntington, “Mathura Evidence for the Early
Teachings of Mahayana,” to be published in a volume of papers read at an International
Seminar on Mathura at Mathura in January 1980 [since published in D. M. Srinivasan,
ed., Mathura. The Cultural Heritage (New Delhi: 1988) 85-92] (I should like to thank
Prof. Huntington for sending me copies of his papers, but I also must add that I think
that there are a number of things in both papers that require further discussion); J.
Brough, “Amitabha and Avalokite$vara in an Inscribed Gandharan Sculpture,” Indologica
Taurinensia 10 (1982) 65-70. (This, too, I think requires further discussion.)

91. Nakamura reads ndgaraksita (cf. Shizutani, Indo bukkyd himei mokuroku, § 1823),
Mukherjee, samraksita (cf. JAIH 83.3).

92. There are, however, at least six inscriptions where the Mahayana donative
tormula is also used by a donor who does not use a title, but gives only his name. Cf.
Schopen, “Mahayina in Indian Inscriptions,” 9, and the parenthetical statement at the
bottom of 11.

93. Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit, 185. A phrase very like it, however,
occurs frequently in Sanskrit literary sources; e.g., Ajitasenavyakarananirdesa, Gilgit Manu-
serapes, 1, 129.10: anena kusalamilena sarvasatva anuttaram samyaksambodhim abbisambudby-
ante; S. Bagchi, Mialasarvastivadavinayavastu, Vol. 1 (Darbhanga: 1967) 210.18: yan maya
bbagavatah kasyapasya samyaksambuddbasya (sat}karah krtah | anena mama kusalamilena
bahavab putrd bbaveyur iti; Bagchi, Malasarvastivadavinayavastu, Vol. I1 (Darbhanga: 1970)
170.20; P. L. Vaidya, Avadinasataka (Darbhanga: 1958) 2.15, 5.11, 12, 16, etc.

94. Alchough they cannot be discussed here, it should be pointed out that Shizutan
has collected six inscriptions from the Gupta period which he thinks belong to the
Mahayana (M. Shizutani, “Mahayana Inscriptions in the Gupta Period,” IBK 10.1 [1962]
47-50). However, apart from the first two of these, which I also have classified as
Mahidyina, there appears to be no direct evidence for their affiliation. They do, though,
certainly merit fuller discussion. I might also add that after writing the paper “Mahayina
in Indian Inscriptions,” an inscription published by Biihler (“The New Inscription of
Toramana Shaha,” EI 1 {1890} 238-241) came to my attention in which, if we could
accept Biihler's reconstruction, the formula yad atra punyam, etc. would seem to appear
in conjunction with the Mahiéasakas. But there are some serious doubts about the
text and Biihler's reconstruction, which in the end make his interpretation, I think,
unacceptable. (This, too, must be discussed at a future time.)

95. Although it is usually the donor’s parents who are thus singled out, references
to his wpadhyayacarya, his “teacher and preceptor,” are not rare, and it can occur that
they are mentioned even where his parents are not. We can find, then, either acaryopadbyaye
matapitrpiirvangamam krtvaasat Bihiii 69,Boi176,Mai67, etc.,or simply upadhyayacaryapir-
vamgamam krtva as at Bih iii 51. The transference of merit to wpadbyayacaryas found in
these inscriptions is interesting. Something like it occurs less frequently in non-Mahayana
inscriptions; cf. Mathura Inscriptions, § 29 cited above, and wpajayasa + name + puyae
in Konow, Kbharoshthi Inscriptions, LXXXVIIL. And yet, according to Woodward, one of
the earliest references in Pali to the doctrine of the transference of merit is in che
Upasampadakammarvaca where the candidate for ordination transfers his merit to the
ordaining monk; see F. L. Woodward, “The Buddhist Doctrine of Reversible Merit,” The
Buddhbist Review 6 (1914) 38-50, esp. 38-39; see also, however, R. Gombrich, “Merit
Transference in Sinhalese Buddhism. A Case Study of the Interaction between Doctrine
and Practice,” History of Religions 11 (1971) 205. For a more detailed discussion of the
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place of parents in Indian Buddhist inscriptions, see G. Schopen, “Filial Piety and the
Monk in the Practice of Indian Buddhism,” Ch. III below (which was written after
this paper).

96. See the very approximate chronological summary in Schopen, “Mahayana in
Indian Inscriptions,” 13-14.

97. Histoire du bouddbisme indien, 456.

98. For some views on the development of the formulae by which donors express
their intentions and some of the concepts found in them, see E. Senart, “Notes d'épigraphie
indienne,” JA (1890) 119-123, and Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrir. Ch. 111.

99. J.-M. Agasse, “Le transfert de mérite dans le bouddhisme pali classique,” JA
(1978) 311-332, esp. 312-313. On Agasse and on the transfer of merit, see the short
but important paper by J. Filliozat, “Sur le domaine sémantique de punya.” Indianisme
et Bouddhisme, Mélanges offerts & Mgr. Etienne Lamotte (Louvain-La-Neuve: 1980) 101-116.

100. Deo and Joshi, Pauni Excavation, 38, no. 2; Kolte, EI 38 (1969) 174 (D).

101. Paranavitana, Inscriptions of Ceylon, Vol. I, no. 34; see also lii-liii; ¢f. W. S.
Karunaratne, “The Date of the Brahmt Inscriptions of Ceylon,” Paranavitana Felicitation
Volume (Colombo: 1965) 243-250.

102. Paranavitana, Inscriptions of Ceylon, Vol. I, nos. 338-341; see also lii-liii.

103. H. Bechert, “Notes on the Formation of Buddhist Sects and the Origins of
Mahayana,” German Scholars on India, Vol. I (Varanasi: 1973) 17—18; “Zur Frithgeschichte
des Mahayana-Buddhismus,” ZDMG 113 (1964) 535.

104. H. Bechert, “Buddha-feld und Verdienstiibertragung: Mahayana-ideen im
Theravada-Buddhismus Ceylons,” Académie Royale de Belgique, Bulletin de la Classe des
Lettres et des Sciences Morales et Politiques, 5¢ série, T. 62 (1976) 27-51, esp. 48-49. Bechert
cites and discusses most of the previous discussions of the problem of the transference
of merit in a Theravada context on 37ff; but see in addition D. S. Ruegg’s review of N.
A. Jayawickrama, The Sheaf of Garlands of the Epochs of the Conqueror, JAOS 92 (1972)
180181, and his “Pali Gotta/Gotra and the Term Gotrabhi in Pali and Buddhist
Sanskrit,” Buddhist Studies in Honour of I. B. Horner, ed. L. Cousins et al. (Dordrecht:
1974) 207 and n. 37. It is also worth pointing out that two old papers by H. S.
Gehman have been consistently overlooked in discussion of the transfer of merit: “Adisati,
anvidisati, anudisati, and uddisati in the Petavatchu,” JAOS 43 (1923) 410-421; “A
Palism in Buddhist Sanskrit,” JAOS 44 (1924) 73-75.

* ok %

[For some critical remarks on some aspects of this paper, see H. Bechert, “Buddha-Field
and Transfer of Merit in a Theraviada Source,” IIJ 35 (1992) 95-108, esp. 104-106; see
also G. Fussman, “Documents épigraphiques kouchans (V). Buddha et bodhisattva dans
I'art de mathura: deux bodhisattvas inscrits de 'an 4 et I'an 8,” BEFEQ 57 (1988) 5-25,
esp. 10-11; L. Schmithausen, “An Attempt to Estimate the Distance in Time between
Asoka and the Buddha in Terms of Doctrinal History,” The Dating of the Historical Buddha /
Die Datierung des historischen Buddba, ed. H. Bechert (Gottingen: 1992) Pt. 2, 111 and
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CHAPTER III

Filial Piety and the Monk in the Practice
of Indian Buddhism

A Question of “Sinicization” Viewed from

the Other Side

In memory of my father-in-law, V. L. Thorpe

IN HIS CATALOG of Indian Buddhist epigraphical material, the final version of
which was published in Kyoto in 1979, Shizutani Masao lists more than two
thousand separate inscriptions.! These inscriptions come, of course, from all
periods and virtually every part of India and have been thoroughly mined by
historians, but not, unfortunately, by Buddhist scholars. Buddhist scholars, in
fact, have shown very little interest in this material, especially those scholars
writing on the development of Buddhist doctrine—this in spite of the fact that
this material contains considerable information about such important matters
as the conception of the Buddha or Buddhas, the conception or conceptions of
merit and religious acts, and the nature of the actual, as opposed to the ideal
goals of religious activity among practicing Indian Buddhists. In fact, this
epigraphical material has, as I have said elsewhere, at least two distinct advan-
tages. First, much of it predates by several centuries our earliest actually datable
literary sources. Second, it tells us what a fairly large number of Indian Buddhists
actually did, as opposed to what—according to our literary sources—they might
or should have done.” Bur in addition to these two advantages, there is a
third: this material, in a considerable number of cases, tells us what individuals
themselves—whether laymen or monks—hoped to accomplish by those religious
acts which they chose to record.

Originally published in T'oung Pao, Revue internationale de sinologie 70 (1984):110-126.
Reprinted with stylistic changes with permission of E. ]. Brill.

56



Filial Piety and the Monk 57

The failure of Buddhist scholars to take this epigraphical material into
account has generated a number of distortions both within the realm of Indian
studies and beyond. One particular example will concern us here.

Ch'en, in his deservedly well known book on Buddhism in China, says in
reference to the Lung-men inscriptions that date from the very end of the fifth
to the beginning of the sixth century that:

. the frequent references to filial piety in the inscriptions testify to the
change that had taken place in Buddhism after its introduction into China.
Buddhism started as a religion renouncing all family and social ties, yet
in the inscriptions one meets again and again with prayers for the well-being
of deceased ancestors, uttered even by monks and nuns. These expressions of
piety indicate that although the monks and nuns had joined the monastic
order, their ties to family and ancestors still remained strong and enduring.
This is a specific example of how Buddbism had adapted itself to contemporary
social conditions in China (emphasis added).’

It should be noted here that I have not cited Ch'en’s remarks because they
are in any way unique. Quite the contrary. I cite them because they are a
particularly clear formulation of a very widely held notion concerning the transfor-
mation of Indian Buddhism in China,* and because they so clearly reflect the
conception of the Indian Buddhist monk presented by even our best modern
authorities. The implications of Ch’en’s remarks are clear: there is not supposed
to be in Indian Buddhism anything like the kind of “filial piety” he finds
expressed in the Lung-men inscriptions, and even if there were, Indian Buddhist
monks most certainly would not be involved in it. This second point, of course,
accords very well with the accepted view of the Indian Buddhist monk. The
Indian monk is rather consistently presented as a radical ascetic who had severed
all ties with his family and who was not involved in cult activity and, especially,
not in religious giving. According to the accepted view, these practices were
the province of the laity.” Questions remain, however, whether Ch’en’s interpreta-
tion of his material is acceptable, whether there is not comparable material in
India, and whether the current conception of the practicing Indian Buddhist
monk accurately reflects what we can actually know about him. We want to
know, then, two things: first, do our sources for Indian Buddhism give any
indication of a concern similar to that expressed at Lung-men for the “well-
being of deceased ancestors,” or for departed or living parents; and second, if
such a concern is, in fact, attested, is there any indication that this was an active
concern of Indian monks and nuns. If we look at Indian epigraphical material,
the answer to both of our questions is, I think, quite clear.

Most of our very earliest Buddhist donative inscriptions do not indicate the
intentions of the donor. They say, for example, only ghosaye danam, “the gift of
Ghosa” (Bharhut),® or vajigutasa danam. “the gift of Vajigura” (Sanci).” There
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are, however, exceptions, two of which are of particular interest. The first of
these exceptions comes from Ceylon. I cite it here as Indian evidence because it
is in effect an Indian inscription: it is written in early BrahmT script and dates
from a period during which an indigenous Ceylonese Buddhism could not have
been developed. It is, in fact, one of “the earliest inscriptions in Ceylon that can
be definitely attributed to a particular ruler” and dates, according to Paranavitana,
“to the period between 210 and 200 B.C.”® The inscription concerns the gift of
a cave and reads: gamani-uti-mabarafhahaljbita abi-ti}saya lene dasa-disasa sagaye
dine mata-pitasa ataya, “The cave of princess (Abi) Tissa, daughter of the great
king Gamani-Uttiya, is given to the Sangha of the ten directions, for the benefit
of (her) mother and father.”® The second exception comes from Bharhut and is
probably to be dated about a hundred years later than the Ceylonese inscription.
Here on a suci we read: sagharakbitasa matapituna athaya danam: “The gift of
Sagharakhita, for the benefit of (his) mother and father.”""

Here already in very early Buddhist Ceylon and at Bharhut, we have inscrip-
tions in which the donors themselves say that they performed acts of religious
giving for the “benefit” or profit of their parents. In either case, we do not know
if the parents were deceased when the gifts were made, although we do know
that these inscriptions are six- and seven-hundred years older than those found
at Lung-men. We also know that wording very like that which we find in our
Ceylonese and Bharhut inscriptions is also frequently found in the Kharostht
INSCriptions.

Our Kharosthi inscriptions come predominantly from Northwest India. The
earliest of them may date from around the middle of the first century B.CE, but
most appear to fall in the first few centuries of the Common Era. Of the Kharosthi
inscriptions edited by Konow—and this is our single, most important collection—
twenty-nine contain statements in which the individual donors express the inten-
tions for which they undertook the religious act recorded in the inscription.'' Of
these twenty-nine, fourteen, or almost exactly one-half, indicate that the religious
act was in whole or in part undertaken on behalf of the donors’ parents.'? Similar
statements are also found in at least five additional KharosthT inscriptions published
after Konow's collection.!* The donors’ intentions may be expressed in as simple
a form as ... matapitu puyae, “(this is done) as an act of p#ja for my parents”
(XXXVIL 6),"* or they might add in addition to reference to their parents any
number of other elements. They might say . . . kue karite matapitae puyae sarvasatvana
hidasubae, *. . . this well was made as an act of p#Zia for my parents (and) for the
advantage and happiness of all beings” (XXIII), or . . . par{ilvara {sha})dbadana . . .
mira boyanasa erjbuna kapasa puyae madu pidu puyaie}, “(this) chapel is the religious
gift of ... (name) . . . as an act of p#ja for Mira, the Saviour {a royal title} (and)
Prince Kapa, as an act of pi#za for my mother and father” (XX). We can note here,
however, that although these and other additional elements occur in the donors’
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expressions of their intentions, reference to benefiting their parents is the single
most frequent element. We can also note at least one more additional fact: in one
of our Kharosthi inscriptions, it is specifically said that the gift recorded was
made for the donor’s deceased parents (... danamukbe madapidarana adbvadidana
puyaya bbavatu).’

It is clear then that “benefiting” parents, both living and dead, was, in the
Kharostht inscriptions, the most frequently mentioned purpose for religious
giving. It was, it seems, a major preoccupation of those who engaged in such
activities. But this means that this preoccupation occurs already in inscriptions
that predate those found at Lung-men by several centuries. Again in regard to
China, we might also note that, already more than twenty years ago, Brough
published a Kharosthi inscription—which he would date “with some reservations
... towards the end of the second century A.D.,”~—that was found at or around
Lo-yang. This might suggest that we are dealing here with a case of direct
contact between two widely separated bodies of Buddhist inscriptions.'®

This same preoccupation also appears elsewhere in Indian inscriptions which
predate Lung-men. In the Machuri inscriptions published by Liiders, there are
thirty-nine Buddhist inscriptions in which the donors’ intentions are expressed.
Of these thirty-nine at least one-fourth or nine indicate that the donation was
made in whole or in part for the sake of the donors’ parents;'” and in at least
two other inscriptions not included in Liiders’ collection, the donors’ parents
are, again, the intended beneficiaries of the religious act.'® Here again the
intentions of the donors can be expressed in a number of ways. The donor may
say that the gift was made “as an act of p#zja for his mother and father and all
living beings” (mat{a)pit{r}in{a} pujaye savasav(ain{a} ca § 90);'” or he may
conclude his inscription by declaring that “what here is the merit {of my act}
may that be for my parents” (yad attra punyam matapi(t}tra sya § 78). And here
again, although in the majority of cases we do not know if the donors’ parents
were living or dead, in at least one of our Mathura inscriptions the donor
explicitly says that he intends his act “as an act of p#sa for his deceased parents”
({matap}i{trina {abhyat}itakalaga(talnam pujaye bhavatu § 44). And another frag-
mentary Mathura inscription also appears to make explicit reference to deceased
parents (matapitrana abbatitana(m} . . .).*°

Like the KharosthT inscriptions, the inscriptions from Machuri also predate
those found at Lung-men by several centuries. Although Liiders classifies a few
as belonging to the Sunga period, the majority belong to the Ksatrapa, the
Kusana, and—to a lesser extent—the Gupta periods.”' But we also find a
considerable number of inscriptions that fall into these same periods elsewhere
in India in which an act of religious giving is expressly stated to have been
undertaken for the benefit of the donors’ parents. This is the case, for example,
at Bodh-Gaya, where a donor ends the record of his gift by saying “by this root
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of merit may it be as an act of p#ja for my mother and father” (imena kusala-
mitlena matapityna({m} pijaye bhavatu .. .),** or again at Bodh-Gaya, burt in a
record more nearly contemporaneous with Lung-men: “Whatever merit may
have been acquired by me by all this, may this be for the benefit of my
parents at first . . " (tad etat sarvvam yan maya punyopacitasambbaran tan matapitrob
plarvamgaman krtva . . .).>" This is also the case at Nagarjunikonda, where the
donors frequently state that they made their gifts so that, first, they could
“transfer” their act of giving to their mothers or to their families by birth and
marriage. In several instances it is specifically said that the “transfer” is to be
made to past, present, and future members on both sides of the donors’ families.
We find, for example,

... this stone pillar was set up in order to transfer [it, i.e., the act and the
fruit of the act} to her mother and for procuring the attainment of nirvana
for herself . . .

. dpano mdtaram /)dlgmzaxirirgiéar{z parinamatuna atane ca
nivanasampatisampadake iman selathambbam patithapitam . . .
C2; cf. C4™

or, more elaborately,

... this pillar was set up in order to transfer (it) to past, future, and present
members of both of her families for the attainment of benefits and ease in
both worlds, and for the procuring of the attainment of nirvana for herself,
and for the atrainment of benefits and ease by all the world . . .

. dpano ubbayakulasa atichbhitam-andagata-vatamanakanam parinametunan
wbbayalokabitasukbivabathanidya atano ca nivanasampatisampidake
savalokabitasukbavabathaniya ca imam kbambban patithapitam ti . . .

C3; cf. B2, B4, E

We also have a comparatively large number of inscriptions from Sarnach
and Ajanta that either predate or are nearly contemporaneous with the Lung-
men inscriptions. And here again the donors frequently state that their intention
in making their religious gift was, in whole or in part, to benefit their parents.
Among the inscriptions from Sarnath that have been taken as belonging either
to the Gupta period or, more specifically, to the fourth, fifth, or sixth centuries,
[ have noticed at least ten inscriptions in which the donors’ parents are specifically
listed among the intended beneficiaries.”> We find donors saying:

What here is the merit acquired by me after having had this image made,
may that be for the obtainment of cessation for my parents and gurus and
the world.

yad atra punyam pratiman karayitva maya bbrtam/matapittror gurinam ca
’ - .
lokasya ca Samaptaye.*
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or, perhaps more typically,

What here is (my) merit, may that be for the obtaining of supreme knowl-
edge by my mother and father and all living beings.

yad atva punyam tad bba{va}iu matapi{troh) sarvva{sattvalnan ca

o 27
anuttarajianavaptaye.

This second formula is, in fact, also very common at Ajanta.

The inscriptions from Ajanta, the last group of inscriptions we shall look
at here, are of particular interest. If Spink is right—and the chances of this seem
to be very good—most, if not all, activity ceased at Ajanta in the last quarter
of the fifth century.?® This would mean that the inscriptions at Ajanta are close
in time to those at Lung-men and yet clearly predate them. Moreover, Ajanta
and Lung-men are not only close in time, they are also sites of essentially the
same kind. Both are complexes of excavated cave shrines; both received royal
patronage, and yet a large number of individual, nonroyal donative inscriptions
have been found at both sites.

I have been able to find twenty-one inscriptions from Ajanta that have a
donative formula. Of these more than 90 percent, or nineteen inscriptions, declare
that the intended beneficiartes of the gifts recorded are, in whole or in part, the
donors’ parents.?’ In eleven, or slightly more than half of these, the donors’
intentions are expressed by means of variants of a single basic formula. In its
simplest form at Ajanta it occurs as

What here is his merit, may that be for the obtaining of supreme knowledge
by his mother and father and all living beings.

yad atra (pujnyam tad bhavatu matapitro(h} sarvva{saltvanan

canuttarajianavap(taye. ™

This, of course, is almost exactly the same version of the formula as in our second
example found at Sarnath, and this or some other variant of the basic formula
occurs, as I have said, in eleven of the nineteen inscriptions from Ajanta in
which the donors name their parents as beneficiaries. But other donors at Ajanta
express their intentions without having recourse to this particular formula. We
tind, for example, the donor saying simply: “This is the religious gift of ...
Silabhadra (made) in the name of his father and mother” (deyaddbarmmo yan

. Stlabbadrasya matapitaram udi{sya}).’' The expression used here, matapitaram
uddisya, “in the name of his mother and father,” is of particular interest and
occurs in at least four other inscriptions from Ajanta.’? In fact, the use of the
term xddisya seems to imply—as Senart appears to have suggested some time
ago, and as its occurence in a variety of literary sources also would suggest—that
the individuals concerned are deceased.’” This would seem to be more clearly
the case in The Prasasti of Buddhabhadra in Cave XXVI. Here Buddhabhadra
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says his gift was made “in the name of Bhavviraja and also his {Buddhabhadra’s}
mother and father” (tam bbavvirdjam uddisya matapitaram eva ca), and then a lictle
later he says “what merit is here, may that be for them [i.e., Bhavviraja and his
parents] and for the world for the attainment of the fruit of great awakening
and the accumulation of all pure qualities” (yad atra punyam tat tesa{m} jagatam
cd bhavatv idam sarvvamalagunavyata-{read vrata-} mababodbiphalaptaye). But Bud-
dhabhadra has already specifically indicated right before the #ddisya passage that
Bhavviraja, at least, was dead (. . . pitaryy uparate).”'

We are now in a position to answer our first question. Indian epigraphical
sources prove beyond any doubt that the basic elements of the inscriptions from
Lung-men, which Ch'en interpreted as indications of “filial piety,” occur already
in Indian Buddhist inscriptions that predate those from Lung-men by as much
as seven centuries. They prove that concern for the “well-being” of both deceased
and living parents was a major preoccupation of Buddhist donors in India; that
one of the most frequently stated reasons for undertaking acts of religious giving
was to benefit the donors’ parents, both living and dead; and that this concern
was both very old and very widespread in India.’®> But if we have answered our
first question, we still must discover whether there are any indications that this
concern for the well-being of their parents was an active concern of Indian
Buddhist monks. This, perhaps, is an even more interesting question and, once
again, [ think our answer can be unequivocal.

Our two earliest donative inscriptions that refer to benefiting the donors’
parents both record the gifts of laymen. We know, however, that the Bharhut
inscription is only one of a large number from that site recording similar gifts,
and that in thirty-six cases, or almost 40 percent of these inscriptions, the donors
were monks or nuns. In several instances the individual monks involved are
specifically said to be bhanakas or “reciters”; one is called a sutamtika, “one who
knows the sutta”, another a petakin, “one who knows the Pitaka,” and yet another
is referred to as a pacanekdyika, “one who is versed in the canonical doctrine as
a whole.”*¢

We also know that perhaps as many as one-fourth of the Kharostht inscrip-
tions that refer to benefiting the donors’ parents record the gifts of monks.*’
One of these inscriptions, interestingly enough, is also the single Kharosthi
inscription in which there is specific reference to deceased parents. The whole
inscription reads:

Year 5, on the fifth day of the month Phalguna. This is the gift of Bud-
dhananda who is one who knows the Tripitaka. May it be an act of piija
tor his deceased parents.

sa{m} 4 1 phagunasa masasa di pamcami budhanadasa trepidakasa
danamukhe madapidarana adbvadidana puyaya bhavatu.*®
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Here, then, not only is a gift given by an individual for the benefit of his
deceased parents, but this individual, to judge by his title, is not a simple,
uneducated, village monk. He appears to have been, like many of the monk-
donors at Bharhue, a religious specialist. He is “one who knows the Tripitaka,”
one who has mastered the Buddhist literature of his time.

Our Mathura inscriptions present us with a similar—and perhaps even more
definite—set of facts. There are eight inscriptions from Mathura that record
gifts made for the benefit of the donors’ parents in which the donors’ names or
titles have been preserved. In six cases, or in 75 percent of these inscriptions,
the donors were monks.” In the one instance where reference is specifically
made to deceased parents, the donor is again a monk:

(This is) the gift of the monk . . . mitra, the VojyavaSika (?). May it be an
act of pzja for his deceased parents. May it (also) be for the granting of
health to his companion Dharmadeva.

{d}a{na}m bblik}sus(yla b ... + ... mli}trasya vlo}jya + (vasilkasya —
{matap}i + {tr}na {(abbyat}itaka + laga(ta}nam pujayle} + bhavatu sa{db}yivi
+ harisya dbarma(dlevia}s{y}a + ar{o}gla}daksin{ily(e} {bhajvat{u}).*°

At least one other of the monk-donors at Mathura who intended their gifts for
the benefit of their parents is given a title that appears to indicate that he was
a learned monk, a religious specialist: he is referred to as a dba{r}mmai(kathi}ka,
“a preacher of the Dharma.”!

In one of the two inscriptions I have cited above from Bodh-Gaya the donor
is, again, a monk. Here, the donor who declares that his act was intended to
benefit his parents describes himself as either “a monk who preserves the Vinaya”
(vinayadhara) or the “companion” or “co-resident” of such a monk (sadbevibari),
and as a “preacher of the Dharma” (dharmakathika).**

If the evidence in all of these inscriptions is clear, it is equally if not more
clear in those Indian inscriptions from the Gupta period—especially those from
the fourth and fifth centuries—or in those inscriptions that are in date near to,
though somewhat earlier than, the inscriptions found at Lung-men. At Sarnath,
for example, in the ten inscriptions that record gifts made for the benefit of the
donors’ parents, four-fifths or eight of the donors were monks.** In the nineteen
inscriptions from Ajanta that express a similar intention, thirteen of the donors
were certainly monks, two more were probably monks, and in one case it is
impossible to say. In only three of the nineteen inscriptions were the donors
certainly laymen.#4

We have looked so far at the KharosthT inscriptions, at inscriptions from
Marthura, Bodh-Gaya, Sarnath, and Ajanta, and we have found a recurring pattern.
Before, however, we can summarize our findings, we must deal briefly with an

apparent exception: in none of the fairly numerous inscriptions from Nagarjuni-
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konda in which the merit of the act is transferred to the donors’ parents or
family is the donor a monk. At first sight, this could be significant. But seen
in a larger context it is probably only another indication of the atypical character
of all the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions connected with the Iksvaku dynasty. There
is, first of all, the atypical character of the vocabulary of these inscriptions.
Several set expressions and terms are found in these inscriptions that are not
tound anywhere else in Indian inscriptions. This is the case with wbhayakula,
with the expression dbatuvaraparigabita used to describe a stijpa, with the verb
parinametuna that is always used to express the intended “transfer.” This is
also the case with the formula wbbayalokabitasukba and the formula atano ca
nivanasampatisampadake. All of these elements are found again and again in
inscriptions of this period at Nagarjunikonda but nowhere else at any period
in India." An equally atypical characteristic of the Iksvaku inscriptions from
Nagarjunikonda is the fact that monastic donors are extremely rare.'® This is in
marked contrast with what—as I have said elsewhere—we find everywhere else
in India. From Bharhut and Sifict and thereafter, monks and nuns everywhere
constituted a considerable portion of the active donors at religious sites: almost
40 percent of the donors at both Bharhut and SaficT were monks or nuns; well
over 50 percent of the donors in the Mathura inscriptions were also monks or
nuns; 40 percent of the donors in the Kharostht inscriptions, 65 percent of the
donors in the inscriptions of the Western Cave Shrines, and 70 percent of the
donors in those inscriptions that I have argued belong to the Mahayana were
members of the monastic community.47 Even at Amaravatl, also in the South,
twenty-four of the sixty-five individual donors were either monks or nuns. ™
Clearly then, Iksvaku Nagarjunikonda is atypical and should be treated as such.
[t represents an isolated, very narrowly localized aberration both in terms of
geography and in terms of time; all three of the Sanskrit inscriptions from this
area published by Ramachandran date from the fifth century and record the gifts
of monks."

Having established the purely local and markedly atypical character of the
material from lksvaku Nagarjunikonda, we can now summarize our findings.
Indian epigraphical material establishes that not only was one of the most
trequently stated reasons for undertaking aces of religious giving in Buddhist
India to benefit the donors’ parents—both living and dead—and that this was
a major preoccupation of Buddhist donors in India, it also clearly establishes
that this concern for the well-being of deceased and living parents was an active
concern and major preoccupation of Indian Buddhist monks in particular. In
the KharosthT inscriptions, as many as one-fourth of the donors who indicated
that their act was undertaken to benefit their parents were monks; at both
Mathura and Ajanta 75 percent of such donors were monks. At Sarnach the
percentage is even higher: there, in eight out of the ten inscriptions in which
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the donors indicated that their acts were undertaken to benefit their parents,
those donors were monks. In fact, if we take the total number of inscriptions
in our sample, it would appear that not only was the concern for their parents—
both living and dead—a major preoccupation among our monk-donors, but it
was perbaps a special concern of this group: in more than 60 percent of all of the
Indian inscriptions in our sample in which acts were undertaken to benefit the
donors’ parents, the donors were monks, and the percentage of monk-donors is
considerably higher, as we have seen, at Mathura, Ajanta, and Sarnach. It is also
worth noting again that at least three of the monk-donors who made religious
gifts for the benefit of their parents, or their deceased parents, were not average,
uneducated village monks: one is called a trepidaka; one is called a dbarmakathika:
and a third was either a vinayadhara, or the “co-resident” of a vinayadhara. as
well as a dbarmakathika. These monks appear to have been the teachers and
cransmitters of “official” Buddhist literature.’”

In light of what we have found in Indian epigraphical material, and in light
of the fact that all of the material we have looked at predates—in some cases
by five or more centuries—the inscriptions from Lung-men, it hardly seems
necessary to emphasize the fact that Ch'en’s interpretation of his Lung-men data
is unacceptable. Clearly, “the frequent references to filial piety in the inscriptions”
from Lung-men do not testify to any “change that had taken place in Buddhism
after its introduction into China”; nor is the fact that monks make up a consider-
able number of the donors at Lung-men who are concerned with deceased
or living parents “a specific example of how Buddhism had adapted itself to
contemporary social conditions in China.” But the merit of Professor Ch'en’s
interpretation of the Lung-men data is that it forces us to focus on an aspect of
the practice of Indian Buddhism that has been almost completely ignored by
Buddhist scholars: in answering the questions raised by Professor Ch’en'’s remarks,
we have come to see that “filial piety” was an old, an integral, and a pervasive
part of the practice of Indian Buddhism from the earliest periods of which we
have any definite knowledge, and that in actual practice the idea of benefiting
one’s parents, whether living or dead, by making religious gifts on their behalf
was a major, if not a specific preoccupation of Indian Buddhist monks. Once
again, the actual monk of the first to the fifth centuries CE. in India turns out
to be—when we can catch a glimpse of him—something quite different from
the picture of the monk that has been abstracted from our textual sources.’!
This is, in fact, the second point of merit in Ch'en’s interpretation: it makes
clear the very real dangers that arise when making historical statements on the
basis of textual sources alone, when treating literary elaborations of doctrine as
if they were records of actual description. We have just seen that it is clear from
Buddhist inscriptions beginning from the time of Bharhut that the donation of
religious gifts was as much a part of the monk’s religious life as it was of the
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layman’s. And although this is contrary to what virtually all our modern authori-
ties want us to believe, and although it receives no very definite support in early
textual sources, it is nevertheless a demonstrable fact.

But there are also at least two curious qualities found in the inscriptions
that reveal this fact, both of which bear on how we are to understand this type
of religious giving in an Indian Buddhist context. First, although our inscriptions
constantly refer to the objects made or presented as “gifts” (dina, deyadbarma),
there is at least one essential component of the classic Indian definition of the
“gift” which is missing: although there is always a giver and an object given,
there is, in the vast majority of epigraphical cases, no recipient. Moreover, in
the great majority of the inscriptions we have looked at here, the thing given
is of no economic value: it is not land, housing, clothing, or food. On the
contrary, the gifts recorded are almost all relics or stapas or images or paintings.
We have then a giver and items of no economic value given to no specific
recipient. Clearly, there seems to be little here which even approaches the classic
definition of a “gift” as a “transaction”: there is no exchange; no conception of
incurred debt; no notion of reciprocity. In itself chis might seem somewhat odd,
but the situation appears even stranger when we add to this the fact that the
inscriptions that record these gifts were in a considerable number of cases—as
Liiders and Konow pointed out long ago—never meant to be read by anyone.’”
These factors combine to leave only more questions. For example, if our inscrip-
tions were never meant to be read, why did the individual donors take such care
in recording not only their names, titles, and their places of residence, but also
the exact date on which the donations were made?

The answer to at least some of these puzzles may be found, I think, in a
fuller understanding of what our donors were giving and in the conceptions of
merit which they held. It is true that, on one level, the laymen and monks who
made these gifts were giving objects, but because these objects were of a specific
kind, they were actually giving more than mere objects: they were giving objects
of worship, objects that, in fact, made worship possible. They were, then, really
giving to any of their fellow beings who ritually approached those objects both
the means and the opportunity to make merit; they were providing for all both
the opportunity and the means to further their religious lives. But this would
also seem to suggest that the initial gift of the actual object only marked the
first moment in the donor’s act of giving. Each time the object was approached,
he or the persons to whom he transferred his act of giving was to be credited
with having provided an additional opportunity for someone else to make merit.
Each opportunity was a separate act of giving. The donor’s act of giving and its
consequent merit, then, were continually repeated over time in every act of
worship directed toward the object he had provided.’ It was the donor’s initial
act that in a very concrete sense made each consecutive act of worship possible.
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It was because the donor’s act was continually repeated over time, because it
took place again and again long after the donor himself had disappeared, that
it was necessary to clearly record the donor’s name, the moment of the initial
act, and—most importantly—the donor’s intentions. And it was no small matter
to transfer such an act to the donor’s parents. By doing so, the donor denied to
himself but provided for his parents a source of merit which would continue
and be maintained long after the donor himself was dead. This, it would seem,
is true filial piety.
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CHAPTER IV

The Ritual Obligations and Donor Roles
of Monks in the Pali Vinaya

MORE THAN ONCE recently it has again been suggested that Buddhist monks
had little or no role in life-cycle ceremonies in early India.' I do not know on
what evidence these suggestions are based, but it does not seem that it could
be the Pali texts. In fact, Buddhist vinaya texts in Pali, Sanskrit, and what Roth
calls “Prakrit-cum-Sanskrit” seem to suggest quite otherwise. They seem to
suggest and assume that monks regularly had a role in such ceremonies and that
their ritual presence and performance at such ceremonies was of some importance.
Most passages, indeed, employ language that suggests “obligation” (karaniya).
The same texts suggest and assume that Buddhist monks were active donors to
their own monastic community.

Ironically, the one life-cycle ceremony in which a significant place for monks
has been explicitly conceded—the funeral—is also the one which is not explicitly
included in the list of such ceremonies that appears in the Pali Vinaya passage
that seems most concerned with such matters. But although the funeral is not
explicitly mentioned there, the passage may allude at least to death rituals as
Edgerton sometime ago seemed to surmise: it speaks of “illness” (g//ana), and
the illness in question seems to be, to judge by context, terminal.”

The passage occurs in the Vassupanayika-khandbaka, the section dealing with
the “beginning of the rains.” In the Pali Text Society edition, the only one
available to me, this passage is rather badly chopped up in an apparent actempe
by editor or scribe to abbreviate repetitions. It deals in general with the occasions
or situations when a monk could legitimately break the rain-retreat during
which he was otherwise strictly forbidden to travel. One of these reasons—but
only one—has been widely cited: a monk may be away for up to seven days if
he goes to learn from a lay-brother (upasaka) a “recognized sitra” (abbifinatam

.. suttantam) that might otherwise be in danger of being lost. There are, however,
a number of other equally legitimate reasons.’

Originally published in Journal of the Pali Text Society XVI (1992):87-107. Reprinted with
stylistic changes with permission of the Pali Text Society.
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The enumeration of these reasons begins in Horner's translation as follows:

This is a case, monks, where a dwelling-place for an Order comes to have
been built by a layfollower (idbha pana bhikkhave upasakena samgham nddissa
viharo karapito bhoti). If he should send a messenger to monks, saying: “Let
the revered sirs come, I want to give a gift and to hear dhamma and to see
the monks” (Ggacchantu bhaddanta, icchami danafi ca datum dbammaii ca sotum
bbikkhil ca passitun ti), you should go, monks, if you are sent for (pahita)
and if the business (karaniya) can be done in seven days, but not if you are

not sent for.
{d, 139.27; 1V, 186.16)

This is followed by a long list of the kinds of buildings, including “bath-
rooms” and other constructions (“a lotus pond”), which a lay-brother has built
for “an Order,” or “for several monks” or “for one monk,” and so on, in regard
to which the same instructions are given. Since in these cases the order or the
monks are the recipients of the constructions, it is perhaps not remarkable that
their presence on these occasions was considered important enough to justify
breaking the rain-retreat. The same considerations, however, will not account
for their presence on other occasions.

The passage continues:

This is a case, monks, where a dwelling comes to have been built by a
layfollower for himself (idha pana bhikkbave upasakena attano atthiya nivesa-
nam karapitan bhoti) . . . a sleeping room (sayanighara) . . . a stable (nddosita)

. a hall in the bathroom ... a lotus pond ... ashed ... a park ...
I, 140.27; 1V, 187.22)

This list—an abbreviation of an already abbreviated text—is much longer
and contains almost every conceivable kind of domestic construction. Here, there
is no question of these constructions being presented to the monks; they are
explicitly said to have been made for the lay-brother himself. The monks in
these cases cannot be there as recipients, and their presence must have been
sought, and allowed, for other reasons. Since the text expresses the lay-brother’s
request using the formula “I want to give a gift and to hear dbamma and to see
the monks,” it would seem reasonable to assume that not just here, but even in
the prior cases where the monks were the intended recipients, the reason for the
monks’ presence was essentially ritualistic. It would appear that the text allows
as legitimate and even requires the presence of the monks at some sort of
ceremony marking the completion (the verbal form is éarapita) of construction
of all sorts of domestic structures owned by laymen at which monks would
receive gifts and recite religious texts. It is, in fact, hard to interpret the text
otherwise. But two further points should be noted: it appears to have been
assumed by the redactors of the text that monks would regularly receive such
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requests, and that their compliance with such requests was important enough
to justify their temporary absence from the rain-retreat.

If what we see here looks very much like sanctioned and assumed monastic
participation in the domestic house-dedication rituals that are frequently found
in traditional culcures, then what follows in the passage can only verify this
impression. To the list of house-dedications the text then adds at least three
other occasions of traditional domestic rituals:

This is the case, monks, where a dwelling comes to have been built by a
layfollower for himself . . . a sleeping room . . . a park . . ., or there comes
to be his son’s marriage (purtassa va vareyyam hoti), or there comes to be his
daughter’s marriage (dbituya va vareyyam hoti), or he becomes ill (gilino va
hoti) . . .

(I, 140.35; 1V, 188.3)

In each of these cases—as in those that precede them—monks, if requested
through the formulaic request, are required to go. Since the reason or occasion
that immediately follows concerns preserving “a recognized satra” that is in
danger of being lost, and since no distinction is made between it and the
marriages of sons or daughters, for example, it would seem that the redactors
of the Theravada-vinaya considered the latter occasions to have the same impor-
tance as the former; in other words, the presence of monks ac weddings was as
important as the preservation of s#tras. It is, moreover, difficult to avoid the
impression that this passage presupposes something like a client relationship
between monks and lay-brothers. That there was some sense of obligation in
this relationship seems virtually certain: the text does not say the monk may go,
but thac—if sent for and if it can be accomplished in seven days—he “must
g0" (gantabba).

The clarity of the text here renders elaborate discussion, I think, unnecessary.
It is all but self-evident that the redactors of the Pali Vinaya assumed and insisted
upon monastic presence at and participation in a whole series of purely domestic
or life-cycle ricuals. Our passage is not simply of interest for its clear articulation
of a set of ritual obligations bearing on Buddhist monks, however, because it
also assumes that requests for the ritual presence of monks will not be made by
laymen only. It goes on to enumerate in very nearly the same language another
series of individuals who have dwelling places and monasteries built for the
order and themselves, and who also request the ritual presence of the monks on
such occasions:

This is a case, monks, where a dwelling place . .. a site for a monastery
for an Order . . . for several monks . . . for him-(her-)self is built by a monk
.anun ... a probationer ... a novice (idha pana bhikkhave bhikkhuna

samgham uddissa, bhikkbuniya samgham uddissa . . . attano atthaya vibaro kara-
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pito hoti). If he (she) should send a messenger to monks, saying: “Let the
revered sirs (masters) come. I want to give a gift and to hear dhamma and
to see the monks,” you should go, monks, if you are sent for and if the
business can be done in seven days . ..

(I, 141.31; IV, 189.11)

Here too, I think, the text has an elegant clarity. The redactors of our passage
could only have assumed and taken very much for granted that—exactly like
laymen—monks, nuns, “probationers” (sikkhamana), and novices (samanera) all
had monasteries and monastic buildings regularly constructed both for the order
and for themselves, and—again like laymen—all had on such occasions need for
the ritual presence of fellow monks. The text does not rule on, but assumes,
that monks and nuns can and do act as major donors. We need not again belabor
the fact that this kind of assumption by the redactors of the Theravida-vinaya
fits awkwardly, if at all, in the picture of monastic Buddhism found in our
handbooks but very nicely with the actions of monks and nuns recorded in
Indian inscriptions. Nor is the role of monks in domestic rituals a commonplace
in modern presentations of monastic Buddhism. The apparent discordancy—since
we prefer so often the pictures in our own books—might suggest some suspicion
in regard to the present passage, or perhaps that it is just another aberration
peculiar to the Pali Vinaya.’ That such suspicions are unfounded seems to follow
from two further quite different texts.

The Milasarvastivada-vinaya found at Gilgit has a section—the Varsgvastn—
that corresponds in the main to the Pali Vassupanayika-khandhaka. There is, as
well, in the Gilgit Varsgvastu a long passage that corresponds to the Pali passage
cited above and enumerates the occasions on which the monks may legitimately
be away during the rain-retreat. Both the enumeration and language here are
similar to what occurs in the Pali Vinaya, but by no means are they the same.
The Varsavastu passage starts with a list of obligations (karaniya) owed to upasakas
or lay-brothers. Unfortunately, the description of the very first of the occasions
on which a monk must go when sent for by a layman involves a textual—and
perhaps lexical—problem that I cannot solve. It is, however, virtually certain
that it had something to do with the marriage of the lay-brother.® I therefore
cite what is, in fact, the last occasion enumerated to give an example of the
formulaic character of the language used in the Varsavastu:

There is moreover a further obligation to a lay-brother (wpasakasya kara-
niyam). It may occur that a lay-brother has a sickness, suffering, a serious
illness. He will send a messenger to the monks (saying) “Will the Venerable
Ones give a recitation” (Fryd vdacam dasyants). A monk should go, having
been authorized for seven days, through this obligation to a lay-brother
(gantavyam bbiksuna saptaham adbisthaya updsakasya karaniyena).’



76 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

The Milasarvastivada-vinaya, like the Vinaya of the Theravada, then assumes
and requires the presence of monks at certain lay, domestic life-cycle ceremonies.
It does not list all of the same occasions, however, referring explicitly only to
marriage and serious, if not terminal, illness. The Malasarvastivada-vinaya does
not seem to refer to house-dedication rituals; it cercainly does not contain the
long list of different kinds of structures found in the Pali. But it does contain
some of the same occasions found in the Pali that are more specifically Buddhist.
It refers, for example, to a lay-brother having a vibara constructed, alchough
here too it uses a different language: “It may occur that a lay-brother wishes to
have erected a monastery for the community of monks from the four directions”
(yathapi tad upasakas caturdise bhiksusamghe vibaram pratisthapayitukamo bhavati).
It also lists a number of more specifically Buddhist occasions not found in the
Pili Vinaya: a lay-brother “desiring to donate bedding and seats to that monastery”
(... asminn eva vibare sayandsanam anupradatukamo bbavati), “wanting to designace
a permanent alms-giving™ in it (. . . asminn eva vihare dbruvabbiksan prajiapayitu-
kamo bbavati), and, interestingly, “wanting to have erected a st7pa for the body
of the Tathagata in that monastery” (... tasminn eva vibdre tathigatasya Sarira-

stitpam pratisthapayitukamo bbavati).® In all of these cases—as in the case of
marriage and illness—if the monks are sent for, and if they can return within
seven days, they are, of course, required to go. One such occasion, however, may
be particularly important because we may be able to connect it with a record
that can be much more securely placed in time and place.

The Gilgit text gives one of the more specifically Buddhist occasions in the

following form:

There is moreover a turther obligation to a lay-brother. It may occur that
a lay-brother wants to donate the raising of a staff on that st7jpa. the raising
of an umbrella, the raising of a flag, the raising of a banner ... he sends
a messenger to the monks . . . a monk should go . ..

aparam apy updsakasya karaniyam. yathapi tad updsakas tasminn eva stiipe yasty-
aropanam chatraropanam dbvajaropanam patakaropanam . .. anupradatukamo
bhavati . . . sa bbiksanam diatam anupresayati . . . gantavyam bhiksuna . . ."

Admitcing that the exact sense of yasti—although much discussed''—is
uncertain, it is still difficult not to see in this passage a regulation that corresponds
almost exactly to the record of an actual event that appears to have occurred at
a stiipa near Bahawalpur in the first century of the Common Era. This event was
recorded in a Kharostht inscription, the language of which one might call “a
Sanskritized Prakrit.” Although there have been some differences of opinion in
regard to its interpretation, Konow’s—as usual—appears to be basically correct:

The eleventh year—year 11—of the Great King, the King Surpassing
Kings, the Son of Devas, Kaniska, in the month of Daisios, on the eighteenth



Ritual Obligations and Donor Roles 77

day—day 18—when the monk (bhiksx) Nagadatta, a narrator of Dbarma
(dba(rma}kathi), the student (sisya) of the teacher (acarya) Damatrata, the
student’s student of the teacher Bhava, raised the staff (yathim aropayata)
here in Damana, the mistress of the monastery (vibarasvamini), the lay-
sister (#pasika) Balanandt and the matron, her mother Balajaya, also gave,
in addition to the setting up of the yasti (imam yathipratithanam), the
enclosure (parivara). May this be for the benefit and ease of all living
beings."'

Here we seem to have the record of almost precisely the kind of occasion
envisioned in the text. A lay-sister donates “the setting up of the yasi” at a
stiipa, but the presence of a monk—if not his actual direction of the event—is
carefully recorded, using in at least one case exactly the same wording as the
Vinaya passage. The importance of the epigraphical record lies, of course, in the
fact that it allows us to say that what was promulgated, in at least this Vinaya,
appears to actually have been occurring by the first century.'”

Apart from these points, and apart from noting that the Milasarvastivada
passage also lists as one occasion the recitation of texts by a lay-brother, we need
only note that this Vinaya not only confirms the kind of participation of monks
in the domestic rituals that was taken for granted in the Pali Vinaya. it also
assumes—again as in the Pali—that monks will regularly act as donors. The
first of a monk’s obligations to fellow monks occurs in the following form:

What is the obligation to a monk (bhikseh karaniyam). It may occur that
a monk wants to present a park to the community of monks from the four
directions (yathapi tad bhiksus caturdise bhiksusamghe aramam niryatayitukamo
bhavati). By him there an abundance of material things and worldly things
are brought together (tena tatra prabbito vastulabba amisalabbas ca samupanito
bhavati). He sends a messenger to the monks (saying) “Come! The Reverends
will enjoy.” A monk should go, having been authorized for seven days,
through this obligation to a monk."?

In referring to bringing together “material things and worldly things,” the text
uses exactly the same formulaic wording it had used several times previously in
regard to lay-brothers. Moreover, immediately after this passage the text also
lists in abbreviated form virtually all the occasions it had enumerated in detail
in regard to obligations to lay-brothers: yarhapi tad bhiksur asminn evarame viharam
Sayanasanam dbruvabhiksam tathagatasya sarivastipam, ...'"" As in the section
dealing with lay-brothers, so here the section ends with reference to a monk’s
obligation to attend to a sick or dying fellow monk by giving a recitation:
yathapi tad bhiksur Gbadhiko dubkbito vadhaglano bbavati. sa bbiksinam ditam
anupresayati. agacchantv ayusmanto vacam bba(si}syanti, .. "

We have then two apparently distinct vinaya traditions—the Theravada and
Malasarvastivada—that both assume and enjoin monastic participation in at
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least some domestic, lay life-cycle rituals and take as a given the fact that
monks—exactly like laymen—make both major and minor religious donations,
and that when they do, other monks are obliged to be present. There is, moreover,
at least a third vinaya tradition in which we find something very similar.

The Abbisamacarika, the “Prakrit-cam-Sanskrit” text of which was discovered
in Tibet by Sankrityayana, belongs to the Mahasanghika-Lokottaravada monastic
tradition. In its formal structure it does not contain divisions corresponding to
the Pali Vassupanayika-kbandhaka nor to the Gilgit Varsavasty and, as a conse-
quence, we do not find in it a passage that formally corresponds to those we
have discussed. We do find, however, the expression of the same sorts of assump-

'6 for example, which deals in large part with

tions and ideas. Its first chapter,
the duties of a senior monk (samgha-sthavira), says that one of the duties of such
a monk is to determine, when an invitation to a meal has been received by the
monks, what the occasion for the meal is (fanitavyam. kim alambanam bbaktam).
He is to determine whether, significantly, the invitation is “connected with a
birth, connected with a death, connected with a marriage, connected with a
housewarming” (jatakam mytakam va vevahikam va grba-pravesakam va)."” These
are the occasions, apparently, on which it was assumed monks would receive
and accept invitations from the laity, and they, as in the Pali and Gilgit Vinayas,
are all connected with domestic life-cycle rituals. The text goes on to say that,
in addition to the occasion, the senior monk must also determine the source of
the invitation; he must determine whether it comes from “a visitor, a villager,
a householder, or a renunciant” (dgantukasya gamikasya grhasthasya pravrajitasya).
It is clear from the instructions given by the senior monk to the person sent to
determine these matters that when the invitation is made by a householder, he
is generally assumed to be a lay-brother or upasaka: tena gacchiya prechitavyam,
koct imam bi itthannamo nama updsako. It is equally clear from similar instructions
that the inviter could be a monk or nun: ko nimantreti, bhiksu bhiksuni upasakopasika
agantuko gamiko vanijako sarthaviho.'®

After indicating how all of this should be determined, the text goes on to
specify how on each occasion the transfer of merit apparently expected from the
monks should be performed, citing—curiously—both an inappropriate and an
appropriate verse to be recited that in every case is tailored to the specific
occasion. Typical are the instructions concerning an invitation “connected with
a death™

Now, then, when it is an occasion connected with a death, it is not permissi-
ble to direct the reward thus (na@yam ksamati evam daksina adisitum):
“Today for you is a very good day, very efficacious. At present has
arrived an auspicious moment.
Today for you in the well-ordained, through the well-ordained, the
reward in the most excellent vessel shines.”
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Not in this way is the reward to be directed, but rather the reward should
be directed (atha khalu daksina adisitarya):
“All living beings will die. Indeed life ends in death. As was their
action so they will go, going towards the result of good or bad.
There is hell for those of bad action; good being done, they go to
heaven.
Having developed the noble path they without further consequences
enter nirvana.”
In this way the reward is to be directed."”

The monks on each occasion are required to recite an appropriate verse and
“to direct the reward” that results from this. Although not frequently, the
expression used here to refer to the “transfer of merit’—daksini adis—does occur
in the Piali canon, and there, as here, is also associated with the recitation of
verses. It is far more frequent and firmly anchored in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya
and related sources, where again it is frequently connected with the recitation
of verses or Dharma. And it is referred to as well in other Mahasanghika sources.?”
The appropriate verse here, as in most other cases, occurs elsewhere in canonical
literature.?! But for our present purposes the most important point to be noted
is, of course, that the Abhisamacarika, though representing yet another distinct
vinaya tradition, assumes, and makes rules to govern, the participation of monks
in domestic life-cycle rituals, and assumes as well that monks and nuns act as
donors. Though minor details may vary, it has in common a set of basic assump-
tions and ideas with both the Theravada and Malasarvastivada monastic traditions
and codes. All share the assumption and acceptance of a monk’s obligation to
be present at, and to have an active role in, a variety of domestic, life-cycle
rituals connected with birth, marriage, house construction, sickness, and death.
All promulgate rules governing such obligations.”? All recognize as perfectly
regular that monks and nuns will act as donors. The texts, I think, are unambigu-
ous on these points, although there is, as well, an important qualification in all
of them.

The qualification or restriction that appears to apply to the obligations
monks owe to others is highlighted in, for example, another discussion in the
Pili Vinaya. The case involves a monk whose mother falls ill and sends for him
during the rain-retreat. The monk is made to recall the Buddha'’s ruling on the
matter, but it apparently does not cover this particular case because the monk
says: ayafi ca me matd giland sa ca anupdsika. katham nu kho maya patipajjitabban
t7, “This is my mother who is fallen ill, but she is not a lay-sister. How now should
I proceed?” The Buddha responds by adding the monk’s mother and father to
the previously established list of individuals—all otherwise formally connected
with the Buddhist community—to whom a monk had a clear obligation in such
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circumstances: 2 monk, a nun, a probationer, a novice, a woman novice, and lay-
brothers and -sisters.>?

This case confirms and makes explicit what all of our texts, whether Thera-
vada, Malasarvastivada, or Mahasanghika, seem to imply: the obligation of monks
to ateend and participate in lay life-cycle ceremonies is not owed to the roral lay
population, but only to individuals who are formally designated as lay-brothers
(upasakas) or lay-sisters (upasikdas). To which the Pali tradition, at least, adds a
monk’s mother and father, even if the parents are not formally connected with
the Buddhist community. This restriction is significant for understanding the
social dynamics of the Buddhist community as it was understood by vinaya
masters. It is also significant because epigraphical material seems strongly to
suggest that only a small number of those people who made gifts at Buddhist
sites identified themselves as upasakas or upasikas.*' The ritual clientele of Bud-
dhist monks may necessarily have been limited in early India. The problem that
remains, then, is determining what “early” can mean here.

This situation is not new. It recurs repeatedly in the study of early Buddhist
canonical sources, especially when textual sources transmitted by more than one
Buddhist monastic order are consulted. In this instance, we have texts redacted
and transmitted by the Theravada, Milasarvastivada, and Mahasanghika chat,
although they differ in regard to detail, share or have in common a set of rules
and a common assumption in regard to monastic participation in domestic ritual.
To account for such shared or common elements, two basic theories have been
used: one says that common elements in discrete textual and monastic sources
must go back to a period which predates the development of schisms; the other
says that such common elements result from contamination, mutual borrowing,
and a process of leveling, and, therefore, are late.?’ The first theory depends on
the assumption that Buddhist monastic groups can be meaningfully treated as
so-called sects—this has been repeatedly questioned.?® It depends on the assump-
tion that, once developed, these sects existed in isolation, hermetically sealed,
with no significant contact or interchange—this is contrary to all our evidence.”’
It depends on the assumption that we actually know when the splits or schisms
occurred—but we do not. The textual sources, all very late, give a variety of
discordant dates, and epigraphical sources suggest that discrete monastic orders
appeared centuries later than our textual sources say.?® Finally, this theory assumes
that “orthodoxy” or uniformity among related religious groups is established
first and then, only over time, do significant differences develop—this is contrary
to almost everything church historians and sociologists have discovered: if unifor-
mity is ever achieved, it is achieved over more or less long periods of time
through a complex process of mutual influence, borrowing, and sometimes violent
leveling that works on originally discrete and competing groups and voices.?’
The second theory seems to avoid these problems.
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A similar, in fact related, set of questions concerns the date of the various
Vinayas. But it too seems that the old observations and arguments of Wassilieff
and Lévi remain unrefuted and best account for what seem to be the facts. The
former said some years ago that it appears that “les Vinayas parvenus a nous ont
été rédigés a une époque tardive,” and the evidence seems to be mounting in
his favor.*

Fortunately, however, the dates of the vinayas need not here be decided. It
is probably true that, in terms of absolute chronology, 4// of the vinayas are late.
But from the point of view of relative chronology, they also represent the earliest
codification of monastic rules that we have. For our specific purposes, this means
that monastic presence and participation in a range of domestic life-cycle rituals
is assumed, judged important, and prescribed in the earliest vinaya literature
that we have, and that our earliest vinaya sources assume that monks and nuns
will regularly act as donors and rule on the obligations of fellow monks when
they do.

We still, of course, do not know if monks actually participated in domestic
rituals. We only know that the monk redactors of several vinayas assumed they
did and said they should. That monks and nuns acted as donors, however, is
certain. Not only do those same monk redactors assume they did, and formulate
rules for governing the behavior of other monks when they would, but Indian
inscriptions put this beyond any doubt. Once again, the isolated, socially disen-
gaged “early” Buddhist monk of modern scholars and Mahayina polemics is
difficule to find.?!
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qu’il fallait résoudre au nom du fondateur de l'ordre. Les couvents les plus riches, les
mieux fréquentés, se créaient ainsi des collections qui se perpétuatent en s’accroissant.
Les religieux errants, qui circulaient toujours nombreux de couvent en couvent, mainten-
aient dans ce vaste ensemble une communication constante qui tendait a niveler les
divergences trop accusées. Réduits par élagage 2 leurs éléments communs, les Vinaya de
toutes les écoles se raménent sans effort 2 une sorte d’archétype unique, qui n'est pas le
Vinaya primitif, mais la moyenne des Vinaya.”

31. The influence of the characterizations of “early” monks found in Mahayana siitra
literature on modern scholatly characterizations is a subject not yet studied, but one
which may well be of particular significance. There are cases, for example, where what
appears to be Mahayana polemical caricature has been used to account for historical
development. Dayal has said that “... it seems that the Buddhist monks ... in the
second century B.C. . . . emphasized a few duties to the exclusion of others. They became
too self-centered and contemplative, and did not evince the old zeal for missionary
activity among the people. They seem to have cared only for their own liberation from
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saintly and serene, but inactive and indolent monastic order” (H. Dayal, The Bodhisatira
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Obviously, much remains to be learned here.

* % *

[For a short response to this paper see R. Gombrich, “The Monk in the Pili Vinaya:
Priest or Wedding Guest?” JPTS 21 (1995) 193-197. For more on the title translated
here as “mistress of the monastery,” see now G. Schopen, “The Lay Ownership of
Monasteries and the Role of the Monk in Milasarvastivadin Monasticism,” JIABS 19.1
(19906) 81-126.1



CHAPTER V

The Stiapa Cult and the Extant Pali
Vinaya

ONE OF THE MORE curious things about the Pali Vinaya as we have it is that it
contains no rules governing the behavior of monks in regard to stipas. In this
respect it is, among the various vinayas that have come down to us, unique:
“tous les Vinayapitaka . . . a la seule exception du vinaya pali, contiennent,” according
to Bareau, “d’intéressantes données concernant la construction et le culte des
stiipa” (emphasis added).! Bareau seems to see the absence of such “données” in
the Pali Vinaya as a function of the chronology of the compilation of the various
rinayas and seems to suggest that the absence of such material results from che
relatively earlier date of the closing of its compilation.” Roth explains the absence
ot such rules in the Pali Vinaya in a somewhat different way: “The Pali tradition
apparently did not include such a section, as the compilers of the ancient Pali
canon were governed by a tradition according to which the construction and
worship of a stipa was the concern of laymen and not of monks. Therefore, there
was felt to be no need for a particular st@pa-section to be included in che
Khandhaka-section of the Pali Vinaya.”® There is, however, a passage in a twelfth
century Sinhalese Katikavata, or monastic code, a passage in the Visuddbimagga,
and several passages in the Surta-vibbanga, that might suggest quite a different
possible explanation.

The Maba-Parakramababu Katikavata, which has come down to us in a
twelfth century inscription from Galvihara,® was promulgated as a part of one
of the many attempts to “purify” or “reform” the Sri Lankan Sazgha, and its
authors claim that it “was formulated also without deviating from the tradition
of the lineage of preceptors {ddurol = dcarya-kulal and after che consultation of
Dhamma and Vinaya.” One of the sections intended to regulate the daily life

of the monks says, in part, in Ratnapala’s translation:

Originally published in Jowrnal of the Pali Text Society X111 (1989):83~100. Reprinted with

stylistic changes with permission of the Pali Text Society.

86
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They should rise at dawn and pass the time walking up and down (for the
sake of bodily exercise). Thereafter they should wear the civara covering
themselves properly with it and after they have finished cleaning the teeth
and have attended to the duties specified in the Kbandhaka such as the duties
pertaining to Stiipas, the great bodhi-tree, the temple terrace, the teachers,
the Theras, the sick and the lodging places (dabagab manibo angana-vatu-
du ddurn-vat tera-vat gilan-vat senasun-vat i kandu-vatu-du sapaya), should
if need arise enter the refectory . .. (emphasis added).®

It would appear from his translation that Ratnapala understood the Katika-
vata to be saying that all the “duties” enumerated here were “specified” in the
Kbhandbhaka, and that he assumes that Khandhaka here refers to the portion of
the Vinaya so named. But this would suggest, if Ratnapala’s interpretation of
the text is correct, that che authorities who drafted this Katiédvata in the
twelfth century knew—and presupposed that their intended audience knew—a
Khandhbaka which contained rules concerning “duties pertaining to Stpas.” The
Khandbhaka-vatta, or duties specified in the Khandhaka,” were, again according
to Ratnapala, specifically identified by Mahasvami Sariputra, a leading figure
and vinaya authority contemporary with the promulgation of the Katikarata.
with “the major and minor duties enumerated in the Vatta-khandhaka. i.e.,
Vinaya ii 207-230."" éﬁriputra, then, also understood Khandhaka-vatia to refer
to the text of the Vinaya, and his specificity, in fact, should make it easy to
locate these rules. But when we look at Vinaya ii 207-230, it becomes clear
that, although there are now rules there regarding “the teachers, the Theras, the
sick and the lodging places,” Vinaya ii 207-230, as we have i, does not contain
a word about stizpas. This might suggest either that Sariputra was wrong in his
identification of the Kbhandhaka-vatta with these specific pages, or that the
compilers of the Katikivata knew—and expected contemporaries to have—a
Vinaya different from the one we have, a Vinaya which had a fuller text of Vinaya
it 207-230 than the one that has come down to us. Oddly enough, even if
Sariputra was wrong in his specific identification, we are still lefc in much the
same position: even if the Katikgvata is not specifically referring to Vinaya i
207-230, it must at least be referring to the Vinaya.® And it is not in just
Vinaya ii 207-230 that there are no references to “duties pertaining to Stiipas”;
there are no references to such duties anywhere in the Pali Vinaya that we know.
It is, however, not just the authors of our Karikirata who appear possibly to
have known a Pali Vinaya different from the one we have.

Buddhaghosa refers on several occasions in his Visuddhimagga to the Khan-
dhaka and there is, I think, no doubt about what he understood by the term.
In one place he says: wbbhato-vibhargapariyapannam va adibrabmacariyakam, khand-
hakavattapariyapannam abhisamacarikam, which Pe Maung Tin cranslates as “Or,
that which is included in both the Vibhangas is the ‘major precept’; that which
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“1s included in the Khandhaka duties is the ‘minor precept’.”” At another place
he refers to the “proper duties” promulgated by the Blessed One in the Khandhaka
(yan ‘tam bbagavatd . .. kbandhake sammavatiam pafifiattam) and then quotes a
passage similar to that found in our Katikavata that is found now in Vinaya ii
231.'" It seems fairly obvious, then, that when Buddhaghosa uses the terms
Khandhaka or Khandhaka-vatta, he is always referring to the text of the canonical
Vinaya which he knew. This is of some importance because in yet another passage

in his Visuddbimagga, he refers hisreaders to the Khandbaka for rules regarding

many of the same things that the Maha-Parakramabahu-Katikavata refers to. The
passage in question reads:

dgantukam pana bhikkbum disva agantukapatisanthiro katabbo va. avasesani
pi cetiyanganavatta-bodbiyanganavatta-uposathigaravatta-
bhojanasalajantaghara-acariyupajihaya-agantuka-gamikavattadini sabbani
kbandbakavaitani piaretabban’ eva

which Pe Maung Tin translates as:

On seeing a guest-monk, he should give him the greetings due to a guest.
All the remaining Khandhaka duties should be performed, such as the duties
of the shrine-yard, the yard of the Bo-tree, the sacred-service hall, the dining-
hall, the fire-room, the duties towards the teacher, the preceptor, guests.”

It is clear from his translation that Pe Maung Tin understood Khandhaka
in the Visuddhimagga to be a proper name or the title of a work. T. W. Rhys
Davids and Stede before him understood the term in the Visuddhimagga in the
same way. Citing the same passages we have cited above from the Visuddhimagga,
Rhys Davids and Stede defined kbandbaka-varsa as “duties or observances specified
"in the v. khandha or chapter of the Vinaya which deals with these duties.”'? But

if these scholars are correct, then it is hard to avoid concluding from the passage
just cited that, like the authors of the Katikgvata who knew a Kbandhaka
containing rules “pertaining to St#pas,” Buddhaghosa knew a Khandbaka that
contained rules concerning “the shrine-yard” or cetiyarigana. Since he was—Ilike
-the authors of the Karikavata
again difficult to avoid the assumption that he assumed that they would know

giving practical instructions to his readers, it is

“or be able to consult a similar Khandhaka. But, alchough the Mahasanghika
Vinaya preserved in Chinese, for example, has rules concerning what Bareau
“translates as “I'enceinte du st#pa,”!? and although the Sanskrit version of the
Mitlasarvastivada-vinaya has rules regarding the stapangana,"* the Pali Vinaya as
we have it does not have a single reference to the cetiyangana or stiapangana."’
Unless Ratnapala, Pe Maung Tin, Rhys Davids, and Stede are all wrong in
their interpretations of the Compound khandhakavatta, unless, in short, we do
not understand what the term actually refers to, these two passages—one from
the fifth century Visuddhimagga, the other from a twelfth century Sinhalese
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Katikdvata—seem to suggest that there is a distinct probability that che Pali
Vinaya, like virtually all the other vinayas known to us, had once contained
specific “duties pertaining to St@pas” and “duties of the shrine-yard.” It is,
moreover, not just sources external to the Pali Vinaya like the Visuddhimagga
and Maba-Parakramabibu Katikavata that seem to suggest that this Vinaya may
have originally contained such rules. There are indications within the Pali Vinaya
itself that would seem to point to much the same conclusion.

Although, as we have already noted, the Pali Vinaya as we have it, and more
particularly the Kbandhaka, have no rules specifically governing behavior in
regard to stipas, stipas—or at least cetiyas—are taken for granted as an integral
part of the monastic life in at least four passages in the Sutta-vibbarga. We might
look briefly at these.

In discussing the passage from the Visuddhimagga above, 1 have assumed
that Buddhaghosa’s cetiyarigana was the Pali equivalent of the Milasarvastivadin
stapangana and of the “l'enceinte du stZpa” found in the Chinese vinayas. Given
the narrative uses and descriptions of the cetiyargana in Buddhaghosa, it would
be hard to argue otherwise. But if this equivalence of cetiya and stiipa holds here,
it may hold elsewhere as well. Two of the four passages from the Sutta-vibhariga
that concern us, for example, deal with property rights in, and the tripartite
economic structure of, Buddhist monastic establishments. The first of these,
Vinaya iii 2606, reads:

samghassa parinatam afifiasamghassa va cetiyassa va parinameti, apatti
dukkatassa. cetiyassa parinatam afiiacetiyassa va samghassa va puggalassa
vd parinameti, apatti dukkatassa. puggalassa parinatam aniapuggalassa va
samghassa va cetiyassa va parinameti, dpatti dukkatassa.

And Horner translates the passage as:

If he appropriates what was apportioned to the Order for another (part of
the) Order or for a shrine, there is an offence of wrong-doing. If he appro-
priates what was apportioned to a shrine for another shrine or for an Order
or for an individual, there is an offence of wrong-doing. If he appropriates
what was apportioned to an individual for another individual or for an
Order or for a shrine, there is an offence of wrong-doing.'®

This passage, and the virtually identical passage at Vinaya iv 156, can, I
think, only represent the Pali versions of similar discussions of property rights
found in Sanskrit in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya and in several vinayas now
preserved in Chinese. In the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, for example, we find:

bhagavin dha | sarvasamgham sannipatydsau laksitavyah | kinm
sambbinnakari na va iti | yadi sambbinnakari | samghikam stanpikam karoti |
Staupikam va samghikam | evam adbarmikam |
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The Blessed One said: ‘Having assembled the whole community, this is to
be considered: is this a (case for) making a full division [or: mixed distribu-
tionl, or is it not? If there is a full division (and) it takes what belongs to
the Sangha as what belongs to the st7pa, or what belongs to the stipa as
what belongs to the Saigha—such (a procedure) is not in conformity with
the Dharma (de lta bu chos dang mi mthun pa yin pas).'’

In regard to the Chinese vinayas, Bareau notes, for example, that “les Sarvasti-
vadin parlent aussi des biens inépuisables du st#pa. qui sont inaliénables. Les
biens qui sont donnés en offrande au stipa ne peuvent étre utilisés a d'autres
fins. On ne doit pas les mélanger avec les biens de la Communauté des quatre
directions, ni avec les biens consistant en nourriture, ni avec les biens a partager.”'

It would seem fairly cercain that the Sutta-vibhanga passage, the Milasarvasti-
vdda-vinaya passage, and the Sarvastivadin material summarized by Bareau are
all dealing with the same basic concern: the distribution of property to, and the
ownership rights of, the different corporate or juristic entities within a monastic
establishment. The fact that, in exactly similar contexts, the Sarvastivadin and
Malasarvastivadin Vinayas speak of stigpas or that which “belongs to the stipas”
(staupika) and the Pali Swutta-vibbanga speaks of cetiyas would seem again to
suggest that the two terms are equivalent, that cer/ya in these contexts is the
Pali equivalent for stapa. It is interesting to note that the Pali preference for
cetiya may, in fact, represent a relatively late South Indian influence on the
vocabulary of the Pali Vinaya. At Nagarjunikonda, for example, what elsewhere
would be called a st#pa is, in the inscriptions, consistently referred to as a cetiyea. '

But if ceriya in these contexts and in the compound cetryargana is the Pili
equivalent of stpa, then it is equally possible chat it is being used in the same
way in the two remaining passages we must mention from the Sutta-vibbanga.
Sanghadisesa V prohibits monks from acting as “go-betweens” (safcaritta) but
notes that “there is no offence if it is for the Order, or for a shrine, or if he is
ill; if he is going on business, if he is mad, if he is a beginner” (anapatti sanighassa
vd cetiyassa va gilanassa va karaniyena gacchati, ummattakassa, adikammikassa ti).”"
Similarly, in the Bbikkbunivibbanga, Pacittiya XLIV, which prohibits nuns from
doing household work, cooking, etc., it is said that “there is no offence if it
{cooking, etc.] is a drink of conjey, if it is for the Order; if it is for worship at
a shrine . . " (anapatti yagupane samghabhatte cetiya-pijaya . . .).>" If Pali cetiya in
these two passages does not refer to what in other Vinayas would be called sripas.
it is hard to know what it could refer to. The ceriya in these passages is an
“object” for whose worship nuns can properly prepare food and for whose sake
monks can engage in activities otherwise forbidden to them. It is unlikely,
therefore, that the term here could be referring to local or non-Buddhist
“shrines”"—the only other “objects” generally referred to by the term in Pali
canonical literature.”> These considerations, and the fact that the use of Pali
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cettya for stiipa is virtually assured, as we have seen, elsewhere in the S#tta-
vibbanga would certainly support the possibility that it is so used here as well.

If we keep in mind, then, the equivalence of cetiya and stiipa that seems
virtually certain in two cases in the Pali Sutta-vibbanga. and likely in two more,
it would appear that the Pali Susta-vibhanga (although it has no rules specifically
governing behavior in regard to stipas or cetiyas) takes such behavior and the
existence of stipas or cetiyas very much for granted when it deals with other
matters. The rules governing the division of property, acting as a “go-between,”
cooking foods, etc., take the st@pa or cetiya and activity undertaken in regard to
it as established and fully integrated elements of the monastic life. This, of
course, makes the complete absence of rules specifically concerned with stigpas
or cetiyas in the Khandhaka even more striking and would seem to provide yet
another argument for concluding that the Pali Khandhaka must originally have
contained such rules. But if—as the Maha-Parakramabihn Katikavata, the Visud-
dbimagga, and the Sutta-vibharga seem to suggest—the Pali Vinaya had originally
contained such rules, then the fact that they are no longer found in the Vinaya
known to us could, apparently, only be explained by assuming that either they
had inadvertently dropped out of the manuscripts or, perhaps, that they were
intentionally written out.

The comparatively recent date of the vast majority of the surviving manu-
scripts for texts in the Pali canon,?’ coupled with the long and troubled history
of their transmission—especially after the twelfth century—could easily account
for the loss of material from these texts on a fairly large scale and makes an
uninterrupted transmission of our Pali texts extremely unlikely. In fact, the
historical situation would suggest that the transmission was probably interrupted
not once but on several different occasions.’® It is, therefore, possible to think
that the loss of “the duties pertaining to Stapas” could have occurred in just
this way. There is at least one consideration, however, that renders this possibility
less forceful and may, in fact, suggest quite a different process.

In the vinayas surveyed by Bareau—those of the Mahisasaka, Dharmagup-
taka, Mahasanghika, Sarvastivadin, and Mulasarvastivadin—the rules regarding
stipas, although concentrated in the various Ksudrakavastus, are scattered through-
out this vastx and, in some of the collections, in other vastus or divisions of the
vinaya as well.”’ They do not occur as a single block. Assuming that much the
same held for the Pali Vinaya, and that although concentrated in a single zasta,
rules regarding stipas would have been scattered throughout it and elsewhere
in the Skandhaka, it would be easy enough to see how some of these scattered
rules could have been lost through accidents of transmission. But that all such
rules would have been lost in this way seems very unlikely. In light of this, the
total absence of rules regarding st#pas in the Pali Vinaya would seem to make
sense only if they had been systematically removed.
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But acknowledging the possibility—if not the likelihood—of such a system-
atic removal having actually occurred is one thing; knowing why it mighc have
occurred is something else again. One might be tempted to try to explain any
removal from the Pali Vinaya of rules regarding stipas by referring to the
purported prohibition of monastic participation in the st@pa/relic cult that is
supposed to occur in the Mahaparinibbana-sutta. This, however, will raise many
more questions than answers and, in fact, leads us to much the same conclusion
that consideration of the Katikavata, the Visuddhimagga, and the Sutta-vibbanga
suggests. First of all—as I hope to show in some detail elsewhere—the injunction
addressed to Ananda concerning sarfra-piija has nothing to do with an ongoing
cult of relics or st#pas.”® Not only can this be shown from the Mahaparinibbina-
sutta and related texts, but it is equally clear from other sources that any
discomfiture with monastic participation in stZpa or relic cult activity is distinctly
modern. In the Udana version of the story of “Bahiya of the Bark Garment,”
for example, there is a clear directive to monks to build stigpas:

.. . having seen (the body of Bahiya, the Blessed One) addressed the monks:
"You, monks, must take up the body of Bahiya of the Bark Garment!
Having put it on a bier, having carried it out, you must cremate it, and
you must build a stgpa for it! For monks, a fellow-monk has died.’

. disvana bhikkhii amantesi: ganbatha bhikkbave Bahiyassa daruciriyassa
sarivakam manicakam dropetva nibaritva jhapetha thipan c'assa karotha, sabrah-
macart vo bbikkbave kalankato ti.*

The Apadina version of the same story has the Buddha saying to the monks:
... thiapam karotha piijetha, “You must build a s#7pa/ You must worship it!"*
That these texts give expression to very early practice concerning the disposal
of the monastic dead is confirmed by some of the earliest archaeological and
epigraphical evidence that we have. There are, for example, the group of stapas
of the local monastic dead at the monastery complex at Bhaja, “probably one of
the oldest Buddhist religious centres in the Deccan”;”” or the old stapa of the
“forest-dweller” Gobhiiti built by his monk pupil at Bedsa;* or St#pa no. 2 at
Sadici, which held the mortuary remains of the local monastic dead, and which

Bénisti has recently argued is older even than Bharhut: !

this stipa appears to
have been established and largely funded by monks and nuns.*? The same early
kind of evidence proves the early and massive monastic participation in the cult
of the relics and st#pas of the historical Buddha at Bharhut, Safici, and Pauni.*’
Clear evidence for the active participation of monks and nuns in the st@pa/relic
cule is found as well at other sites. At Pangoraria in Madhya Pradesh at a very
old monastic site, the yagti, or shaft, and umbrella of the main stipa, both of
which were very finely worked, were the gift of a bhiksuni and her disciples

according to the inscription on the shaft that dates to the second century B.C.E.**
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The inscriptions on the Bhattiprolu relic caskets, which have been dated variously
from the third to the first centuries B.C.E., show that monks (samana) took an
active and prominent part in the enshrinement of the relics of the Buddha
(budbasarira) there, both as donors and members of the gothi or “committee”
that undertook the project.”> Of the many early inscriptions from Amaravati
recording gifts of monks connected with the stipa cult, we might note the one
“in Maurya characters” that records the gift of a dhamakathika or “preacher of
the Dharma.”*® An inscription dating from the second or first century B.C.E.
from Guntupalle indicates that the “steps leading to the circular brick chaitya-
griha” were the gift “of the pupil of the Thera, the Venerable Namda.”’" An
early first century CE. inscription from Karli says: “a pillar containing a relic
(sasariro thabho), the gift of the Venerable Satimita, a reciter (bhanaka) belonging
to the Dharmottariya School, from Soparaka.”*® A Kharosthi inscription from
32 B.CE. records the gift of relics made by a monk that were given to “the
Mahiéasaka teachers.”*” If it is true, therefore, as T. W. Rhys Davids asserted
long ago, that the Pali Vinaya “enters at so great length into «// the details of
the daily life of the recluses” (emphasis added),” then, oddly enough, this
archaeological and epigraphical evidence would seem to argue for the fact that
either the Pali Vinaya must have originally contained rules referring to such
activity, or that the Pali Vinaya was unknown or had no influence at these early
Indian sites—and they are among the earliest sites that we can know.

Sri Lankan literary data also suggests monastic concern with and involvement
in the stipalrelic cult from the very beginning and, in so doing, would strongly
suggest that premodern Sri Lankan tradition could not have understood the
injunction in the Mabhaparinibbana-sutta—or any other passage in the canon—as
prohibiting monastic participation in the cult. Mahinda, the monk par excellence
and nominal founder of Sri Lankan monasticism, is presented by the tradition

«

itself as intending to leave the island because “it is a long time since we have
seen the Perfect Buddha, the Teacher . . . There is nothing here for us to worship.”
The reigning king is puzzled and responds, “But, sir, did you not tell me that
the Perfect Buddha has entered nirvana?”; to which the Monk Mahinda responds
in turn: “When the relics are seen [or: “are present”], the Buddha is seen {or:
“is present”}’. The king promises to build a stzpa; the Monk Mahinda appoints
another monk to fly to India to procure relics; he succeeds; and Mahinda stays. "’
The moral of this tale, written by a monk about a monk, seems obvious: the
continuance of Buddhist monasticism in Sri Lanka depended on procuring a
relic and building a st#pa so that the monks would have an object of worship.
The relic and st7pa cults were, therefore, seen by the author of the Mahavamsa
as a primary concern of the monastic community and a necessary prerequisite
for its continuance. That such a pivotal part of the institution would have been

left out of the rules that governed the early community seems very unlikely.



94 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

It would seem, then, that there is much to suggest the likelihood of the
interpretation of the Katikavata and Visuddhimagga passages, and of the data in
the Sutta-vibbanga, presented here. But even if this interpretation turns out not
to be encirely correct, in considering it we have come upon further considerations
that seem to indicate, at least, that the absence of rules regarding stipas in the
Pali Vinaya is much more problematic for the historian than has heretofore been
recognized. If the interpretation presented here is correct, the Pali Vinaya, like
all the vinayas, had such rules, and they were removed at a comparatively recent
date. If this interpretation is not correct, and if the Pali Vinaya did not contain
such rules, then it either could not have been the Vinaya which governed early
Buddhist monastic communities in India, or it presents a very incomplete picture
of early and actual monastic behavior and has, therefore, little historical value
as a witness for what we know actually occurred on a large scale at all of the
earliest monastic sites in India that we have some knowledge of. The whole
question clearly deserves further consideration.
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CHAPTER VI

Monks and the Relic Cult in the
Mahaparinibbana-sutta

An Old Misunderstanding in Regard to
Monastic Buddhism

IT 1S ALMOST always instructive to look at the actual evidence for what are
taken to be established facts in the history of Indian Buddhism. If nothing
else, such an exercise makes it painfully obvious that most of those established
facts totter precariously on very fragile foundations. One example only will
concern us here.

It is—and has been—consistently asserted that there was in early Buddhism
a fundamental difference between the religious activities of monks and the
religious activities of lay persons, especially in regard to worship and participation
in cult. Moreover, this fundamental difference is said to distinguish not only
the religious lives of monks from the religious lives of lay persons in early
Buddhism, it is also said to distinguish the Mahayana monk from his non-
Mahayana coreligionists. All of this is, of course, asserted as fact, and far-reaching
implications are made to follow from it. But this so-called fact—as I have pointed
out several times now——stands in jarring contrast to everything we know from
Indian epigraphy and archaeology.' It is, indeed, the accumulating weight of
this epigraphical and archaeological material that, in the first instance, forces
us to reexamine the evidence on which the fact of this asserted difference is
founded. That evidence—not surprisingly given the history of Buddhist Stud-
ies—turns out to be exclusively literary. But it is not just exclusively literary
evidence on which this fact rests: it rests entirely, it seems, on a less-than-careful

Originally published in Koichi Shinohara and Gregory Schopen, eds., From Benares to
Beijing: Essays on Buddhism and Chinese Religion (Oakville, Ontario: Mosaic Press, 1991),
pp. 187-201. Reprinted with stylistic changes with permission of the editors.
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reading of a single passage of a single text. The passage in question is, of course,
Mabaparinibbana-sutta V.10:

kathan mayam bhante tathdgatassa sarire patipajjamati

avydvatd tumbe ananda hotha tathigatassa sarira-pujaya, ingha tumbe
ananda sadatthe ghatatha, sadattham anuyufijatha, sadatthe appamatta
araping pahitatta vibaratha. sant' ananda kbattiya-pandita pi brahmana-
pandita pi gahapati-pandita pi tathagate abbippasanna te tathdgatassa sarira-
piajam karissantiti.’

This, in T. W. Rhys Davids’ still-standard English translation of the passage,
appears as:

‘What are we to do, lord, with the remains of the Tathigata?’

‘Hinder not yourselves, Ananda, by honouring the remains of the Tathagata.
Be zealous, I beseech you, Ananda, in your own behalf! Devote yourselves
to your own good! Be earnest, be zealous, be intent on your own good!
There are wise men, Ananda, among the nobles, among the brahmins,
among the heads of houses, who are firm believers in the Tathagata; and
they will do due honour to the remains of the Tathagata.”

This single, short passage, probably one of the most frequently quoted
passages of Buddhist canonical literature, has been taken to establish, for example,
that “Sarirapiija, the worship of relics, is the concern of the laity and not the

' that “advanced monks were not to occupy themselves with

bhiksusamgha,”
such worship of stiipas,” and that “the worship of stipas should be left to the
laity alone.”” But, even if we bracket the distinct possibility raised by Bareau
that chis passage—and a number of related passages—are to be considered as
interpolations in the Mabaparinibbana-sutta,® the passage as we have it simply
will not support the conclusions modern scholars have drawn from it.” First of
all, nowhere in the passage is there a reference to monks. The injunction, if it
is an injunction, is addressed to Ananda, not to all monks. It is true that plural
pronominal and verbal forms are used in the Pali version of this passage. But if
the plural forms are used there as inclusive of the category “monk,” then they
should be used in that same way at, for example, Mabdparinibbina V.7, where
the same thing occurs. That, however, as the context makes absolutely clear, is
out of the question since the plural mayam, “we,” is actually used there in such
a way as to exc/ude “monks in different districts.” Likewise in VI.1, where a first
person plural form of the pronoun is used, Rhys Davids himself recognized that
it could not be intended to include all monks: he translates siya kho pan’ ananda
tumhikam evam assa as " ‘It may be, Ananda, that in some of you the thought
may arise’ " (emphasis added). Moreover, when in the Mabaparinibbina-sutta we
actually find explicit reference to rules governing the Sazngha as a whole—as we
do in the passage dealing with the abolition of the “lesser and minor precepts”
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at VI.3—ic is explicitly stated to be a matter for the entire Sangha. But these
considerations, although consistently overlooked, may not necessarily be, in the
end, the most important ones. The fact would remain that, even if it could
somehow be argued that the injunction was intended for the entire Sangha, it
would still be difficult to establish that that injunction had anything to do with
the stipalrelic cults.

There has been more than the usual degree of inconsistency in translating
the text of the injunction and virtually no attempt to determine the precise
meaning of the term sarira-pija as it is used there. Even the great de La Vallée
Poussin gives at least four different translations of the injunction, two of them
in the same book:

“Ne vous occupez pas du culte de mes reliques.™

“Ne vous occupez pas des funérailles.”

“Ne vous occupez pas du culte des reliques.”

“Ne vous préoccupez pas d’honorer mon corps.”"’

This kind of inconsistency, which can slip so easily into confusion, is still
with us. Recently, for example, Hirakawa said:

During the early period of Buddhism offerings to the Buddha’s relics (Sarfra-
pija) were made by laymen. According to the Mahaparinibbana Suttanta,
the Buddha was asked by Ananda what type of ceremony should be held
for the Buddha's remains. The Buddha replied, ‘you should strive for the
true goal {sadattha} of emancipation [vimoksal." The Buddha thus prohibited
monks from having any connection with his funeral ceremonies and instead
called upon wise and pious lay believers to conduct the ceremonies.''

Here in four sentences, sarira-pija is glossed in three different ways: as
offerings to relics, as ceremony for remains, and as “funeral ceremonies.”
The problem, of course, with de La Vallée Poussin’s and with Hirakawa’s
treatments is, as it is with virtually all treatments of the passage, that they
make no attempt to establish the precise meaning of Sarfra-pizja and, as a
consequence, may be inadvertently conflating what are typologically two quite
distinct phenomena: funeral ceremonies and cult activity directed toward
relics or reliquaries are fundamentally different forms of religious behavior.
In this instance the texts—uas we have them—seem clearer than their interpreters.
In arguing for his interpretation of the curious statement at the end of
the Ahrauria version of AsSoka’s First Minor Rock Edict, Norman says “that
in Sanskrit §zrira means ‘body,’ not ‘relics,’ which is its meaning in the
plural.”'? That the same holds for the Pali sarira in the Mahdparinibbina-
sutta is, uncharacteristically, beyond doubt. Before a certain point in the
narrative, the term is never used in the plural, always in the singular, and
can only mean “body”: in V.2, for example, the trees burst into bloom out
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of season and scatter their flowers on the body of the dying, but not yet
dead, Buddha (re tathagatassa sariram okiranti), in V.11 the body of a cakkavattin
is said to be wrapped in a new cloth (wakkavattissa sarfram abatena vatthena
vethenti); in VI.13 the Mallas are said to have approached the body “wich
dancing and hymns, and music, and with garlands and perfumes” (yena
bhagavato sariram ten' upasamkaminsu, upasamkamitva bbagavato sarfram naccebi
gitehi . .. pigentd); in VI.18 the body is said to have been wrapped (bhagavato
sariram vethetvd), “placed on the pyre” (bbagavato sariram citakam adropesum),
etc. Wherever, therefore, the term sarira occurs in the singular in the
Mabaparinibbana, it unambiguously means body, and it occurs in the singular
throughout the entire description of the actual funeral. It is, in fact, only
after the funeral proper, only after the cremation, that we find sarira in the
plural, and it is only here that the text could be speaking about “relics.”
We can actually watch—in VI.23—che transition in both grammatical number
and meaning as it takes place in a single paragraph. The only question that
remains, then, is which of the two possible meanings of sarira is in play in
the injunction delivered to Ananda.

Since the text of the injunction uses sarira in compound—avyavatd tumbe
ananda hotha tathigatassa saviva-pujaya—we have no formal indication of the
implied grammatical number and, therefore, of the intended meaning of sarira.
But even in the absence of a formal indicator, the contextual indication is virtually
certain. The injunction is not an unsolicited declaration; it is a response or
answer to a very specific question, and the question itself does have the formal
indication of grammatical number that we need. The question is put in the
tollowing torm: kathan mayam bhante tathagatassa sarive patipajjamati. Sarire here
is almost certainly a locative singular used in the sense of “in regard to” exactly
as in the immediately preceding mdatugame. which is constructed with the same
verb: katham mayam bbante matugame patipajiamari (V.9). Rhys Davids translates
the latter as “How are we to conduct ourselves, lord, with regard to womankind?”
If the construction of the question leading to our injunction is analogous, and
if sarire there is in the locative singular, it would accordingly have to be translated:
"How are we to conduct ourselves in regard to the body of the Tathagata?” To
argue that sarire is not a locative singular, moreover, would be difficult. The
only other thing it could be, as far as I know, is an accusative plural, but there
is much evidence against this. A neuter accusative plural in -e. though found
on occasion elsewhere, would be distinctly out of place in the language of the

3

Mabaparinibbana-sutta;'’ when sarira occurs elsewhere in the Mabaparinibbana-
sutta in the accusative plural—and it does so at least five times—it always occurs
with the normal neuter plural ending, -arn:; in the one other instance where

sarfre occurs in the final sections of the Mabaparinibbana-sutta, it forms a part
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of a locative absolute so there can be no doubt about its interpretation: daddhe
kho pana bhagavato sarire, V1.23.

All of this is only to say that it seems virtually cercain that Ananda, in his
question, was not asking about his or anyone else’s participation in the relic
cult. He was asking about how the dody of the Buddha should be treated
immediately after his death, about that which we would call “the funeral arrange-
ments.” ¥ But if the question is about funeral arrangements, it is at best disingenu-
ous to suggest that the answer and the injunction is about something else. In
fact, the text of the injunction itself also seems to indicate that sarira-pija. the
activity Ananda was not to be preoccupied with, was intended to refer to only
funeral activities.

The text says in V.11 that “the body of the Tathagata” is to be treated in
the same way as “the body of a wheel-turning king” is treated. It is this that
the “wise men ... among the nobles, among the brahmins, among the heads
of houses” are to do, and it is this that Ananda is not to be overly concerned
with. But the treatment accorded to the body of a dead king that is detailed in
the Pali text makes no reference either to relics or to an ongoing cult. The sarira-
pija of a dead king’s body described in the text involves the following steps:
the body is wrapped elaborately in cloth; the body is then placed in an “oil
vessel of iron”; a funeral pyre is built; the body is cremated; and a stizpa is built.
That is all. “This is the way they treat the body of a wheel-turning king,
Ananda,” the text says, and then goes on:

yathd kbo ananda raiiito cakkavattissa sarive patipajjanti evam
tathdgatassa sarive patipajjitabbam. catummahapathe tathigatassa thispo
katabbo. tattha ye malam va gandbham va vannakam va aropessanti
abhivadessanti va cittam va pasadessanti tesam tam bhavissati digharattam
hitdya sukhaya.

As indeed, Ananda, they proceed in regard to the body of a wheel-turning
king, so in regard to the body of the Tathagata the procedure is to be
followed. At the main crossroads a szzpa of the Tathagata is to be made.
Who will take a garland or perfume or paint there, or will salute, or will
cause their mind to be tranquil, that will be for their benefit and ease for
a long time.

It may be of some importance to note the shift in verbal forms that takes
place in this passage, since that shift would seem to indicate that the final
sentence was not intended as a part of the instructions concerning the treatment
of the Buddha’s body and that, therefore, the activities it describes were not
thought to form a part of sarira-pizza. When the text refers to what is to be done
in regard to the body of the Buddha, it uses future passive participles to indicate
what must be done by the wise laymen who will perform the sarira-pia: the
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procedure followed in regard to a deceased king is 10 be followed in regard to the
Buddha; a stapa of the Tathigata is to be made. These are clear injunctions in both
grammar and sense. But the injunctions end here. The final sentence, which
contains the only references in the passage to what might be called cult practices,
constitutes not an injunction, but a statement about the future. The text shifts
from future passive participles with an imperative sense to simple futures, from
“it is to be done” to “those who will do.” Notice too that the final sentence also
introduces a new grammatical subject: context suggests that the injunctions are
addressed to the wise laymen who will perform the sarfra-piija. but the subject
of the final sentence is the indefinite ye which Rhys Davids renders by “whoso-
ever.” All of this, again, would appear to indicate thar all of those activities that
we associate with an ongoing relic cult did not—for the author of our text—form
a part of sarira-piijd, and that sarfra-pitja was used to refer only to funeral activities
that began with the wrapping of the body and ended with cremation and
constructing a stdpa and had—Iike the injunction as a whole—nothing to do
with relics.

That this was indeed the original meaning of sarira-pizja is, in fact, further
demonstrated by a number of passages in Hinayana literature where we have
clear references to monastic funerals. Inan interesting passage from the Milasarvas-
tivada-vinaya we find, for example:

Again on that occasion another monk, being sick, died in his cell. Hav-
ing brought him to the burning ground, having performed the worship of
the body. that monk was burnt. Then the monks returned to the mon-
astery (. . . sa bbiksur adabanam nirva sarira-pijam krtva dagdhas. tato vibaram

agard).”’

To that passage from the Milasarvdstivida-vinaya we might add another from
the same source:

Again on that occasion another monk died. The monks, having carried out
his body, having simply thrown it into the burning grounds (... tan
‘bhinirbrtya evam eva smasane chovayitva), returned to the monastery. The
distributor of robes entered the dead monk’s cell saying ‘I distribute the
bowl and robe.” He—the dead monk—having been reborn among nonhu-
man beings appeared there wielding a club. He said: ‘Until you perform
the worship of the body for me (yavan mama sarira-piafam kurutha), do you now
distribute (my) bowl and robe?’

The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: ‘By the monks the worship of the body for the
deceased is first to be performed (bbiksubbis tasya piirvam sarfra-piija kart-
tavyeti). After that the bowl and robe are to be distributed.”®
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Both of these passages enumerate a sequence of activities involved in the disposal
of the body of a monk who has died in his cell. In both it is clear that sarira-
pitia—whatever it involved—took place after the body had been removed and
taken to the cremation ground, but before it was cremated, before there could
have been anything like what we call “relics.” It is again fairly certain that sarfra-
pitja involved the ritual handling or treatment of the body prior to cremation since
the second passage contrasts it with—and insists that it replace—"having simply
thrown the body into the burning grounds.” That it is the body and not relics
that is the object of this treatment is both clear here and made even more
explicit elsewhere.

The forty-eighth avadina of the Avadanasataka looks very much like a
literary elaboration of the much simpler narratives concerning the disposal of
the monastic dead found in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya, two examples of which
have already been cited. It leaves us in no doubt as to the object toward which

Sarira-piisa is directed. It says a certain monk:

... kdlagatah svake layane pretesipapannab | tato sya sabrabmacaribbir
mundikam gandin parahatya Sarirabbinirbarah krtah | tato sya sarive
Sarirapfijam krtvd vibaram agatah |

... died and was reborn in his own cell as a hungry ghost (sh7 nas rang gi
gnas kbhang du yi dags su skyes s50). Then his fellow monks, having struck the
mundika gong (“la cloche funeébre”), performed the removal of the body.
Then, having performed the worship of the body on his body, they returned
to the monastery.'’

Virtually every element of this passage from the Avadanasataka also occurs in the
Milasarvastivada-vinaya. The “mundika gong,” or “cloche funebre,”'® for example,
isreferred toin the latter more intelligibly as the mrta-gandror “gong for the dead.™"”
It is, however, not just the elements of the funeral procedure that are essentially
the same in the two works; the sequence in which they are said to occur is also
basically the same. It is, therefore, significant that where the Malasarvastivada-
vinaya has sarira-piijam krtva, “having performed the worship of the body,” the
Avadanasataka has corresponding to it the even more explicit Sarive sariva-piijam
krtva, “having performed the worship of the body on his body.” This construction
leaves no doubt about the object of the pzja involved.?” Nor is this in doubt in
another instance where the construction is used. In the Sanskrit version of the
Mahdparinirvana-sitra (48.8) when Mahakasyapa meets an Ajivika coming from

KusinagarT, he asks him if he knows his teacher. The Ajivika answers:

jane | Sramano gautamah | parinirvetas te ayusma# chasta | adya (gate
saptabe va)rtate sarire sariva-pija.

I know him. He is the Sramana Gautama. But sir, your teacher is dead.
For seven days now the worship of the body on his body is performed.*'
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But since the Buddha had not yet been cremated, it is here not just the construction,
but the context too that makes it certain that sarira-pija was understood to be an
activity directed toward the body of the deceased that took place after the individu-
al’s death, but before or as a part of his cremation. It could not, therefore, have
anything to do with relics for the simple reason that cthere were no relics.

All of this is richly confirmed by a variety of other passages as well. In the
account of the funeral of Mahaprajapatt and her companions found in the Vinaya-
ksudraka-vastu of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya. for example, in which prominent
monks come from afar to undertake the full performance of the worship of her
body (de'i lus la mchod pa lhag par bya ba la brison par byas), the text says: “Then,
having performed the great worship and having removed the bodies, they set
the biers down at an appropriate and isolated spot” (de nas nchod pa chen po byas
te khyer nas sa phyogs bar skabs dben par khyogs rnams bzbag go). Only after the
great worship was performed and the bodies were removed did the cremation
take place (de nas . . . bsregs 50).7? In the terse account of the end of Asoka found
in the Divyavadina, the text says that the ministers thought of enthroning the
new king only “after having carried out (Asoka’s body) on dark blue and yellow
biers, after having performed the worship of the body, and after having cremated
him" (yavad amatyair nilapitabhib sivikabbir nirbaritvd sariva-piijan krtva dbmapay-
ited rajanam pratisthapayisyama iti).”> Here again, “worship of the body” precedes
cremation; it takes place before there could be any relics.

Still other passages make it clear that sarfra-pija also took place prior to
the erection of a stapa. The Sanghabbedavastu of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya.
describing the events that followed the death of a former Buddha, says:

A great crowd of people, after having performed the worship of the body
in regard to his body, established a great stipa on an isolated spot.

tasya mabdjanakdyena sarive sarfva-pijam krtva vivikiavakdse prthivipradese
mahan stipah pratisthapitah.”

Similarly, in the description of events that followed the death of a series of
former Buddhas found in the Avadinasataka—a description that is repeated at

least eleven times—the text says:

The king . . ., after having performed the worship of the body in regard
to the body of the Blessed One, established a stipa a yojana in circumfer-
ence, etc.

tato rdfia . . . bbagavatah Sarire Sariva-pijam krtva samantayojanastiipas

catiiratnamayah pratisthapitab krofam wccatvena.”

Significantly, in several instances, this statement is completed with the phrase
“and a festival of the stipa was instituted” (stipamabas’ ca prajiiaptah). In all of
these cases then, szriva-piiza could not possibly have been thought to be connected
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with activity in regard to stiipas since it was only after farira-piija had been
completed that a st7jpa was established. Moreover, in those cases in which it was
said that “a festival of the st7pa was instituted”—and, therefore, something like
an ongoing cult is referred to—this too took place after sarira-pija had been
performed. Sarira-pija did not form a part of any ongoing activity.

We might consider here one final and perhaps particularly interesting passage
from the Sanskrit text of the Mabdparinirvana-siitra (49.15). In this version,
when Mahakasyapa approaches the funeral pyre of the Buddha, he takes the lid
off the oil vessel, removes the cloths wrapped around the body, and “pays reverence
to the uncovered body of the Blessed One” (bhagavatah savivam avigopitan vandate).
Then the following thought occurs to him: yan nv aban svayam eva bbagavatah
Sartra-pitjayam autsukyam apadyeya, “What if I myself, indeed, were to be zealous
in regard to the worship of the body of the Blessed One.” Having thought this,
he brings other cloths, wraps the body with them, puts it back into the vessel,
closes the lid, makes a(nother) pyre, and stands to one side. That is all. It is
apparently just this sequence of activities that the text intends by the term
Sarira-pija. Although it looks to us like “worship,” what Mahakasyapa does in
regard to the body when he has initially uncovered it is not even included; that
activity is expressed by a completely different word: vandate.

It is also important to note that, in the Sanskrit text, Mahakasyapa does pre-
cisely what Ananda is earlier told not to be concerned with, and the two passages
use virtually the same words. Ananda’s question is expressed as katham vayan . . .
bbagavatah sariva-piijayam antsukyam apadyemahi (36.2) and the injunction as a/pot-
sukas tvam ananda bhava sariva-pijayah . . .(36.3), while Kasyapa's intention appears
as yan nv ahant svayam eva bbagavatah Sarira-pitjayam autsukyam apadyeya (49.19).
Since we know what Kasyapa did when he involved himself in sariva-pija. we also
know quite precisely what Ananda was not to be concerned with and, again, it has
nothing to do with the relic cult.?® But since the Sanskrit text goes to the trouble
to point out that Kasyapa was a monk of the highest standing, one of only four
Mabasthaviras alive at the time (49.16), and since it is precisely this Mahdsthavira
who is said to have engaged in sarira-piaja, we also know chat it is extremely unlikely
that the authors of the text understood the earlier injunction addressed to Ananda
to apply to all monks or to forbid monastic involvement in such activity. In fact,
if there were any restrictions on participation in Sarfra-piija. they appear from the
Sanskrit text to have been of a very different order. Since, again, the Sanskrit text
takes the trouble to point out that Kasyapa was not only one of only four Mahdsthari-
ras, but was also—in Buddhist monastic terms—rich and famous,?” and since he
involved himself actively in behaviors Ananda was counseled nor to be concerned
with, the text may be suggesting almost the opposite of what we would expect: it
may be suggesting that participation in that part of monastic funerals known as
Sarira-pija was—in, at least, important funerals—the prerogative of advanced
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monks of high status.”® Since Ananda, at this stage, appears to have been neither,
this may only confirm from an unexpected angle that the injunction addressed to
him was fundamentally ad hominem.

All of the evidence we have, then, would seem to argue for the fact that
Sarira-pizza did not originally mean “the worship of relics” and did not have
anything to do with a relic cult. It would seem to strongly suggest—if not
establish—that, originally, it referred to that part of the funeral ceremony that
took place primarily between the time of death and the cremation and construc-
tion of a stApa, and involved primarily what we would call “preparation of the
body.” The construction of a stZpa—if it is included at all—signaled the end of
Sarira-pijda, not its beginnings.

But if the available evidence suggests that sarira-pizja was not connected with
an ongoing relic cult, that same evidence suggests the injunction concerning it as
it was delivered to Ananda was not intended to apply to all monks. The restricted
range of the injunction is confirmed from an unexpected source.

The injunction delivered to Ananda created problems, apparently, for the
later Theravada tradition. It reappears as one “lemma” of an interesting dilemma
in the Fourth Book of the Milindapaniba. This dilemma is particularly important
for our discussion since it allows us to see at least something of how the injunction
was understood in Sri Lanka in abouc the fifth century C.E*” In presenting the
dilemma Milinda points out that the Buddha said both “Do not you, Ananda,
be occupied with honouring the Tathagata's bodily remains,” and—in the Vimana-
vatthu 82, vs. 8—"Venerate that relic of him who is to be venerated (p#jerha
nam piijaniyassa dbatum);, by doing so, you will go from here to heaven.”" It is
clear from the conjunction of these two passages that by the time this Book was
added to the Milinda a change in the meaning of sarfra-pija had occurred; it is
clear by the way in which the dilemma is framed that sarira-piija was now
considered equivalent to “venerating a relic,” and could now mean that. Burt it
is also clear from Niagasena's response that even then, and even when taken to
refer to relic worship, the injunction addressed to Ananda had not yet been
understood to apply to all monks. If the injunction had already been understood
to apply to all monks, or if this interpretation had been widely or fully accepted,
Milinda’s dilemma could not have arisen and Nagasena's response would have
made no sense.

The response of Nagasena comes in the following form:

bbasitam p'etam mabdrdja bhagavata: abyavatd tumbe adnanda hotha tathigatassa
sarivapiijayati. puna ca bbanitam:

piijetha nam pijaniyassa dbatum

evamkard saggam ito gamissathdti

tafi ca pana na sabbesam. jinaputtanam yeva drabbha bbanitam: abyavata tumbe
ananda hotha tathagatassa sarirapiijayati. akammam b'etam mahardja jinaputta-
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nam yad idam pija; sammasanam sankbaranam, yoniso manasikaro, satipatthana-
nupassand, darammana-saraggaho, kilesayuddbam sadatthamanuyuiijana, etam
Jinaputtanam karanfyam; avasesanam devamanussanam pija karaniya.

Taking into account the new meaning attributed to sarfra-piija. this can be

translated as:

Great King, this was indeed spoken by the Blessed One: “You, Ananda,
should not be concerned with worshipping the relics of the Tathagata!
And again it was said (by him):

“Worship the relic of one who is to be worshipped!

Acting thus, you will go from here to heaven.’

But that (which was said) was not (intended) for everyone. Only in
reference to the sons of the Conqueror was it said: “You, Ananda, should
not be concerned with worshipping the relics of the Tathagata!’ For this,
Great King, is not an action for the sons of the Conqueror, namely, worship.
Thoroughly understanding the conditioned; concentrating the mind; realiz-
ing the establishment of mindfulness; taking hold of the most excellent
foundations; destroying the impurities; pursuing the highest goal—this is
what is to be done by sons of the Conqueror. By the remainder of gods
and men worship is to be performed.

The primary purpose of this passage and of the elaborate series of metaphors
that follow it is readily apparent. Its primary, if not its sole purpose was to
establish the meaning of the injunction delivered to Ananda by establishing to
whom that injunction was to apply. The mere fact that this was a dilemma can,
again, only mean that, at the time that this passage was written, it had not yet
been established for whom the injunction was meant; it had not been determined
that—as modern scholarship would have it—the injunction was meant for all
monks. In fact—and this is the significance of the passage—even this late book
of the Milinda does not understand the passage in this way.

According to the Milinda, the injunction did not apply to monks but to
what it calls jinaputtas, “sons of the Conqueror.” But, first of all, this could not
have been the intention of the original injunction since the Digha as a whole is
completely ignorant of such a group. “The compound {jinaputtal appears to
occur,” according to Horner, “three times in Buddv. {= Buddhavamsal, but
nowhere else in the Pali Canon.”' Moreover, what little we know about this
term comes from a single passage in the Madburatthavilasini, a commentary on
the Buddhavamsa, which in Horner’s words “is late.”*? It says simply jinaputta
ti dipankarassa satthuno savaka, “the sons of the Conqueror means the disciples
of the Teacher Dipankara.”** The equation jinaputta = savaka is, of course, not
terribly helpful. It has recently been pointed out that it is not always easy to
determine who was understood to be included in the category sdvaka, that it
certainly included monks—but by no means, perhaps, all monks—and certainly,



110 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

at times, included some laymen.** The group designated savaka is not, therefore,
certainly coterminous with the group designated bhikkhu and, given its vagueness,
the group designated jinaputta seems even less so. It would, as a consequence,
be difficult to argue even that the author of this Book of the Milinda was
moving toward the modern interpretacion, which wants to see in the injunction
a prohibition of monastic involvement in the relic cult. But even if this argument
were to be made, it would have to be conceded that even that author is yet a
long way from articulating it with any precision. That interpretation, even as
late as the Fourth Book of the Mi/inda, simply has not been made. Had it been,
the dilemma would not have arisen; had it been, the author of Book Four, instead
of using a term like sinaputta, could have simply used the word bbikkhu. The
fact that he did not is important; the fact that he used a metaphoric epithet
rather than an ecclesiastical title may also be important.

Bhikkbhu and jinaputta are fundamentally different kinds of designations.
Bhikkbu is a title conferred on an individual as a result of having undergone a
set of formal ecclesiastical procedures for induction into a particular group. It
designates his formal membership in that group. That membership is not subject
to interpretation or opinion; it is subject to recognized procedure. Anyone who
undergoes the procedure is a monk. The same, of course, is not true of an epithet
like jinaputta, if for no other reason than it obviously cannot be taken literally.
An individual so designated cannot literally be “a son of the Conqueror.” More-
over, there are no formally recognized procedures that make one such a “son”
and no formally recognized criteria for determining membership in this group.
It, in effect, does not designate membership in a particular group, but conformity
to an ideal notion of what the religiosity of a follower of the Buddha—whether
that follower be a layman or a monk—ought to be. This, of course, is decidedly
a matter of interpretation and not a matter of ecclesiastical procedure. It may
well be, then, that the author of the Fourth Book of the Milindz saw in the
injunction addressed to Ananda support for bis view that p#Zj7 was not an activity
of what he thought was a rrue monk, but even he could not see in the injunction
support for the view that it prohibited all monks from such activity. The contrast
for him, in fact, continues to be not that between social groups (laymen and
monks), but that between different styles of religiosity (meditative and devo-
tional), and a particular religious style had not yet been identified exclusively
with any particular group.

It would seem, then, that if the arguments and observations presented here
turn out to be even approximately correct, we will be required to admit that a
good deal of what has been said about early monastic Buddhism is based on a
misunderstanding. If sarira-pija in the Mabdparinibbana-sutta has nothing to do
with relics or an ongoing cult of relics, then the only textual basis for asserting
that monks were not allowed to be involved with either activity disappears. If
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the injunction concerning sarira-pija—however the latter be precisely under-
stood-—was not addressed to all monks, then, once again, we are left without
any warrant for one of our favorite claims, and we must rethink what we thought
we knew about the acultic character of early monastic Buddhism. Once again,
it seems, we have encountered material—this time literary—that appears to
suggest that our view of the Indian Buddhist monk is in need of more than a

lictle revision.”’
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CHAPTER VII

Burial Ad Sanctos and the Physical
Presence of the Buddha in Early Indian
Buddhism

A Study in the Archaeology of Religions

IT IS HARDLY REVOLUTIONARY to suggest that, had the academic study of religions
started quite literally on the ground, it would have been confronted with very
different problems. It would have had to ask very different questions, and it
would have produced very different solutions. It would, in short, have become
not the History of Religions—which was and is essentially text-bound—but
the Archaeology of Religions. It would have used texts, of course, but only those
that could be shown to have been actually known or read at a given place at a
given time, or to have governed or shaped the kind of religious behavior that
had left traces on the ground. In fact, texts would have been judged significant
only if they could be shown to be related to what religious people actually did.
This Archaeology of Religions would have been primarily occupied with three
broad subjects of study then: religious constructions and architectures, inscrip-
tions, and art historical remains. In a more general sense, though, it would have
been preoccupied nor with what small, literate, almost exclusively male and
certainly atypical professionalized subgroups wrote, but rather, with what reli-
gious people of all segments of a given community actually did and how they
lived.

All of this—since it did not happen—is, of course, totally academic. But—
and this is the beauty of it—since the History of Religions is also totally
academic, it still mighe. In fact, what I will present here is meant as a small
push in that direction. In what follows, I want to look at Indian Buddhism on
the ground. It is, however, very clear to me that, since this is something of a
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first attempe,' the results thac it will produce will necessarily be somewhat
tentative. My data can and should be supplemented. My methods may have to
be refined. My conclusions and interpretations may have to be modified and
perhaps, in part, rejected. But it should be an interesting discussion, and once
the discussion is engaged, 1 very much suspect it will become an unavoidable
part of Buddhist Studies and, I hope, of the academic study of religions in general.

Starting on the Ground

If, then, our study of Indian Buddhism is to start on the ground, the first and
most noticeable things we encounter are Buddhist sacred sites. Like so many
sacred sites elsewhere, these sites immediately appear to be connected, at least
in part, with the way in which the early Buddhist tradition disposed of and
behaved toward its “very special dead."?

From two inscriptions of ASoka we know that, already in the third century
B.C.E.,, the Buddhism that he knew had developed two geographically fixed sacred
sites. In fact, both of these sites are probably pre-Asokan. One of them most
certainly is. Although these two sites appear to us to be different in kind, Asoka
himself behaves in regard to both in exactly the same way. In both inscriptions
when he initially describes what he did, he uses exactly the same wording: “King
PriyadarsT . . . came in person (and) worshipped (here)” (devanapiyena . . . attana
agacca mabiyite. Rummindei; and devanampiyena . . . attana agacca mahiyite, Nig-
liva).’ The places in question are Lumbini, the birthplace of the Buddha Sakya-
muni, and the st7Zpa or monumental reliquary of the past Buddha Konakamana.'
In regard to the latter, it should be noted that some years before “coming in
person,” ASoka had the reliquary doubled in size (thube dutiyam vaddbite). In
regard to the former, he also effected some construction at the site, and he

describes it in an important way. He says:

King PriyadarsT ... came in person (and) worshipped, saying ‘Here the
Buddha was born, Sakyamuni,” he had a stone wall made and erected a
stone pillar. Saying ‘Here the Blessed One was born,’ the village of Lummini
was freed from tax and put at one-eighth.

devanapiyena . . . attana agacca mahiyate hida buddbe jate sakyamunt ti silaviga-
dabhi ca kdlapita silatthabbe ca ussapapite hida bhagavam jate ti lumminigame
ubbalike kate atthabbagiye ca.

The statement “here the Blessed One was born,” however, is almost certainly
not Asoka’s, but an old ritual formula that was to be spoken by any individual
upon arriving at the sacred site. It is almost certainly an actual quotation or
direct paraphrase as is indicated, at least in part, by the particle #/ (Skt. it7),
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although this has not always been understood.” This quotation, or direct para-
phrase, makes it highly likely that ASoka knew some version of a short text now
preserved in somewhat different forms in the various versions of the Mabaparinir-
vana-siitra. The earliest actually datable Indian version—which is also closest to
the wording found in ASoka—has the Buddha say:®

After 1 have passed away, monks, those making the pilgrimage to the
shrines, honoring the shrines, will come {to these places}, they will speak
in this way: "Here the Blessed One was born,’ ‘here the Blessed One attained
the highest most excellent awakening,” etc.

agamigyanti bhiksavo mamatyayac caityaparicarakds caityavandakas (Tib. mchod
rten bskor ba dan mchod rten la phyag 'tshal ba; cf. Pali, though not here,
cettyacarika) ta evam vaksyanti | iha bbagavan jatah I, etc., 41.7-41.8.

The similarity in context and wording between the Mabdparinirvana text and
the Asokan inscription is too close to be coincidental.

If Asoka knew a version of the text that was similar to the one that has
come down to us—and the fact that ASoka quotes or paraphrases what he does
indicates that some version of it was very old and predated him—then we are
able to recover a number of other points. First, there is the question as to whether
or not Asoka's action was unique and purely individual in its motivation; a
predated text would suggest otherwise. It would suggest that he was only doing
what was prescribed for “a devout son of good family.” The extant Sanskrit
version of the old text says:

Monks, there are these four places which are to be/must be visited by a
devout son or daughter of good family during their life.

catvara ime bbiksavah prthivipradesah sraddbasya kulaputrasya kuladubitur va
yavagiivam anusmaraniya (but read with the ms. abbigamaniya’) bbavanti,
41.5.

The Pali text is, interestingly, even stronger. It says:

Ananda, there are these four places that a devout son of good family must
do darian of, and powerfully experience.

cattar’ imani ananda saddbassa kulaputtassa dassaniyani samvejaniyini thanani.

In both cases, there are future passive participles that blend into and frequently
replace the imperative in both languages. Both versions make it clear that there
must be direct contact with these places, and the verbs in the Pali version are
particularly striking.® It is worth noting that, despite the fact that it has dropped
out of the English translations in particular, the final sections of the Pali version
of the Mabaparinibbana-sutta are clearly marked with the notion and importance
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of darsan, and darsan is about direct, intimate contact with a living presence.”
In fact, the idea that Bodh-Gaya was a place at which one did darsan must have
persisted for a very long time. We find reference to it again in an inscription
written in Devanagar that may be as late as the fifteenth cencury.'

It is also worth noting, in light of a common misconception, to whom these
injunctions were directed. A kulaputra, “a son of good family,” was no more the
actual son of a family of a certain socioeconomic class than an @ryz was a member
of a specific racial group. “Son of good family” was simply an honorific title, a
title applied as frequently to monks as to laymen. Note that in the Sanskrit
version the injunction is delivered to monks and in the Pali version to a specific
monk. A few lines later in the same passage, the Sanskrit version replaces “devout
son of good family” with two other titles: “one who makes the pilgrimage to
the shrines,” and an “honorer of shrines”—and we know from early inscriptions
from AmaravatT that the second of these, at least, was a monastic title.!" The
Pali version makes an even more specific substitution. For its “devout son of
good family,” it substitutes later in the same passage “devout monks, nuns,
laymen, and laywomen” (saddha bhikkhubbikkbuniyo upiasaka-upasikayo).'” In face,
all of the early epigraphical material confirms a predominately monastic preoccu-
pation with Bodh-Gaya. The greater part of the surviving first century B.CE.
railing appears to have been the gift of a single nun; all of the Kushan and
Gupta inscriptions in which the status of the donor is clear record the donations
of monks—monks from as far away as Sri Lanka."’

Again, if we can assume that ASoka knew a version of the old text that was
similar to the oldest actually datable version we have, then we can make at least
two other important statements about the early Buddhist conception of sacred
sites. After having the Buddha say “After I have passed away, monks, those
making the pilgrimage to the shrines ... will come, they will speak in this
way, ...~ that version has him then say:

Those who during that time die here with a believing mind in my presence.
all those who have karma still to work out, go to heaven.

atrantard ye kecit prasannacittd mamantike kalam karigyanti te sarve

svargopaga ye kecit sopadhisesah, 41.9 and 14.

First, it seems fairly clear that the monk redactor of the text thought that
the Buddha was, after his parinirvana, in some sense actually present at the places
where he is known to have formerly been. The text is hard to read in any other
way. Second, it is equally clear that the monk redactor of the text accepted as
fact that a devout death that occurred within the range of this presence assured
for the individuals involved—and these were both monks and laymen—rebirth
in heaven. The Pili version of the text, while it differs somewhat in articulation,
confirms the essentials:
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Indeed, Ananda, whosoever being engaged in visiting the shrines with a
devout mind dies, they all after the breakup of their body, after death, will
be reborn in heaven.

ye bi keci ananda cetiyacarikam abindanta pasannacitta kalam karissanti
sabbe te kdyassa bbeda param marand sugatim saggam lokam uppajjissantiti.

One cannot help but suspect that both of these ideas are somehow connected
with a curious but consistent pattern clearly observable in the archaeological

record of Buddhist sacred sites.'”

An Archaeological Pattern

Everywhere in the Indian Buddhist archaeological record, the exact spot at which
the former presence of the Buddha was marked had a clear and pronounced
tendency to draw to it other deposits. Bodh-Gaya, although a much disturbed
site, is a fine example. Crowded in a jumbled mass around the central point of
the site, the exact point of former contact, are hundreds and thousands of small
stipas of various sizes, and what we see today is only the lowest strata. Above
this strata, according to Cunningham, were at least:

four tiers of similar monuments . .. carved stones of an early date were
frequently found in the bases of the later monuments, and as the soil got
silted up, the general level of the courtyard was gradually raised, and the
later stapas were built over the tops of the earlier ones in successive tiers
of different ages . . . so great was the number of these successive monuments,
and so rapid was the accumulation of stones and earth that the general
level of the courtyard was raised about 20 feet above the floor of the
Great Temple."

However, it is not just at spots at which the former presence of the Buddha
was marked that we find this pattern; exactly the same configuration occurred
around stigpas containing relics. Here, the presence of the relic has had exactly
the same effect that the presence of the point of former contact with the Buddha's
physical body had. It has drawn to it a jumble of minor stigpas which crowd
around 1t in an ever increasing state of disarray. The Dharmarijika Stipa in
Taxila is a good, early example. Although, as Marshall himself admits, there is
no surviving evidence to actually prove that the main stZpa is Mauryan, it is
unlikely that it is much later; a second century B.CE. date is not unlikely.'®
Within a century this main stZpa was surrounded by a tight circle of smaller
stigpas crowding around it, some of which can be dated by coin finds more
specifically to the first century B.C.E. A similar situation is found at Jauliafi, a
later but particularly well-preserved site that had not been overwhelmed by
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successive layers of building. Here, there is a central stZpa on a well-planned
oblong plinth, but crowded around it are at least twenty-one smaller st7pas of
varying size that, by their irregular placement, were clearly not a part of the
original plan, and that were clearly added at different times wherever space
allowed. When space ran out, these st#pas spilled down to a lower level where
five more are found.'” Likewise at Mirpar-Khas in Sind—a site both badly
preserved and badly reported—around the main sz7pa at the upper level was “a
regular forest of smaller stapas” that, much like at Bodh-Gaya, had been built
directly on top of still earlier levels of still earlier minor stizpas. Cousens thinks
that the main stpa at least cannot be later than 400 C.E. and may be earlier.'®
This clustering apparently occurred even at sites where it is no longer visible.
The main stipa at Safc, for example, today rises somewhat awesomely straight
out of the flat, clear ground that surrounds it. This, however, was not always
the case. Marshall says “Time was when the Great Stiipa was surrounded, like
all the more famous shrines of Buddhism, by a multitude of st#pas of varying
sizes crowded together on the face of the plateau. The majority of these appear
to have been swept away during the operations of 1881-1883, when the ground
around the Great Stiipa was cleared for a distance of some 60 feet from the outer
rail.”'” Only a very few of these smaller stzpas survived the destruction.

The Mortuary Associations of the Pattern

These smaller stizpas have, by habit, been taken to be votive st7pas and a number
of imaginative scenarios created to explain their presence. But in a significant
number of cases this simply cannot be so. These cannot be “votive” in any
meaningful sense of the term because these smaller szZpas contain things, and
the things they contain are of particular interest. All of the earliest smaller stizpas
crowding around the Dharmarajika described by Marshall contained “relic”
deposits; that is, anonymous bones and ashes.?” That these bones and ashes did
not belong to Sakyamuni may be inferred from the fact attested almost every-
where, that, when his relics were deposited, they were accompanied with an
inscriptional label of some sort indicating that they were his.?' Moreover, his
relic was already present in the main s#ipa. Likewise at Jauliafi, where only the
bases of most of the smaller stpas survive, still, at least three of these contained
anonymous burial deposits or chambers that once contained such deposits.”” At
Mirpar-Khas “all the smaller stiipas of the upper level, which had been opened,
had funerary associations, as they contained urns with pieces of bone. Below the
floor of these stiipas were found some earlier minor stiipas, which included two
of clay, one with bones.”?’ Even at Safici, at least one of the very few surviving
“votive” stiipas contained such an anonymous burial deposit.””!
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The situation at Bodh-Gaya is a little more complex, but equally interesting.
Cunningham says in regard to the “votive” st#pas found in such large numbers
at Bodh-Gaya that “the pinnacles of the tall mediaeval sttipas were always more
or less broken, and even the solid hemispheres of the earlier structural stiipas
were mostly displaced.”?> That is to say that almost all of these stZpas had no
“pinnacle” or elaborate finial. Cunningham attributes this “loss” to the construc-
tion of new structures on top of the old, but there is now evidence to suggest
that his explanation may not be correct.

Excavations of the site at Ratnagiri in Orissa have revealed very similar
“votive” stipas in numbers equaling, if not surpassing, those found at Bodh-
Gaya.”® Here, it is even more clear than at Bodh-Gaya that a considerable number
of these stipas were portable; that is they were brought from somewhere else
and deposited near the main s¢tZpa. But here—rto judge by the photographs—most
of these stipas appear never to have had pinnacles. Most appear to have a
socket on top into which plugs of various shapes were inserted.”” Indeed, a very
considerable number of these so-called votive st@pas from both sites seem to
correspond in form, at least, to what I-tsing in his Record of The Buddhbist Religion
as Practised in India and the Malay Archipelago called a “kula.” However, these
kulas had a very specific use. I-tsing says: “They [Buddhist monks in India}
sometimes build a thing like a stiipa for the dead, to contain his szrira (or relics).
It is called a *kula,” which is like a small stiipa, but without the cupola on it.”*
That at least some of the monolithic “votive” stipas at Ratnagiri corresponded,
not only in form but also in function, to I-tsing’s &#/a is beyond doubt. Mitra,
in referring to the smaller monolithic st#pas at Ratnagiri, says: “They are mostly
votive in nature, with or without some inscribed texts in their cores, but in a
few cases their funerary character was obvious, for they contained charred bone
relics either within sockets plugged by stone lids or in urns.”?’ It may not be
these cases only that are funerary. If, as appears likely, the sockets on the top of
these stipas that previously have been taken to be meant for the insertion of
some kind of finial were actually intended for and held ash or bone, then the
funerary character of a very large number of these stpas is established.’” But
there is still something more of interest in what Mitra says.

The Mortuary Associations of Inscribed Dbaranis

Mictra refers here, and elsewhere, to the presence of “inscribed texts” in the cores
of some of these st#pas, and the same thing has been noticed at Bodh-Gaya,
Nalanda, Paharpur, and at other sites. A significant number of these texts are
dbaranis, at least in later st#pas. Although largely ignored, it has recently been
shown that these are not ad hoc compositions but specific dbaranis taken from
a specific group of texts. And these texts tell us quite explicitly why these
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dhiranis were placed in stipas.’’ Although this group of texts is only now
beginning to be studied, even a preliminary survey makes it clear that all of
them are preoccupied with the problem of death and with either the procurement
of a means to avoid rebirth in the hells or other unfortunate destinies, or with
the release of those already born there. The latter, in fact, is one of the primary
reasons for placing dbharanis in stipas. 1 cite here a typical example from the
Tibetan translation of the Rasmivimalavisuddhaprabbadbarant:

Moreover, if someone were to write this dharani in the name of another
(who is deceased) and were to deposit it in a st7pa and earnestly worship
it, then the deceased, being freed (by that) from his unfortunate destiny,
would be reborn in heaven. Indeed, being reborn in the region of the Tusita
gods, through the empowering of the Buddha he would (never again) fall
into an unfortunate destiny.

yan gan la la 7ig gis gsan snags yi ger bris pa gian gyi: min nas smos te | mchod
rten gyi nan du beug la nan tan du mchod pa byas na §i ba gan yin pa de nan
son gi gnas nas thayr te mtho ris su skye bar 'gyur vo | yan na dga 'ldan gyi lha'i
ris su skye bar 'gyur te | sans rgyas kyi byin gyis briabs kyis nan son du ltur bar
mi ‘gyur ro 1>

But these dbharanis are also connected with Buddhist mortuary practices in a
variety of other ways as well. Again, a typical example can be seen in the
Sarvakarmavaranavisodbanidharant:

If one, reciting (this dharani) over earth or sesame or white mustard or
water, were to scatter it over the corpse, or if, having washed (the body),
one afterwards were to either cremate it or deposit and preserve it in a
stiapa, writing this dbarani and actaching it to the top (or head), then the
deceased—although already reborn in an unfortunate destiny—being freed,
would without a doubt after seven days be reborn in a blessed heaven, or
else he would be reborn through the power of his own vow.

sa 'am til lam yuns kar ram chu gan yan run ba la bzlas brjod byas te 5i ba'i
lus la gtor vamlkbrus byas nas de’i 'og tu bsreg pa ‘amlyan na mchod rten gyi nan
du beug ste bZag lalrig snags kyan bris te mgo bo la btags na de nan son du skyes
pa yan Zag bdun gyis gnod mi za bar thar te bde 'gro mtho ris kyi 'jig rten du
skye bar ‘gyur ba amlyan na ran gi smon lam gyi dban gis skye bar ‘gyur ro/*?

Finally, it is perhaps worth noting that similar, although more complicated,
funerary rituals involving the same kinds of uses of written dharanis are to be
found in the Sarvadurgatiparisodbanatantra published in 1983 by Skorupski—a
text which, though a fully developed rantra, is clearly related both narratively
and doctrinally to our group.*
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That the dharanis found at Ratnagiri and elsewhere had funerary associations
is suggested not only by the texts that they were taken from, but also by the
fact that they are almost always found in exactly the same archaeological contexts
as are the anonymous deposits of bone and ash. This again is particularly clear
at Ratnagiri. In addition to the small £x/a-like monolithic stapas, there are also
a considerable number of small structural st#pas crowded around the main stipa
at Ratnagiri, and an even larger number of them still contained undisturbed
their original deposits of anonymous bones. Mitra specifically mentions that in
Stipas 3, 4, 23, 24, 25, and 115-—all structural—bone deposits were found;
however, she then adds that “there is every reason to believe that there were
many more S@ririka stiipas (i.e., those containing bone or ash). For, stray bones
with or without reliquaries were found in the StZpa area. Apparently, they must
have got dislodged from structural st#pas, many of which are reduced to the
lowest part of the base or platform.”*> All eight of the dharanis found at Ratna-
giri—exactly like the anonymous bone deposits—were found in the cores of

scructural stapas. ™

The Archaeological Pattern Recapitulated

The archaeological record of Buddhist sacred sites exhibits, then, from the very
beginning of our actual evidence, at least one curious but consistent pattern.
This pattern, significantly, is most distinctly and directly visible at our very
earliest undisturbed sites. The Dharmarajika at Taxila, which dates to the second
century B.C.E., is a fine example. But there are also clear indications that the
same pactern held at other very early sites like Safict and Bharhut until these
sites, by different agents, were irrevocably altered or virtually destroyed. It
continues to hold through the fourth and fifth centuries C.E—for example, at
Jauliaf and Mirptr-Khas—and is found at Ratnagiri still in its full disorderly
effervescence in the tenth and twelfth centuries. What we find is a large central
structure that marks one of two things: either the presence of a spot that was
formerly in direct contact with the physical body of the Buddha, or—more
commonly—the presence of an actual physical piece of that body. Around this
structure, closely packed, in increasing disorder, are a large number—increasingly
so—of other smaller scructures that frequently contain anonymous bones or bone
ash or other items connected with mortuary deposits. That these smaller structures
were added at different times is apparent from the fact that they are not part
of any discernible original or ordered plan. In fact, they frequently appear to
violate any preexisting orderly plan of the sites. The only concern that appears
to have governed their placement was an apparent desire to have them as close
as possible to the main structure. All of this would suggest, in turn, that these
mortuary deposits were purposely brought here, again at different times, from
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somewhere else. In fact, a considerable number of the smallest of these structures
were obviously portable.’” This, in outline, is what we see. What we want to
know, of course, is what it means.

Some Archaeological Parallels

It is worth noting, however briefly, some remarkably similar archaeological
configurations found elsewhere. In at least some of these other instances, we
know a considerable amount about the ideational systems that produced these
parallel configurations, and they are, therefore, at least suggestive of what the
configuration in Buddhist India might have meant.

Aries condensed into a few sentences a large body of archaeological literature

that is of interest to us. He says:

Over the saint’s tomb a basilica would be built . .. Christians sought to
be buried close to this structure. Diggings in the Roman cities of Africa
or Spain reveal an extraordinary spectacle concealed by subsequent urban
growth: piles of stone sarcophagi in disorder, one on top of the other, several
layers high, especially around the walls of the apse, close to the shrine of
the sainc.*

This, again according to Aries, “is what one finds in Tipasa, Hippo, and Carthage.
The spectacle is just as striking in Ampurias, in Catalonia ... {and} ... the
same situation is found in our Gallo-Roman cities, but it is no longer visible
to the naked eye and has to be reconstructed beneath the successive deposit
of history.”?

Notice that, apart from the technical vocabulary (“basilica,” “sarcophagi,”
etc.), Aries’ description of the archaeological record in the Roman cities of Africa,
Spain, and France could almost serve equally well as a description of what was
seen at Bodh-Gaya, Taxila, and other South Asian sites. Another site of interest
to us differs from these two groups in only one significant way: the successive
waves of mortuary deposits, rather than being heaped one on top of the other,
have spread out in horizontal layers to cover an immense area, to produce in
effect what has been called “the greatest cemetery of Japan.” This is the cemetery
on Mount Koyasan. Here, a dense jumble of graves and markers covering many
acres crowds around the tomb of Kobo Daishi, the eighth or ninth century monk
who, among a multitude of other accomplishments, founded Shingon Buddhism.
Casal notes that “the number of graves . . . is indeed very large . .. But nort all
the graves contain a body or its ashes; it suffices to bury a bone, or even some
hair or a tooth. The important thing is that one’s symbol be interred near the

greac teacher. .. "%
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It is interesting to note that the ideas that produced the configuration of
crowding or clustering of mortuary deposits around a central structure in both
the Roman cities of Africa and Spain and on Mount Koyasan appear to be
reducible—in both cases—to two basic sets. The first set is perhaps the easier
to describe because there is an established vocabulary that can be applied to it.
The ideas grouped here are essentially eschatological: in the Christian case, they
concern the Doctrine of the Resurrection of the Dead; in the case of Koyasan,
they concern the coming of Maitreya, the Future Buddha. The Christian case
can be illustrated by some rematks of Geary: “Early Christians took literally
Christ’s promise of the resurrection and thus expected that on the last day the
martyrs’ physical bodies would be taken up again by their owners . . . Christians
believed that physical proximity to these bodies was beneficial, and that those
buried near a saint’s tomb would be raised up with the sainc on the day of
judgment.”"! Similar ideas were also certainly associated with the tomb of Kobo
Daishi, alchough one might dispute the exact wording of those scholars who
have described them. Lloyd, for example, says: “The Shingon are firm believers
in Maitreya . . . It is their conviction that the body of Kobd Daishi, which never
decays, is awaiting the advent of Maitreya in his tomb at Koya San, and Shingo-
nists often send the bones of their dead, after cremation, to Koya San, so as to
be near to Kobb at the resurrection, which will take place when Maitreya makes
his appearance.”*?

The eschatological set, although clearly present in both cases, is only one
of two sets and probably is not the most important. The second set—again
present in both cases—is based on the notion that the tomb or shrine contains
an actual living presence. It was thought, to quote Hakeda, that “Kukat had
not died but had merely entered into eternal Samadhi and was still quite alive
on Mt. Koya as a savior to all suffering people.”* Here, there is no preoccupation
with some distantly fucure eschatological event. Burial in close physical proximity
to the living presence, in fact, effects an immediate result: it assures that the
individual whose bones or ashes are placed there will gain rebirth in paradise,
in the Pure Land of Amitabha, in Sukhavact.* Christian notions that fall into
this second set are much more richly documented. “It was commonly believed,”
says Wilson, “. . . that, far from inhabiting any distant heaven, the saint remained
present in his shrine. Delehaye wrote that, for those who followed his cult, St.
Menas ‘resided, invisible, in his basilica’ in the Mariut, near Alexandria.”*> Here
too, eschatological notions are largely absent, and a different set of functions
comes into play. Aries first quotes St. Paulinus, who had had the body of his
son buried beside the Saints at Aecola. Paulinus writes: “We have sent him {his
dead son} to the town of Complutum so that he may lie with the martyrs in
the union of the grave, and so that from the blood of the saints he may draw
that virtue that refines our souls like fire.” Ariés himself then adds the following
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observation: “We see here that the saints not only grant protection from the
creatures of Tartarus, they also communicate to the deceased who is associated
with them a little of their virtue, and post-mortem, redeem his sins.™*¢

The Buddhist Conception of Relics as “Living Entities”

We know, then, that the above ideas produced the essentially similar archaeologi-
cal configurations that are to be seen at Carthage and Koyasan, and we might
well expect that similar thinking produced the same configuration at Bodh—Gaya
and Taxila. In India, however, the first set seems not to have been operational.
There is no evidence of any kind of a connection between the presence of the
relic—whether it be a contact relic, like a spot of earth, or an actual bone—and
any eschatological event.’” In fact, if there is any eschatological thinking in
India, it takes a decidedly different form. This would seem to suggest that if
the configuration found at Bodh—Gaya and Taxila was produced by ideas similar
to those that produced Carthage and Koyasan, then the ideas involved would
probably belong not to the first set, but to the second. But if this were the case,
we might expect to find at least some indications that the relic in early Buddhist
India was thought of as an actual living presence. And we have some evidence
for this.

The first piece of evidence that might be brought forward is the old text
we started with, which is now preserved in the various versions of the Mahaparinir-
vana-siitra. Notice that the redactor of the Sanskrit version seems clearly to have
thought that the Buddha, although dead, was somehow actually present at the
places where he was formerly known to have been. Notice too that he explicitly
indicates that a death in physical proximity to that actual presence produces
specific and positive results, that it, like burial near a Saint or close to Kobo
Daishi, resulted in “heaven.” In other words, death at Bodh—Gaya and burial a4
sanctos at Carthage and Koyasan have exactly the same result, although the heaven
in each case is somewhat differently appointed. In fact, the key concept in this
old text—only very slightly extended—is probably able to account by itself for
what is seen in the archaeological record of several Buddhist sacred sites in India.
The extension would only be from death to deposition of the already dead in close
physical proximity to that actual presence.*®

However, strictly speaking, the old text is referring only to geographically
fixed points of former contact with the physical body of the Buddha: Bodh—Gaya,
Sarnath, and so on. The text says he is present at these places, and yet the
archaeological pattern appears to indicate burial ad sanctos not just at these sites,
but also at sites where there is only a bodily relic. This archaeological evidence,
if we are correct in our interpretation of it, would suggest that, at these sites
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too, the Buddha was thought to be actually present and alive. There is, again,
some evidence that would indicate this to be the case.

One of the earliest Indian inscriptions after ASoka is written on the broken
lid of a relic casket that came from Shinkot. It records, very laconically, the
deposition of a relic of the Buddha Sakyamuni in the reign of the Indo~Greek
king, Menander, who ruled in the second century B.CE. All are agreed—
Majumdar, Konow, Sircar, Narain, and Lamotte**—that it said on the rim:

... {on} the 14¢ch day of the month Karttika, the relic of the Blessed One
Sakyamuni which is endowed with life was established.

karttikasya {mdsasya} divase 14 pranasametam (sarivam} {bhagavatah sakyamu-
neh} pratisthapitam.’’

Similar wording to this also occurs on the inner face of the lid:

[This is] a relic of the Blessed One Sz‘lkyamuni which is endowed with life.

pranasametam Sarivam bhagavatah sakyamuneh.

What this seems to mean is, of course, what Konow and Lamotte have already
said: “The relics were looked upon as living entities”; “la relique corporelle

. c'est un étre vivant ‘doué de souffle.” " However, neither of these authors
noted—perhaps because it did not seem germane to their particular point—that
this is the earliest actually datable reference to the relics of the historical Buddha,
and that, in fact, the conception of the relic as “un &tre vivant” is the earliest
actually attestable conception that we have.

Other early sources indicate that the physical relics of Sakyamuni were
endowed with more than just “life” or “breath.” They were “informed,” “par-
fumée,” “saturated,” “pervaded,” “imbued” with just those characteristics that
defined the living Buddha. Statements to this effect are found in a wide variety
of sources. The Inscription of Senavarma is a good example. This inscription,
which dates to the early first century CE., is “la plus longue des inscriptions
KharosthT jusqu’ ici connues,” and has proven to be difficule.”! The portion
which concerns us, however, is clear. Senavarma says in part:

I establish these relics which are infused with morality, infused with concen-
tration, wisdom, emancipation, and knowledge and vision.

ima dbadu Sila(pari)bhavita samasiprafiavimutiianadra(sa)paribhavita . . .
pratithavemi.

The list of faculties and qualities given here looks very much as though it may
have been intended for, or is perhaps a haplography of what the Pali tradition
calls the five sampadas or “attainments” and, of course, normally only a living
person can be “infused” with such “attainments.” Yet another Kharostht inscrip-
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tion, which can be dated more exactly to 25 to 26 C.E., has a similar characteriza-
tion of the relics of Sakyamuni. Here, the relics are said to be filaparibhavida
samal(s)iparibbavemtu prafaparibbavida or “infused with morality, infused with
concentration, infused with wisdom.”>? That is to say, the relics themselves were
thought to retain—to be “infused with,” impregnated with—the qualities that
animated and defined the living Buddha.

Something of the same vocabulary found in these two inscriptions is also
found in Asvaghosa's Buddbacarita. In fact, both of these inscriptions and Asva-
ghosa may have been closely contemporaneous. Johnston dates the latter to
“between 50 B.C. and 100 A.D. with a preference for the first half of the first
century A.D.”>* It is not, however, just his date that makes A§vaghosa important
for us. Both of our inscriptions record the gifts of laymen, although they, or the
redactors of their inscriptions, had some apparent familiarity with accepted
Buddhist doctrines.>! Asvaghosa, on the other hand, was most decidedly a monk,
an extremely literate and very widely learned monk, and his conception of relics
is important because of that: they are the conceptions of a monk exceptionally
well-versed in Buddhist doctrine.’> In the passage that concerns us, A$vaghosa
says, for example, that the relics of Sakyamuni, like “the sphere (dharu) of the
chief of the gods (Brahma) in heaven at the end of the aeon,” cannot be destroyed
by the final cosmic conflagration, that these relics “cannot be carried even by
Visnu's Garuda,” that “though cool, they burn our minds” (bsi/ ba yin kyarn bdag
cag rnams kyi yid rnams sregs). But Asvaghosa also uses less overwrought expres-
sions, like those found in our inscriptions. The relics, he says, are “full of virtue”
(dge legs gar ba), and “informed (paribhavita?) with universal benevolence (maztrr)”
(byams pas yons su rnam par bsgoms pa).>®

There are also other witnesses, at least one of which is hostile. The Ajtasabasri-
kaprajiiaparamita is one of the earliest Mahayana texts translated into Chinese,
and some version of it was very probably contemporaneous with both our inscrip-
tions and A§vaghosa.’’ Like the Swuvarnaprabhasottama, the Buddbabalidhana, the
Saddbarmapundarika, and a number of other, later texts, it is in part preoccupied
with sometimes sustained arguments intended to devalue—if not altogether
deny the value—of relics.’® In fact, it devotes large parts of at least three chaprers
to such arguments. As a part of these arguments, the Agtasabasrika on two
occasions concedes that there are good reasons for worshipping relics, and, in so
doing, uses much the same vocabulary as is found in our two inscriptions and
in ASvaghosa’s Buddhacarita. It is stated quite explicitly that:

the relics of the Tathagata are worshipped because they are saturated with
the Perfection of Wisdom.

api tu khalu punar bhagavams tani tathiagatasarirani prajiiaparamitaparibbavita-
tvat pijam labbhyante.>®
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The final instance that we might cite here where relics are said to be
“saturated” or “infused” or “pervaded” with specific qualities comes from the
Fourth Book of the Milindapasiha, a book which Demiéville has shown was
almost certainly added to the Mi/inda in Ceylon at a date not much earlier than
the fifth century £ It is, therefore, noteworthy that despite the fact that it
is separated from the Senavarma Inscription by 500 years, the Milindapaiiha—as
Fussman has already pointed out—contains an almost exact verbal parallel to
that inscription. Here too, the relic is described as “infused with morality,
concentration, wisdom, emancipation, and the knowledge and vision of emancipa-
tion” (stlasamadbipaniniavimuttivimuttiianadassanaparibbavitam dbaturatanaf).

Each of these passages comes from a distinctly different kind of source, and
yet they all use exactly the same participle, paribbavita, in characterizing the
relics of the Buddha. The same participle is, of course, used elsewhere, and its
characteristic usages are worth noting. One of the most common usages of the
term in canonical Pali, oddly enough, has to do with chicken’s eggs. In a
frequently found simile, eggs are described as “sat on” (adhisayita), “heated”
(parisedita), and “pervaded or infused” (paribbavita) by a hen. It is this that makes
the eggs “live.” In fact, the point of the simile is that, if this is not done properly,
the chicks do not live.®! Apart from this, the term is more usually applied to
living persons. A particularly interesting usage occurs twice in the Sarva-
tathagatadbisthanasattvavalokanabuddhaksetrasandarianavyiha-siitra from Gilgit.
Here, the negative aparibbavitakaya, “having an unpervaded or uninvigorated
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body” is twice paired with alpayuska, “having little life.”® In the Mahavastu
{Senart ed., Vol. i, 153.121, bodhbisatrvas, like relics in ASvaghosa, are said to be
“completely saturated with virtue” (kusalaparibhavita); likewise in Milindapaitha
361.23, those who fulfill the ascetic practices, like the relics in our two inscrip-
tions, are said to be “saturated with the lovely and excellent unparalleled sweet
perfume of morality” (s#lavarapavara-asamasucigandba-paribhavito hoti). Again like
relics in Asvaghosa, a bodbisattva is said in the Saddharmapundarika [Kern-Nanjio
ed., 3.11to “have his body and mind saturated with benevolence” (maitriparibbavita-
kdyacitta). From these and other passages, it seems evident that paribbavita

”» e

implies “filled or infused with life,” “invigorated,” “strengthened or made strong,”

“impregnated,” “animated,” and that, according to our passages, is what relics are.

The Stipa as a “Legal Person”

A set of three imprecatory inscriptions on the gateways of St#pa no. 1 at Safct
also deserves our attention. The substance of these three inscriptions—which
are very much alike and which are as early as at least the first century B.C.E.—is
fully expressed in the following passage from the inscription on the West
Gateway:
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He who dismantles, or causes to be dismantled, the stone work from this
Kakanava [i.e., the old name for the St#pa at Saficil, or causes it to be
transferred to another house of the teacher, he shall go to the [same terrible]}
state as those who commit the five sins that have immediate retribution.

pac-a@natariya-karakana gati{m} gacheya yo ito kakanavato selakame upa{deya}
upad{alpeya va anam va acariyakulam samkameya. . . .

There are two points that should be noted here. First, the St7pa or reliquary at
Safict appears to be implicitly classified as an acariya-kula, a “house of the teacher”
[i.e., the Buddha]. Biihler long ago suggested that this is a comparable expression,
a parallel expression, to the common Indian term for a temple, devakula. “a
house of the deva.” But if this is the case, we know that devakula was taken
quite literally, that is, it was the place where the deva lived, where he was actually
and powerfully present, and it is rather unlikely that an gcariya-kula would have
been conceived of any differently.*

The second point to be noted here is that these inscriptions indicate that a
set of important ideas known only from later literary sources was already opera-
tional at Safict in the first century B.C.E. In a very useful study of the material
found in the various monastic codes (vinayas) dealing with “la construction et
le culte des stizpas” Bareau noted that “comme toute personne, le stizpa a le droit
de possession . . . et ce droit doit étre protégé.” He goes on to say, for example:

Les Sarvastivadin parlent aussi des biens inépuisables du st#pa. qui sont
inaliénables. Les biens qui sont donnés en offrande au st7pa ne peuvent étre
utilisés a d’autres fins. On ne doit pas les mélanger avec les biens de la

Communauté des quatre directions, ni avec les biens consistant en nourri-

ture, ni avec les biens a partager.®’

From these same texts, it is clear that the property belonging to the stapa or
reliquary included real property such as land in the form of gardens with
productive fruit and flowering trees and ponds.

What Bareau did not note was that “le droit de possession” of the st@pa was
referred to and elaborated in sources other than the Vinayas. These other sources
are important for two reasons: first, they are still later than the Vinayas and,
therefore, indicate the long continuity of these ideas; second, at least some of
these sources must be considered, again, as hostile witnesses since they are
Mahayana S#tras, the majority of which perhaps are at best ambivalent in regard
to the value of relics and st#pas, if they are not explicitly engaged in actually
devaluing them.®® The number of these references in Mahayana literature is also
impressive. Edgerton, under the term staupika, cites two passages from the
.fiégﬁmmmmya. two from the Bodbisattvabbimi, and one each from the Rastrapala
and Gandavyiha.”” However, there are at least four more in the Siksz and two
also now available in the Upalipariprecha.®®
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The strength of the ideas concerning the stpa’s rights of ownership is clear
from a long passage from the Ratnarasi-sitra quoted in the Siksa (56.9). The
substance of this passage is this: although funds of the local order—if there is
a surplus and unanimous agreement—can be used to make up a deficit in the
ecumenical order (normally such funds must be kept strictly separated), funds
belonging to the stapa, even if there is an excess, must never be handed over to
either the local or ecumenical order (yadi punah kisyapa kiyad bahur api staupiko
labbo bbavet | sa vaiyavityakarena na samghe na caturdisasamghe upanamayitavyah).
The text, in fact, goes so far as to say that “a robe (or piece of cloth) given to
the stapa must be allowed to go to ruin on the stizpa through the wind and sun
and rain,” that such a robe cannot be exchanged for a sum of money, and that
nothing that belongs to a st#pa can have a commercial price set on it (yac
ca stipe civaram niryatitam bbhavati tat tatraiva tathdgatacaitye vatatapavrstibhib
pariksayam gacchatu | na punab staupikam civaram bivanyamilyena parivartayitavyan |
na hi staupikasya kascid argho).®” The reason given for this is of some interest:
“Whatever belongs to a stipa, even if it is only a single fringe that is given . . .
that itself is a sacred object for the world together with its gods” (ya@ staupika
antasa ekadasapi . . . niryatita bhavati | sa sadevakasya lokasya caityam). That is to
say, an object given to a stipa becomes itself a sacred object (caitya). However,
we know that there is only one way for objects to become sacred in a Buddhist
context: they must be owned or used by a sacred person. In fact, the Chinese
version of the above passage translates staupika or “belonging to the stipa” by
characters which mean “belonging to the Buddha.”"

We should also notice that some of these Mahayana texts—exactly like the
gateway inscriptions at Saficl—explicitly associate or equate taking property
belonging to the stZpa with “the five acts with immediate retribution”; for
example, this is true of the Akdsagarbba-sitra and the Upalipariprccha.”" This, if
nothing else, indicates the extremely serious nature of such an act, as these five
acts are the most serious offenses known to the Indian Buddhist tradition.
However, the association of theft or destruction of property belonging to a stijpa
with this set of five offenses is probably more than just a way of indicating its
terrible seriousness. “The five acts with immediate retribution™ are: taking the
life of one's mother; taking the life of one’s father; taking the life of an arbat;
causing a division within the Sa7gha; and wounding or causing physical harm
to a Buddha. Four of the five, then, have to do with seriously harming living
persons of rank. That harm done to a stipa or reliquary is explicitly equated
with acts of this kind would suggest, again, that the stZpa was cognitively
classified as a “living person of rank.” If this were not the case, it would be
difficult to understand the extreme seriousness with which such harm was viewed.

In noting that the st4pa or reliquary “comme toute personne” had the right
to, and did in fact, possess personal real property, and in noting that the ideas
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surrounding this right were both old and markedly tenacious, it is of some
interest to point out that we find ourselves again in front of a phenomenon
noted elsewhere. In discussing the “Thefts of Relics in the Central Middle Ages,”
Geary repeatedly insists that “in a very basic sense, men in the Central Middle
Ages perceived relics as being alive . . . relics were actually the saints themselves,
continuing to live among men.” One body of evidence he uses to establish this
view parallels exactly at least a part of what we have just seen in regard to the
Buddhist stzpa. He says, “Relics even had legal rights; they received gifts and
offerings made specifically to them and owned churches and monasteries, which
were technically the property of the saints who lay in their crypes.”’”

The Functional Equivalence of the Relic and the Living Buddha

If Buddhist reliquaries and the relics they contained were legal persons, that is
to say, if they had and exercised the rights of living persons, and if harm done
to them was explicitly equated with harm done to living persons of rank, then
the reverse of the second equation in particular should also hold: honor or worship
done to them should be explicitly equated with honor or worship done to living
persons. And so it is. An instance of exactly this equation is found, for example,
in a text now preserved in the Gilgit M#lasarvastivadin-vinaya. which has the
appearance of being very old. This text, in fact, seems to reflect a period prior
to the development of the monumental st7pa when relics were simply buried in
the ground at specific places.”

The text says the Buddha in company with Ananda went to a place called
Toyika. When he arrived there, there was a brabmin plowing his field. This
gentleman saw the Buddha and said to himself, “If I approach the Blessed One
Gautama and pay honor to him, my work will suffer; but if I do not approach
him and pay honor to him, my merit will suffer. What can I do to avoid both
a loss of work and a loss of merit?” He decided—being a clever brahmin—to
remain where he was, but to pay honor to Gautama from a distance, which he
did still—as the text pointedly notes—holding his goad. Gautama, of course,
was not terribly impressed with this expedient—the text calls it an #paya—and
he said, in part, to Ananda:

‘Mistaken, Ananda, is this brahmin. Had he approached this spot then
when he did honor here, he would himself have known “on this spot the
undisturbed mass of relics of the Perfect Buddha Kasyapa is present.” Had
he approached I would have been honored by him, indeed honor would
have been done by him to two Perfect Buddhas. Why is that? Because,
Ananda, at this spot the undisturbed mass of relics of the Perfect Buddha
Kasyapa 1s present.’
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ksiina ananda esa brabmanalh | {anenopakramydasmin pradese abhividane

krte} sati pratyatmam jianadarsanam pravartate | etasmin pradese kdsyapasya
samyaksambuddhasyavikopito sthisamghatas tisthatiti | aham

anenopakramya vandito bhaveyam | evam anena dvabhyam
samyaksambuddhabbyam vandanad krta bhavet | tatkasya betoh | asminn dnanda
pradese kasyapasya samyaksambuddhasyavikopito 'sthisamghatas tisthati I™

The implications here are that there is no distinction between a living Buddha
and a collection of relics—both make the sacred person equally present as an
object of worship, and the presence of either makes available the same opportunity
to make merit. In case his reader missed the point, the redactor of the text adds
a set of verses that make it explicit in slightly different terms:

He who would worship a living (Buddha), and he who would worship one
who has entered final nirvana, having made their minds equally devout—
between them chere is no distinction of merit.

tisthantam pijayed yas ca yas capi parinirvrtam | samam cittam prasadyeha nasti
punyavisesata | 78.8.

That such ideas were both common and durable would seem to be suggested
by the fact cthat this same verse, or close variants of it, occurs in what Waldschmidt
calls a “sondertext” of the Sanskrit Mahaparinirvana-sitra, in the Caityapradak-
sina-gatha manuscripts of which have been found at Gilgit, in the “Schenkungsfor-
mular” manuscript from Turkistan published by Liiders, and in the Khotanese
text of the Pradaksina-siitra.”® Yet another version of this verse has come down
to us in the work of the learned Monk Asvaghosa:

The learned should know the qualities of the Buddha, and that if one
worships with similar devotion the Seer when he is present, or if one
worships his relic after he has entered final Nirvana, the result is the same.

dran sron bzugs ba la ni mchod pa sbyan nas sam | yons su mya nan 'das pa'i
gdun la phyag byas nas | yid kyi dan ba miam na 'bras bu maan pa ste | sans

. . ;
rgyas yon tan rnams ni mkhas rnams ses par mdzod I”°

Notice that all of these texts emphasize that the individual is to “make his mind
equally devout” in regard to the actual presence and the relic (samam cittam
prasadya; same cittaprasade bi; sems dge ba ni mtshuns ‘gyur na; yid kyi dan ba miam
na; etc.). That is to say, one is to adopt the same frame of mind toward the relic
as is adopted in regard to the living presence. For the believer they are to
be taken as the same. They have the same function. They make possible the
same result.

It is interesting too to note that one of the clearest expressions of these
ideas is to be found in the Mabavamsa, the fifth century Pili chronicle of
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Buddhism in Sri Lanka written by the Monk Mahanama. The passage concerned
is supposed to be the record of a conversation which took place in the third
century B.C.E. between the Monk Mahinda, who is credited with the conversion
of Sri Lanka, and the reigning Sri Lankan king, Devanampiyatissa. Mahinda,
who according to the Dipavamsa is on the verge of leaving Sri Lanka, complains
to the king: “For a long time O King, we have not seen the Perfect Buddha,
the Teacher. We have lived without a Master. There is nothing here for us to
worship”; to which the king replies: “But, sir, did you not tell me that the
Perfect Buddha has entered nirvana?” The Monk Mahinda answers—and his
answer perfectly condenses much of our discussion—"“when the relics are seen
{or: are present], the Buddha is seen [or: is presentl” (ciradittho hi sambuddho
sattha no manujadhipa | andthaviasam vasimba natthi no pijiyam idha || bhasittha
nanu bhante me: sambuddho nibbuto iti | Gha dhatusu ditthesu dittho hoti jino iti). The
king, of course, promises to build a stZpa, and Mahinda appoints another monk
to fly to India to procure relics.”’

The Public Value Placed on Relics

Before our findings up to this point are summarized, it is worth looking briefly
at one final piece of evidence, not because it provides further indications that
the relic was thought of as a living presence—that, I think, is already sufticiently
clear—but because it is an early piece of evidence for what we might call, in
the absence of a better term, the communal or public value placed on relics.
The evidence in question is an old tradition concerning what has come to be
called the War of the Relics. Already in the oldest surviving Buddhist art—at
Safici, Bharhut, Amaravati, and in Gandhira—we have illustrations of this
episocle,78 although the narrative details are now known only from later texts.
After the cremation of the Buddha, the Mallas of Kusiniara “surrounded the
bones of the Exalted One in their council hall with a lattice work of spears, and
with a rampart of bows.” Seven other groups representing distinct and apparently
competing political entities also came, however, armed for war to claim a share
of the relics. They were initially refused. Interestingly enough, imminent conflict
was avoided only by the intervention of a brahmin who pointed out the incongru-
ency of waging war over the remains of one who was a teacher of forbearance
(kbantivada).”

We might note that this old tradition, however the details might fall,
forcefully articulates in the strongest possible contemporary political idiom the
extreme value placed on these remains. Bareau has noted:

Qu'elle [this tradition} raconte un fait historique ou qu’elle soit pure
légende, peu importe ici, U'essentiel pour notre propos est que . . . les fideles,
dont les hagiographes refletent l'esprit, ont cru a la réalité de cet épisode,
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ont regardé comme parfaitement vraisemblable que la dévotion de leurs
prédécesseurs ait poussé ces derniers a se disputer les restes corporels du
bienheureux, les armes a la main. Cela prouve qu’au temps ot la premiére
version de ce récit fut composée, les fideles trouvaient normal et méme
édifiant un tel exces de zéle . . .*°

And, but for one small detail, Bareau’s remarks are very much to the point:
unless he wants to assert that it was written by a layman—and I doubt that he
would—"la premieére version de ce récit,” or any other for that matcer, can tell
us nothing directly about some hypothetical and generalized “fideles.” What it
can and does prove, however, is what “les hagiographes” who composed it—almost
certainly monks—"trouvaient normal et méme édifiant.” This, of course, is a
very different matter.

Conclusions

Several different kinds of data have been presented here. There are the archaeologi-
cal data that show a seemingly characteristic, repeatedly encountered configura-
tion of material remains at Buddhist sacred sites. This configuration consists of
a central structure marking either a spot known to have been formerly in direct
contact with the physical body of the Buddha, or housing an actual part of that
physical body. Around this central structure are crowded in increasing disarray
large numbers of smaller structures, a considerable number of which contain
anonymous mortuary deposits—bone and ash—or other objects known to be
associated with mortuary practices. These mortuary deposits have been purposely
brought and placed here at different times. They do not form a part of an original
or ordered plan.

In addition, an old literary tradition exists that indicates that the Buddha
was thought to be actually present at certain spots with which he was known
to have had direct physical contact. There is also a whole series of epigraphical
and literary documents that prove that the physical relic of the Buddha was
thought to be possessed of “life” or “breath,” and to be impregnated with the
characteristics that defined and animated the living Buddha, that show that the
relic or the reliquary that contained it had and exercised the right to own personal
property—that it was legally a person—and chat it was cognitively classified
with living persons of rank. Some of chese literary documents, at least one of
which is very old, also establish that the presence of the relic was thought to
be the same thing as the presence of the actual Buddha, that the two were
religiously the same, and that the same behavior was required in regard to both.

This, in turn, means that the central structures at both types of Buddhist
sacred sites contained or located the actual living presence of the Buddha, and
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it was this presence that drew to it the secondary mortuary deposits and a host
of subsidiary structures.

Another part of the same old literary tradition proves that it was thought
that a death in the presence of the Buddha resulted in rebirth in heaven. In
addition, there are the parallels in conception and mortuary practice in the
Roman cities of Spain and Africa and on Mount Koyasan.

We have, it would seem, reason to believe that Indian Buddhists also
practiced and believed in some form of what in the Latin West was called depositio
ad sanctos, and that—regardless of what some canonical texts might occasionally
suggest and what some scholastic texts definitely state—the Buddha was and
continued to be an actual living presence in the midst of the Buddhist community.

Notes

I would like to thank my colleagues Gérard Fussman and Patrick Olivelle for
their helpful comments on different drafts of this paper.

1. There have been other attempts to draw archaeological and art historical sources
into the mainstream of Buddhist Studies, most notably those of P. Mus. See the bibliogra-
phy in G. Moréchand, “Paul Mus (1902-1969),” BEFEO 57 (1970) 25-42, but note
that Mus’ Barabudur. Esquisse d'une histoive du bouddbisme fondée sur la critique archéologique
des textes (Hanoi: 1935), deux tomes, has since been reprinted by Arno Press (New York:
1978), both volumes in one. There are, however, some very real problems with Mus'’
work. He ignored Indian epigraphy—which is surprising in light of the work he did
in Indo—China—and he was very little concerned with chronology. He also used textual
material very indiscriminately, citing texts of widely different periods and widely different
provenances without ever asking if this material could ever have been known to any
actual Buddhist in the premodern period. In religious studies, generally, the last published
work of S. G. E Brandon was also clearly moving in the direction of what I would call
the Archaeology of Religions; see Brandon's Man and God in Art and Ritual. A Study of
Iconography, Architecture and Ritual Action as Primary Evidence of Religious Belief and Practice
(New York: 1975).

2. The category “the very special dead” is, of course, borrowed from Peter Brown,
The Cult of the Saints. lts Rise and Function in Latin Christianity (Chicago: 1981) G9ff.
Although he applied it to Christian saints as a whole, I will here be almost exclusively
concerned not with Buddhist “saints” as a group, but with the historical Buddha Sakya-
muni. This is not to say that there was not a “cult of the saints” or other "very special
dead” in Indian Buddhism. There is both epigraphical and archaeological evidence that
indicates otherwise, but a discussion of this material must await another time. {See G.
Schopen, “An OId Inscription from Amaravati,” Ch. IX below.}

3. J. Bloch, Les inscriptions d'Asoka (Paris: 1950). The Prakrit cited here and below
all comes from Bloch’s edition. The two inscriptions in question are from Rummindei
(Paderia), 157, and Nigali Sagar (Nigliva), 158. Unlike the bulk of the ASokan material,
these two inscriptions are not edicts. They, at least together with the Barabar Inscription,
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constitute the earliest surviving Indian donative inscriptions. Whether or not the Asokan
material establishes that Bodh—Gaya was an established sacred site at the time of ASoka
depends very much on how one interprets the word sambodbs in the 8th Rock Edict.
Since A. L. Basham reopened the question, it has yet to be resolved; see “Sambodhi in
Asoka’s 8th Rock Edict,” JIABS 2 (1979) 81-83. Therefore, this is not taken into account
here, although my own position is much closer to the one most recently expressed by
R. Lingat, “Encore ayaya sambodhim a propos de l'inscription gréco-araméenne d’Asoka,”
JA (1967) 195-198.

4. On the Past Buddhas, see ]J. Ph. Vogel, “The Past Buddhas and Kasyapa in
Indian Art and Epigraphy,” Asiatica Festschrift Friedrich Weller (Leipzig: 1954) 808-816;
R. Gombrich, “The Significance of Former Buddhas in the Theravadin Tradition,” Buddbist
Studies in Honour of Walpola Rabula, ed. S. Balasooriya et al. (London: 1980) 62-72; A.
Vergati, “Le culte et I'iconographie du buddha dipankara dans la vallée de Kathmandou,”
Arts asiatiques 37 (1982) 22-27.

5. See, for example, Bloch, Les inscriptions d'Asoka, 49, 157, nn. 2 and 4. Note
that Asoka here uses the absolutive form of @\/gam to describe his coming to Lummini,
and, according to Bloch’s index, this root is used only here and in the related Nigali
Sagar inscription. Both the Sanskrit and Pali versions of our passage also use forms of
a\/gam. Note too that while neither of the two instances of the hida statement in Asoka
corresponds with the Pali, the second, hida bbagavam jare. corresponds exactly with the
Sanskrit ibu bhagavan jatab.

6. I here refer to, and cite throughout, the Sanskrit version of the Mabaparinirvana-
Sarra edited by E. Waldschmide (Das Mabaparinirvanasitra, Teil 1, 11, 111, Abh. DAW
Berlin, KI. f. Spr., Lit. u. Kunst, Jg. 1949, No. 1; Jg. 1950, No. 2 und Jg. 1950, No.
3 {Berlin: 1950, 1951, 1951}; I cite the text according to Waldschmidt's paragraph
numbers). Since the Sanskrit text is based primarily on the Turfan materials, this means
that we have actual manuscripts for it that are centuries earlier than anything we have
for the Pali text, and, in this sense at least, its readings are the earliest actually attestable
readings that we have for the text in an Indian language. On the Turfan manuscript
material, see L. Sander, Paliographisches zu den Sanskrithandschriften der Berliner Turfan-
sammiung, Verzeichnis der Orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, Supplementband
8 (Wiesbaden: 1968). For Pali manuscripts, see H. Smith, Saddaniti, La grammaire palie
d'aggavamsa (Lund: 1928) v; O. von Hiniiber, “On the Tradition of Pali Texts in India,
Ceylon and Burma,” Buddbism in Ceylon and Studies on Religions Syncretism in Buddbist
Countries, Abh. d. Akad. d. Wiss. in Géteingen, Phil.-Hist. KI. Dricce Folge. Nr. 108,
ed. H. Bechert (Gottingen: 1978) 48: “The big gap between the first redaction of our
Piali canon and the basis of the texts as we have them today, becomes evident at once,
if we bear in mind that there is no manuscript older than about 400 years, with the
only exception, as far as I know, of a tenth century Vinaya-fragment in Pali found in
Nepal.” {See O. von Hiniiber, The Oldest Pali Manuscript. Four Folios of the Vinaya Pitaka
from the National Archives, Kathmandu, Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur,
Mainz, Abhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, Jahrgang 1991,
Nr. 6 (Stuttgare: 1991).1 More recently, von Hiniiber has said “that most of the surviving
manuscript material [for the Pali canon} is hardly older than the late 18th century.” He
also refers to “an extremely old manuscript dated as early as A.D. 1412,” and adds "if
this date is correct, this would be the oldest dated Pali manuscript known so far” in
“Pali Manuscripts of Canonical Texts From North Thailand—A Preliminary Report,”
Journal of the Siam Society 71 (1983) 78. Note too that, in terms of Pali literature, a
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slightly shorter version of the Mabaparinibbana passage on pilgrimage also occurs at
Anguttara, ii, 120. In lighe of these passages, it is difficult to understand what A. Bharati
meant when he said, “Although pilgrimage figures importantly in the religions of India,
it never had any canonical status in non-tantric traditions” (The Tantric Tradition {London:
1965} 85).

7. Waldschmidt's anusmaraniya appears to be reconstructed on the basis of Tibetan
rjes su dran par ‘gyur bar bya. In fact, in neither of the two manuscript fragments for 41.5
has the actual reading been preserved. But in the restatement of 41.5 that occurs in
41.10, the one manuscript in which the actual reading has been preserved has quite
clearly abbigamaniya; see Teil 1, 43, 113.2. Note that this passage of the Mabaparinirvana-
S#tra has been reedited by E Edgerton in Buddbist Hybrid Sanskrit Reader (New Haven:
1953) 34-35; cf. n. 14 below.

8. For the range of meanings of samvejaniya, “to be powerfully experienced,” see
A. K. Coomaraswamy, “Samrvega: Aesthetic Shock,” HJAS 7 (1943) 174-179, repr. in
Coomaraswamy 1. Selected Papers. Traditional Art and Symbolism, ed. R. Lipsey (Princeton:
1977) 179-185. He translates samvejaniya from our passages of the Mabaparinibbana-
sutta as “should be deeply moved.” For an interesting use of vega/pravega in early Mahayana
satra literature, see Vajracchedika Prajiiaparamita (Conze ed.) 14A: atha kbalv dyusman
subbatir dbarmavegenasriini {the Gilgit text has -pravegena-1 pramuiicat, etc.

9. J. Gonda has clearly demonstrated the antiquity of many of the ideas that most
secondary literature associates only with the much later “classical” bbakti conception of
darsan in Eye and Gaze in the Veda, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie
van Wetenschappen, Afd. LetterKunds. Nieuwe Reeks-Deel 75 (Amsterdam: 1970). On
darsan generally, see the fine little book by D. L. Eck, Darian. Secing the Divine Image in
India (Chambersburg: 1981). In light of the pervasiveness and age of these Indian ideas
about “seeing” and what it entails, it would appear that many of our translations, ac the
very least, miss the nuance and may, in fact, miss the whole point. The exhortation that
Ananda was directed by the Buddha to deliver to the Mallas is a good example. Ananda
was told to go and tell the Mallas that the Buddha would enter parinibbana during the
last watch of that night, and he was supposed to say to them: abbikkbamatha . ..
abbikkbamatha . . . ma paccha vippatisarino abuvattha: amhikafi ca no gamakkbette tathagatassa
parinibbanam abosi, na mayam labbimba pacchime kale tathiagatam dassanayati, which Rhys
Davids translates as: “Be favourable ... be favourable. Give no occasion to reproach
yourselves hereafter, saying: ‘In our own village did the death of our Tathagata take
place, and we took not the opportunity of visiting the Tathagata in his last hours’ ”; see
T. W. and C. A. F. Rhys Davids, Dialogues of the Buddbha, Pt. Il (London: 1910) 162.
The Rhys Davids’ translation is, of course, not really wrong, but unless the reader has
the etymology of the English word clearly in mind, to translate dassana by “visit,” from
Latin, visere “to go to see,” videre, visum “to see,” is at best terribly flat. In a culture
where “casting one’s eyes upon a person and touching him were related activities” (Gonda,
19), where there was strong “belief in the beneficial results of visual contact™ (46), and
where there were large numbers of old “ritual texts prescribing a conscious and directed
look by which the spectator was ... believed to benefit, or ritual acts performed to
derive some advantage from looking on a mighty being . . . to participate in its nature
or essence, to be purified or raised to a higher level of existence by being vis-a-vis with
such a man” (55)—in such a culture, to go to “see” a man, especially an exceptionally
holy man, clearly involves much more than a “visit.” In fact, the Upavana Incident in
the Mabaparinibbana-sutta makes it absolutely clear that, for this text, the important
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aspect of dassana was direct visual contact and that such contact was very highly valued.
In this remarkable incident, the Buddha is lying on his deathbed and the Monk Upavana
is standing in fronc of him fanning him. But then the Buddha “spoke harshly” to Upavina
(apasidesi—a very strong verb and an action very uncharacteristic of che rextual Buddha),
saying "Get away, Monk! Don’t stand in front of me!” (apebi bhikkbu mid ne purato atthdsiti).
Ananda is puzzled (shocked, cf. Skt. 35.4) and asks about the Buddha’s behavior. The
latter calmly explains that the devas from all the ten directions have come together to gaze
upon/behold/see him (devatd sannipatita tathagatam dassanaya), but they are “grumbling”
(ujjbayanti), saying “we have come from great distances to gaze upon/etc. the Tathagata
... but this eminent Monk standing in front of the Blessed One is preventing it and
we do not get to gaze on the Tathdgata in his final moments” (na mayam labbiama pacchime
kale tathagatam dassanayati). Clearly, here again the devas did not come simply “to visit,”
and, in fact, here Rhys Davids was almost forced to translate dussana as “behold.” It is
also worth noting that there is Buddhist evidence for other aspects of the conception of
darsan usually associated with mediaeval bbakti which is, relatively speaking, much earlier.
Both Coomaraswamy (Mediaeval Sinbalese Art, 2nd ed. [New York: 1956} 70-79) and
Gombrich (“The Consecration of a Buddhist Image,” The Journal of Asian Studies 26
{1966] 23-36) have pointed out that Buddhaghosa, already in the fifth century C.E.,
refers to the ritual empowerment of an image by painting in its eyes, and there is a clear
allusion to the same 1dea in the Ratnagunasameayagatha (Yuyama ed.) VIL.2 that is almost
certainly several centuries earlier than Buddhaghosa.

10. A. Cunningham, Mabhabodhi or the Great Buddbist Temple under the Bodbi Tree
at Buddba-Gaya (London: 1892) 82-83; B. M. Barua, “Old Buddhist Shrines at
Bodh-Gaya,” [HQ 6 (1930) 30-31. There may, in fact, have been several more
inscriptions of roughly the same period that refer to darsan, but it is not possible
to be sure tfrom Cunningham’s presentation. He says thac in Slabs F and G, “The
pilgrim offers his adoration to Mahabodhi, for the benefit of his father and mother,”
but he does not give the actual reading of the inscriptions. Since, however, he
translates ... jina dasakena sri man mababodhi bbandaraka darsana kritam yadatra
punyam tad bbavati matapittri purvaga ... as * ... Jina Dasaka ... adoration was
made ac the Temple of Sri-man Mahabodhi, for the benefic of his facther and mocher,
etc.” (83), it is possible that F and G also had this same reading; see Barua for a
much better reading of Slabs F and G.

Il. In H. Liders, A List of Brahmi Inscriptions from the Earliest Times to about A.D.
400 with the Exception of Those of Asoka, Appendix to EI 10 (Calcutra: 1912) no. 1223,
a gift made by “The Elder (thera), the Chaitya worshipper (Chetiyavamdaka) bhayanta
(bbadanta) Budhi”; no. 1263, a gift made by “Papin (Papin), brother of bbayamia (bhadanta)
Budhi (Buddhi), the Chaitya worshipper (Chetiavadaka).” As both of these inscriptions
come from Amardvatl and are roughly contemporaneous, there is a good chance that the
monk named Budhi referred to in both is the same person. But if this is true, there is
an equally good chance that the Monk Budhi who is called a cetiyavandaka in these two
inscriptions is the same Monk Budhi who is called a mabavinayadbara, “a great preserver/
knower of the Vinaya,” in two other contemporaneous Amaravati inscriptions found in
Liiders, no. 1270, and in H. Sarkar, “Some Early Inscriptions in the Amaravati Museum,”
JAIH 4 (1970-1971) 9, no. 63, and a dhamakathika, “a preacher of Dharma,” in a third
inscription in Liiders, no. 1267. This would seem to indicate that some, at least, of the
“honorers of shrines” were the acknowledged transmitters of Buddhist doctrine and
monastic rules and monks of considerable standing.
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12. In the Pali canon, in the Aranavibbangasutta (Majthima, iit, 237), the Monk Su-
bhati is called a knlaputta: in the Dbatuvibbanga-sutta (Majjhima, iii, 238-247), the Monk
Pukkasati is repeatedly referred to as a kwlaputta; in a recurring “arhac formula,” kulaputtas
are the ones said to properly go forth from the house to the houseless state (Arguttara. i,
282; Digha, ii, 153; etc.); etc. In very early Mahayana s#rra literature, it is clear that not
only did the title kwlaputra apply both to monks and laymen, but it was also a title that
could be applied to followers of both what we usually call the Mahayana and the Hinayana.
In the Pratyutpannabuddhasammukbavasthitasamadbisiitra. byan chub sems dpa’ khyin pa ‘ami
rab tu byun ba. “both householder and renunciant bodhisattvas,” are equated with rigs £y/
bu 'am rigs kyi bu mo, “sons and daughters of good family”; see P. M. Harrison, The Tibetan
Text of the Pratyutpannabuddbasammukbavasthitasamadbisiitra (Tokyo: 1978) 7B; see also 8G,
where &ulaputras who seek arhatship are referred to; 9E, which refers to £ulaputras who are
“adherents of the Sravakayana”; etc. Likewise, in the equally early Akgbhyatathagatasya-
vyitha. we find byan chub sems dpa'i theg pa pa dan fan thos kyi they pa pa'i rigs kyi bu "amlrigs
kyi bu mo gan dag kbyim gyi gnas nas nies par byun Zin rab tu byun bar gyur pa dag . . . Peking,
22, 132-5-4; cf. 137-1-2, 154-4-6, 156-1-7, 2-3, 3-1, etc. On this important but until
recently licele studied text, see now J. Dantinne, La splendenr de ['inébranlable ( Aksobbyaty-
@ha), T. 1 (Louvain-la-neuve: 1983). For a much later occurrence, see Suwvikrantavikrami-
pariprecha (Hikata ed.) 64.14.

13. See Barua’s “Old Buddhist Shrines at Bodh-Gaya,” 6ff, esp. 20, and his "A
Bodh-Gaya Image Inscription,” IHQ 9 (1933) 416-419. A Kushan inscription records
the gift of a monk who is called a dbarmakathika. “preacher of Dbarma.” and who is
associated with a vinayadbhara. a “preserver/transmitter of the Vinaya”; see J. E Fleet,
Inscriptions of the Early Gupta Kings and Their Successors, Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum,
Vol. III (Calcutta: 1888) nos. 71, 72, 76.

14. A. Wayman translates the Sanskrit arrantara ye kecit prasannacitta mamantike
kdlam karigyanti, etc., as “among these places, whoever with pure thought will die in my
presence, all those belong to heaven (szarga), whoever are with remainder” in “Buddhism,”
Historia Religionum. Handbook for the History of Religions, Vol. 11, ed. C. J. Bleeker and G.
Widengren (Leiden: 1971) 401, taking £dlam karisyanti as that which takes place maman-
tike and not prasannacitta. This is worth noting because the Tibetan translation appears
to do just the opposite: £ba cig ia la sems dad pas dus byas pa (v. 1. te) de thams cad miho
ris su ‘gro’o | kba cig ni phun po lhag ma dan bcas par ro, “Some with devour thoughts in
regard to me die, they all go to heaven. Some are possessed with a substratum (i.e., still
have karma to work out).” But the Tibetan is either translating a Sanskrit text that
differs from the one we have, or it is only a very loose rendering. It has nothing
corresponding to atrantard, and it suggests a text that read: ye kecin mamantike prasannacitiah
kalam karisyanti. The genitive + antike can of course mean “in regard to,” but Edgerton’s
examples in BHSD, 40, make it clear that the genitive + antibe is always followed by and
never preceded by the action concerned: daridrapurusas tasya grbapater antike pitysamiian
utpadayet, SP 107.4; devanam . . . antike cittani pradiisayitva, Mv 1 30.9; etc. This is the
construction regardless of the sense in which antike is used, and this makes it difficult
to see in mamantike kalam karigyanti anything but “those who will die in my presence.”
To say “those who will die in regard to/in reference to me” makes no sense. It is possible,
however, that the Tibetan translation did not result from the fact that it was based on
a different original, nor from a misunderstanding. It may represent an intentional alter-
ation of the text. Notice that the Tibetan corresponding to 41.9, as well as—if not more
so than—that corresponding to 41.14 (kba cig ni ra la sems dad pas dus byas pa {v. 1. te}
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de thams cad mtho ris su 'gro’o | kba cig ni phun po lhag ma dan beas par ro | ji ltar mnon du
'gro bar bya ba de ltar rjes su dran par bya'o) looks very much like an attempt to retain
the benefit of rebirth in heaven while no longer requiring an actual pilgrimage. The
Tibetan appears to want to make a mental pilgrimage equal to the actual pilgrimage, or
at least to make the former an option. Notice that its ji /tar mnon du ‘gro bar bya ba de
ltar rjes su dran par bya'o is clearly an addition. There is nothing corresponding to it in
either Sanskrit or Pali and, while we do not actually have manuscript readings for the
Sanskrit of 41.5, where the Pali has dassantyani samvejaniyani, i.e., a reference to direct
visual contact, the Tibetan has rjes su dran par ‘gyur bar bya'o = anusmaraniya, meaning
“mental recalling” or “visualization.” When we do have an actual manuscript reading
for the Sanskrit, as in 41.10, it is @bbigamaniya. The substitution or option that the
Tibetan translation appears to be introducing is also clearly visible in the Chinese version
of the text translated by Waldschmidt: “Wenn man an diesen vier Plitzen entweder
personlich seine Verehrung bezeigt oder (ihnen) aus der Ferne seine Achtung iibermittelt,
sehnsuchtsvoll und aufrichrig reinen Glauben entstehen lidsst und bestindig die Gedanken
daran heftet, wird man nach Lebensende Geburt im Himmel erlangen.” Here too, one
can either go in person to the four places or call them to mind from afar; cf. A. Bareau,
Recherches sur la biographie du Buddha dans les sitrapitaka et les vinayapitaka anciens: 1 Les
derniers mois, le parinirvina et les funérailles, T. 11 (Paris: 1971) 29-32. Bareau, however,
takes Waldschmidt’s reconstructed anusmaraniya at 41.5 without comment, and this
affects some of what he says. All of this would seem to suggest that, as long as the
text remained in India, the original readings like dassaniya, samvejaniya, and probably
abbigamaniya—all of which required actual pilgrimage—were not a problem, but that
when the texts moved outside of India—where actual pilgrimage would have been
extremely difficult—new readings, like anusmaraniya, and new options, like visualization
“aus der Ferne,” had to be introduced into the text. It is in this light, I think, that the
Tibetan translation and some of the Chinese translations of our passage are to be viewed.
There were, of course, other ways of dealing with the problem of actual pilgrimage. See,
for example, the interesting paper by A. B. Griswold, “The Holy Land Transported:
Replicas of the Mahabodhi Shrine in Siam and Elsewhere,” Paranavitana Felicitation
Volume, ed. N. A. Jayawickrama (Colombo: 1965) 173-222.

15. Cunningham, Mababodhi, 46-49; for a recent study of the surviving “minor”
stiipas ac Bodh-Gaya, see M. Bénesti, Contribution & l'étude du stiipa bouddhique indien: les
stiapa mineurs de Bodh-gaya et de Ratnagiri, T. I and Il (Paris: 1981).

16. J. Marshall, Taxila: An Ulustrated Account of Archaeological Excavations Carried
Out at Taxila under the Orders of the Government of India between the Years 1913 and 1934,
Vol. I (Cambridge: 1951) 235; see Vol. IlI, pl. 45, for a clear ground plan of the whole
Dharmarijika complex.

17. Marshall, Taxila, Vol. I, 368-387; see Vol. 1II, pl. 101, for the ground plan
of Jaulian. A slightly fuller acccount of the excavations at Jauliafi had been published
earlier in J. Marshall, Excavations at Taxila: The Stiipas and Monasteries at Janlian, MASI,
No. 7 (Calcutra: 1921).

18. H. Cousens, The Antiquities of Sind, Archaeological Survey of India, Vol. XLVI,
Imperial Series (Calcutta: 1929) 82-97; D. R. Bhandarkar, “Excavations near Mirpur
Khas,” Progress Report of the Archaeological Survey of India, Western Circle, for the Year Ending
315t March, 1917, 47-48; D. Mitra, Buddhist Monuments (Calcutta: 1971) 132—-133.

19. J. Marshall, A Guide to Sanchi (Calcutta: 1918) 87-88.
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20. Marshall, Taxila, Vol. I, 240ff. Marshall does not specifically describe all the
earliest smaller stiipas, but of those that he does all contain bone or ash (i.e., R5, S8, §9,
B6, B3). Other contemporary stZpas that contain bone or ash are J2, N7, and Q1. St#pas
of varying date scattered around the complex that are specially said to contain “relic”
deposits are G4, G5, T12, K3, P6, S10, N11, N10, N9, P10, P12, Ul.

21. See, for example, “The Piprahwa Buddhist Vase Inscription™ in Liiders, List,
no. 931, with bibliography; G. Biihler, “The Bhattiprolu Inscriptions,” EI 2 (1894)
323-329; J. Ph. Vogel, “Prakrit Inscriptions from a Buddhist Site at Nagarjunikonda,”
EI 20 (1929-1930) 1-36 (where the stapa itself appears to be repeatedly described as
containing the relics of the Buddha, although Vogel, I think, has misunderstood this
and the construction is somewhat odd; see f\yaka Pillar Inscriptions C3, B2, B4, BS,
C2, C4, C5. The key instance for the correct interpretation of the construction appears
to be the First Apsidal Temple Inscription E: samma-sambudbasa dbatuparigabitasa mahdchet-
1ya-padamiile), R. Salomon and G. Schopen, “The Indravarman (Avaca) Casket Inscription
Reconsidered: Further Evidence for Canonical Passages in Buddhist Inscriptions,” JIABS
7 (1984) 107-123; P. R. Srinivasan, “Devni-Mori Relic Casket Inscription of Rudrasena,
Kathika Year 127,” EI 37 (1967) 67-69; etc.

22. Marshall, Taxila, Vol. 1, 373, A11; 373, DS; 374, A16. There was also at least
one reliquary found in the debris between S#pas A7 and A8.

23. Mitra, Buddhist Monuments, 133; Cousens, The Antiquities of Sind, 97.

24. Marshall, A Guide to Sanchi, 88.

25. Cunningham, Mahabodhi, 48-49.

26. A. Ghosh, ed., Indian Archaeology 1957-58—A Revieww (New Delhi: 1958)
39-41, pls. XLIX-LIII; D. Mitra, “Ratnagiri. Unearthing of a New Buddhist Site in
Orissa,” Indo-Asian Culture 9 (1960) 160-175; D. Mitra, Ratnagiri (1958-61). Vol. 1,
MASI, no. 80 (New Delhi: 1981). For the configuration and numbers of the smaller
stipas around the main st#pa at Ratnagiri, see the siteplan of the stapa area, Mitra,
Ratnagiri, 26, fig. 3; this can be compared with that for Bodh-Gaya published by
Cunningham, Mahibodhbi, pl. XVIIL. For a study of the smaller szzpas at Ratnagiri, see
M. Bénisti, Contribution a l'étude du stapa bouddbique indien. T. 1, 93ff, figs. 119ff, and
Mitra, Ratnagiri, 44—138, pls. LX-LXXXI.

27. See Mitra, Ratnagiri, pls. IX, XX-XXI, XXXIV, XLII, LVI-LVIII, etc.

28. I-tsing, A Record of the Buddbist Religion as Practised in India and the Malay
Archipelago (A.D. 671-695), trans. J. Takakusu (London: 1896; repr. 1966) 82. An
additional, but I do not think an alternative, explanation for the absence of a finial on
some Buddhist votive stipas is suggested by U. Wiesner in “Nepalese Votive Stiipas of the
Licchavi Period: The Empty Niche,” The Stapa—Its Religions. Historical and Architectural
Significance, Bietrige zur Siidasien-Forschung Stidasien-Institut Universitit Heidelberg
55, ed. A. L. Dallapiccola et al. (Wiesbaden: 1980) 170-172. What Wiesner says about
an intentional sectarian “revision” of the form of the st#pa, however, could only apply to
those found on the surface. The vast majority of the st@pas we are concerned with only
came to light during excavation, having been covered over by newer levels of building.

29. Mitra, Indo—Asian Culture 9 (1960) 166.

30. Notice that Mitra, in the final excavation report published (Ratnagiri. 31-32),
comes close to suggesting something similar. She says first that “a limited number of
these monolithic stipas were doubtless used for enshrining the bone-relics of the departed:
for this purpose they were provided with sockets, usually at the base, to hold charred
bones.” However, she then adds that “most of the sockets of these §arivika stiipas were
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found empty, and only a few (st#7pas 112 and 188 for instance), which were found plugged
by stone blocks, retained the relics.” This raises the real possibility that many more
might have contained relics, a possibility that she clearly states in discussing the structural
stipas. as we will see below. Notice too that she incidently notes (44n) that “the relics
were noticed mostly during the conservation of the stipas,” i.e., the possibilities of the
presence of bone deposits were not in any way systematically studied.

31. G. Schopen, “The Text on the ‘Dharani Stones from Abhayagiriya: A Minor
Contribution to the Study of Mahayana Literature in Ceylon,” JIABS 5 (1982) 100-108;
G. Schopen, "The Bodhigarbhalankaralaksa and Vimalosnisa Dharanis in Indian Inscrip-
tions: Two Sources for the Practice of Buddhism in Medieval India,” WZKS 29 (1985)
119-149. In che second of these papers, [ was able to show that the “dharani-text” on
the Cuttack Stone Inscription published by A. Ghosh (EI 26 {1941} 171-174) was an
incomplete Sanskrit version of a text called the Bodhigarbbalankaralaksadbarant. Although
Mitra refers to Ghosh (Rarnagiri. 31), she apparencly did not recognize thac the two
dharanis found on eight plaques at Ratnagiri that she cransliterated (43, 99) were the
same dhbarani that he had transliterated. The same dharani is also found on at least two
plaques from Nalanda and on a “cachet” from Qunduz.

32. 'Phags pa ‘od zer dyi ma med pa ynam par dag pa'i ‘od ces bya ba'i gzuns, Peking.
7, 190-1-4. It is interesting to note that the two earliest known examples of printing—one
trom Korea and one from Japan—both contain the Rasmivimala. and in both countries
were found inside stijpas: see L. Carrington Goodrich, “Printing: Preliminary Report on
a New Discovery,” Technology and Culture 9 (1967) 376-378; T. E Carter, The Invention
of Printing in China and Its Spread Westward, 2nd ed. rev. L. Carrington Goodrich (New
York: 1955) 46-53; B. Hickman, “A Note on the Hyakumanto Dharani,” Monwmenta
Nipponica 30 (1975) 87-93.

33. 'Phags pa las kyi sgrib pa thams cad rnam par sbyon ba Zes bya ba'i gzuns, Peking,
11, 252-1-6. It is very likely that the dharani from this text was one of the dbarants
deposited by the Monk Bu Ston in the stZpa he built for his deceased mother; see D. S.
Ruegg, The Life of Bu Ston Rin Po Che, With the Tibetan Text of the Bu Ston rNam Thar.
Serie Orientale Roma, XXXIV (Rome: 1966) fol. 29a, 5 and 136.

34. T. Skorupski, The Sarvadurgatiparisodbana Tantra (Delhi: 1983). Notice that,
although the dramatis personae and the secting differ in each case, the Rasmivimalavisuddbapra-
bba. the SamantamukbapravesavasmivimalosnTiaprabbasasarvatathagatabrdayasamayavilokita
(Peking, 7, no. 206), and the Sarvadurgatiparisodbani-usnisavijaya (Peking, 7, no. 198)
dbaranis and the Sarvadurgatiparisodhana Tantra (Skorupski, 4, 122.29ff) are all introduced
by essentially the same thematic kind of narrative. The introductions to the dbhiaranis are
summarized in M&bas Grub Rje’s Fundamentals of the Buddhist Tantras. Rgyud sde spyihi
riam par giag pa rgyas par brjod, trans. F D. Lessing and A. Wayman (The Hague: 1968)
104-107, 115-117. On dharanis in funerary rites in the Sarvadurgati Tantra. see Skorupski,
81, 242.22ft.

35. Mitra, Ratnagiri, 28. For a brief description of three of the “dislocated reliquar-
tes,” see 28-29.

36. Mitra, Ratnagiri, 43, 98-99. It should be noted that a more complete and
systematic survey of Buddhist sites than the one 1 have been able to present here
promises—despite the deficiencies of much of the published archaeological literature—to
produce much fuller evidence for the funerary functions of the minor stiipas found at
almost all Buddhist sites. For now I can only mention the following points. It is
possible that “les stlipa a avancée” or “les stiipa a cella” which occur at both Bodh-Gaya
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(Cunningham, Mahabodhi, 48, pl. XXII1.k; Bénisti, Contribution a l'étude du stipa, T. i,
20-22; T. ii, figs. 23-26, 28, 29, 31, 33) and Ratnagiri (Mitra, Ratnagiri, pls. XXIa.
102, XXIb. 107, XLVIIA.228) and which have been taken—on very weak evidence—to
have been meant for images, may, in fact, have been intended and used for funerary
deposits. It has been reported, at least at Mainamati, that “the hoard of miniature baked
and unbaked clay stiipas” found there “contained bone relics or small sealings or sometimes
both” (“Mainamati Excavations,” Pakistan Archaeology 5 {19681 173). These miniature
stipas have a very wide distribution indeed; see M. Taddei, “Inscribed Clay Tablets and
Miniature Stiipas from Gazni,” EW 20 (1970) 85-86. Finally, G. Fussman has already
published two Kharostht inscriptions that he thinks are funerary in “Une inscription
kharostht a Hadda,” BEFEO 56 (1969) 5-9, and “Documents épigraphiques kouchans,”
BEFEO 61 (1974) 58-61. There are, according to a personal communication from Prof.
Fussman, also a number of similar inscriptions from Hadda that have yet to be published.
A. H. Dani has also published a number of Kharosthi inscriptions that appear to be
funerary in “Shaikhan Dheri Excavation (1963 and 1964 Seasons),” Ancient Pakistan 2
(1965-1966) 109-113. All of these things deserve to be studied much more fully.

37. Mitra, however, has indicated that, at Ratnagiri at least, there is some evidence
to indicate that the “portable monolithic st#pas” were made locally (Ratnagiri, 32).

38. P. Aries, Western Attitudes Towards Death: From the Middle Ages to the Present
(Baltimore: 1974) 16-17.

39. P. Aries, The Hour of Our Death (New York: 1981) 34.

40. U. A. Casal, “The Saintly Kobo Daishi in Popular Lore (A.D. 774-835),” Journal
of Far Eastern Folklove. Folklove Studies 18 (1959) 143.

41. P. Geary, Furta Sacra. Thefts of Relics in the Central Middle Ages (Princeton: 1978)
33-34; see also S. Wilson’s Introduction to Saints and Their Cults. Studies in Religions
Sociology, Folklore and History, ed. S. Wilson (Cambridge: 1983) 10.

42. A. Lloyd, “Death and Disposal of the Dead (Japanese),” Encyclopaedia of Religion
and Ethics, Vol. 4, ed. J. Hastings (Edinburgh: 1911) 491; see also Casal, “The Saintly
Kobd Daishi,” 139, 143.

43. Y. S. Hakeda, Kukai: Major Works (New York: 1972) 60.

44. O. Statler, Japanese Pilgrimage (New York: 1983) 94-96, 128, 175, etc., taking
as his “basic source” S. Gorai, Koya Hijiri (Tokyo: 1965).

45. Wilson, Saints and Their Cults, 11, see also P. Brown, The Cult of the Saints. Its
Rise and Function in Latin Christianity (Chicago: 1981) 3-4.

46. Aries, The Hour of Our Death, 33.

47. There is, of course, the old story of Kasyapa awaiting the coming of Maitreya
entombed in the “Kukkutapada” or “Gurupada” mountain that has some obvious similarit-
ies wich some of the ideas connected with Kobo Daishi; see T. Watters, On Yuan Chuwang's
Travels in India, Vol. 11 (London: 1905) 143ff, and literature cited therein, but this has
nothing to do with relics as such. Outside of India, G. Obeyesekere refers to a “Sinhalese
myth which states that in the flood that heralds the destruction of this age all the Buddha
dbaru found in various parts of the world will assemble together through ridh: and the
Buddha himself will be refashioned out of these substances. He will then utter a last
sermon” (“The Buddhist Pantheon in Ceylon and Its Extensions,” Anthropological Studies
in Theravada Buddhism [New Haven: 1966} 9). M. E. Spiro cites several instances of a
similar “myth” in Burma: “Just prior to his [Maitreya’s] arrival, the relics of the present
Buddha, Gautama, will be recombined to form his physical body. By worshiping him,
the weikza will automatically achieve nirvana” (Burmese Supernaturalism. A Study in the
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Explanation and Reduction of Suffering {Englewood Cliffs: 19671 231, 165-66, 191). The
Indian antecedents of the Sri Lankan and Burmese materials are very vague. Both are
undoubtedly related to the Andgatavamsa; see J. Minayeff, “Anigatavamsa,” JPTS (18806)
36; cf. H. C. Warren, Buddhism in Translation (Cambridge: 1896) 484-485, but this text
is itself sometimes presented as a sutta (e.g., Minayeff’s Ms. B from Rangoon) while at
other times it is considered an authored work attributed to a Coliyan monk named
Kassapa who probably lived between 1160 and 1230 C.E; see J. Minayeff, “The Gandha-
Vamsa,” JPTS (1886) 60-61, 66, 70; A. P Buddhadatta and A. K. Warder, Mobavicchedani
Abbidhammamatikatthavannana (London: 1961) x—xi, xvi—xviii. The Andgatavamsa itself
clearly owes much to Buddhaghosa's Manorathapiirani (Histoire du bouddhisme indien, 216).
To complicate matters even further, two versions of an Andgatavamsa exist in the Tibetan
Kanjur (Peking, nos. 751 and 1010), both of which were co-translated by a Sri Lankan
Monk, Anandasti, in the thirteenth century; see G. Schopen, “Hinayana Texts in a 14th
Century Persian Chronicle: Notes on Some of Rashid al’'Din’s Sources,” Central Asiatic
Journal 26 (1982) 231, n. 9, and sources cited therein; and S. Lévi, “Maitreya le consol-
ateur,” Etudes d'orientalisme publiées par le musée guimet & la mémoire de Raymonde Linossier,
T. II (Paris: 1932) 379-380; Lévi’s discussion of the Tibetan translations, 377, needs,
in part, to be corrected. Sorting all this out requires and deserves a good deal of future
work, but it would appear at this stage that the ideas expressed in the Andgatavamsa,
etc., are too late to have had any real formative role in producing the archaeological
configuration that concerns us.

48. See D. L. Eck, Banaras: City of Light (New York: 1982) 215: “Those who die
in Kashi, assured of liberation, will be cremated on the banks of the river of Heaven at
this most sacred of tirthas. If one cannot die in Kashi, then cremation by the Ganges
anywhere along her banks is desirable. If even this is impossible, then relatives might
later bring the ashes of the deceased to the Ganges at Kashi, or even send them to Kashi
parcel post.”

49. N. G. Majumdar, “The Bajaur Casket of the Reign of Menander,” EI 24 (1937)
1-8; S. Konow, “New Traces of the Greeks in India,” New Indian Antiquary 2 (1939/
40) 639-648; Konow, “Note on the Bajaur Inscription of Menandros,” EI 27 (1947-1948)
52-58; D. C. Sircar, “A Note on the Bajaur Casket of the Reign of Menander,” Ef 26
(1942) 318-321; Sircar, Select Inscriptions Bearing on Indian History and Civilization, Vol.
I, 2nd ed. (Calcurta: 1965) 102-106; A. K. Narian, The Indo-Greeks (Oxford: 1957) pl.
VI; Et. Lamotte, “De quelques influences grecques et scythes sur le bouddhisme,” Académie
des inscriptions et belles-lettres. Comptes rendus des séances de 'année 1956, 485-504, esp. 494;
Histoire du bouddhisme indien, 464, 474ff. Essentially a reworking of the first paper, much
of what Lamotte says in both places in regard to “influences grecques et scythes” is
highly conjectural, and some of it can now be shown to be wrong. On the historical
setting of the Bajaur Inscription, see most recently R. Salomon, “The ‘Avaca’ Inscription
and the Origin of the Vikrama Era,” JAOS 102 (1982) 62-65. [See G. Fussman, “L'indo-
grec Ménandre ou Paul Demiéville revisité,” JA (1993) 61-138.]

50. I cite here, and below, Sircar’s Sanskritized text from Select Inscriptions, 105. It
should be noted that this inscription is very fragmentary, and not all of the inscriptions
on the lid go back to the time of Menander.

51. First edited by H. W. Bailey, “A Kharosthi Inscription of Senavarma, King
of Odi,” JRAS (1980) 21-29; edited anew, with much better results, by G. Fussman,
“Documents épigraphiques kouchans (III). Linscription kharosth de Senavarma, roi
d’Odi: Une nouvelle lecture,” BEFEO 71 (1982) 1-46; yet another edition, by R.
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Salomon, is forthcoming. I quote below Salomon’s edition (Bailey line 7; Fussman
7a-7d). [See R. Salomon, “The Inscription of Senavarma, King of Odi,” I1IJ 29
(1986) 261-293.}

52. G. Fussman, “Nouvelles inscriptions saka (II),” BEFEQ 73 (1984) 38 (’S. reli-
quaire {en I'’honneur de?] Kops$akasa’); Fussman translates: “ces reliques . . . parfumées
de moralité, parfumées de concentration, parfumées de discernement.”

53. E. H. Johnston, The Buddhacarita or Acts of the Buddba, Pe. 11 (Calcutta: 1935—
1936; repr. Delhi: 1972) xvii; ¢f. E Wilhelm, “Kanika and Kaniska—Asvaghosa and
Matcceta,” Papers on the Date of Kaniska, ed. A. L. Basham (Leiden: 1968) 337-345; B.
Bhattacharya, Asvaghosa: A Critical Study (Santiniketan: 1976) 20.

54. On the important question of the role of “le rédacteur” in Buddhist inscriptions,
see Fussman, BEFEO 56 (1969) 7, and his review of Th. Damsteegt, Epigraphical Hybrid
Sanskrit, JA (1980) 424.

55. See Johnston, Buddbhacarita, Pt. 11, xxiv—Ixxix.

56. Cantos XV-XXVIII of the Buddhacarita are known to us only in the Tibetan
and Chinese translation. Johnston has published an English translation of the Tibetan
text in “The Buddha’s Mission and Last Journey; Buddhacarita, XV-XXVIII,” Acta
Orientalia 15 (1937) 26-111, 231-292. For the passage that concerns us, XXVII, 77-79,
I follow Johnston, 276. The Sanskrit equivalents in parentheses are his; the Tibetan in
parentheses is cited from Peking, 129, no. 5656, 169-4-8 to 169-5-3, the only version
that was available to me.

57. See L. R. Lancaster, “The Oldest Mahayana Stitra: Its Significance for the Scudy
of Buddhist Development,” The Eastern Buddhist 8 (1975) 30-41.

58. See G. Schopen, “The Phrase ‘sa prthivipradesa$ caityabhiito bhavet’ in the
Vajracchedika: Notes on the Cult of the Book in Mahayana,” IIJ 17 (1975) 147-181,
esp. 163-167, for the Saddbarmapundarika; also J. Nobel, Suvarnabbasottamasitra. Das
Goldglanz Sitra. Ein Sanskrittext des Mabayana Buddhismus (Leipzig: 1937) 6-19; G.
Schopen, “The Five Leaves of the Buddhabaladhanapratiharyavikurvananirdesa-siitra
Found at Gilgit,” JIP 5 (1978) 329ff, and Peking, 34, 191-4-6ff. The translation offered
in JIP 5 is a rather awful piece of English. This is, in part at least, because I tried to
translate the Sanskrit and Tibetan at the same time—an exercise I would now never
repeat—and because I tried to be unnaturally literal. But I also occasionally did not
understand the text. One instance of this occurs on 332, where the passage beginning
“As-so-ever he sees . ..” up to “does not (exist in the Tathagata)” should be translated
from the Tibetan: “As he sees those beings who will not honor the Teacher, who do not
have faith in the Tathagata, who are the lowest dregs (kasattaka) and who can (only) be
trained through (his manifesting) a final nirvana and through relics, as he sees those,
just so he manifests a final nirvana, but a Tathagata does not come and does not go.” I
am now working on a revised edition of the Sanskrit fragments and an edition of the
complete Tibetan translation of the Buddbabala. {Unfortunately, I am still working on it.]

59. U. Wogihara, Abhisamayalamkaraloki Prajrdaparamitavyakbya, fasc. 3 (Tokyo:
1934) 272.16, 273.5.

60. The passage in question is Milindapasiho (Trenckner ed.) 98; see P. Demiéville,
“Les versions chinoises du Milindapaiiha,” BEFEQ 24 (1924) 29, 34-35.

61. Majshima, i, 104, 357; Samyutta, iii, 153; Anguttara, iv, 125, 176; Vinaya, iii, 3.

62. Gilgit Manuscripss, 1, 50.19, 51.6.

63. The text is cited from Majumdar’s edition published in J. Marshall, A. Foucher,
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and N. G. Majumdar, The Monuments of Sanchi, Vol. 1 (Delhi: 1940) 342, no. 404; see
also nos. 389 and 396.

64. There is disagreement about the meaning of @cariya-kula here. 1 have followed
G. Biihler, “Further Votive Inscriptions from the Stiipas at Sadichi (II),” EI 2 (1894) 396
and n. 1; Liders, A List of Brabmi Inscriptions, nos. 340 and 350; and Sircar, Indian
Epigraphical Glossary (Delhi: 1966) 4. In Monuments of Samchi, Vol. 1, 298, however,
Majumdar connects the term found in the Safici inscriptions with the acariyaviada found
in the much later Mabavamsa in a very different context (see W. Geiger, The Mabavamsa
{London: 19081 5.4 and 5.11, and dcariya-kulavadakatha nitthita which occurs as a kind
of sectional colophon on 29). Majumdar then makes a number of very tenuous assertions
concerning the demography of early Buddhist sects on the basis of his “connection.” In
“Buddhist Schools as Known from Early Indian Inscriptions,” Bbarati. Bulletin of the
College of Indology 2 (1957/58) 28-29, A. M. Shastri questions some of the assertions but
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CHAPTER VIII

On the Buddha and
His Bones

The Conception of a Relic in the Inscriptions
of Nagarjunikonda

NAGARJUNIKONDA, WHICH LIES NOW at the bottom of a man-made lake, was
a rich source not only of Buddhist and Hindu archaeological and art historical
remains, but also of inscriptions. It has proved to be, as a consequence, an equally
rich source of conundrums and a well-watered ground for speculation. There has
been a persistent series of attempts, for example, to see elements of the Mahayana
in the early phases of Nagarjunikonda, in spite of the fact that there is no actual
epigraphical or art-historical evidence for this movement anywhere in the Andhra
area prior to the fifth or sixth centuries C.E., and in spite of the fact that what
epigraphical and art-historical evidence we actually have richly documents the
presence there of non-Mahayana groups.'

The inscriptions from Nagarjunikonda are difficult. They are difficult
because of “the want of precision of which they show ample evidence.” Vogel
has noted that, “considering that these inscriptions were meant to be perpetual
records of pious donations made by ladies of royal blood, the careless manner
in which they have been recorded is astonishing.” 2 They are also difficult because
they are, in many ways, atypical. They contain a number of phrases and formulae
not found elsewhere in Indian Buddhist inscriptions so that we do not have, in
many cases, parallels to assist us.> This difficulty is offset in part by the fact
thac these inscriptions tend to be highly repetitive; there are frequently numerous
“copies” of the same basic inscription. I would like here to look at one of these
atypical phrases that has important implications for Buddhist doctrinal history
and to exploit the advantage that the existence of multiple copies presents us with.

Most of the pillar inscriptions connected with the Mahdcetiya® are structured

Originally published in Jowrnal of the American Oriental Society 108 (1988):527-537.
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in exactly the same way. They begin with (1) the word sidbam, “success!”; this
is followed usually by (2) an invocation to the Buddha, which consists of the
word namo, “adoration to,” followed by a string of epithets of the Buddha in
the genitive. Then come (3) the name of the place at which the gift recorded
was made, put in the locative; (4) the name of the donor, her pedigrees and
relationships; (5) the purpose or intent behind her gift; (6) the nature of the
gift, etc. We will be concerned here only with the second and third elements:
the invocation consisting of the namo plus the string of epithets in the genitive,
and the name of the place at which the gift was made in the locative.

The first thing to notice is that the number of epithets in the string of
genitives following namo varies. The fullest form of the formula containing the
invocation and the name of the location at which the gift was made is, in the

Prakrit original:

namo bbagavato deva-raja-sakatasa supabudha-bodhino savamniuno
sava-sat-anukampakasa fita-raga-dosa-moha-vipamutasa mahagani-vasabha-
gamdba-hathisa samma-sambudhasa dhatuvara-parigabitasa

mabacetiye . . .(C3)

Sircar translates this into Sanskrit as:

namah bbagavate devarajasatkrtaya suprabuddbabodbaye sarvajiaya
sarvasattvanukampakaya fitaragadosamoba- (= asaktighynajfiana-)-
vipramuktaya mabagani-vysabbagandbabastine (= babusankhyakasisya-
mahbacaryesu pradbanah) samyaksambuddbaya dbatuvara-parigrbitaya (=
nirvanapraptaya) {asmin} mabacaitye . . .

and Vogel puts it into English as:

Adoration to the Lord, the Supreme Buddha, honoured by the Lord of the
gods, omniscient, compassionate towards all sentient beings, freed from
lust, hatred and delusion which have been conquered by him, the bull, and
musk-elephant among great spiritual leaders, the perfectly Enlightened
One, who is absorbed by the best of the elements (i.e., by Nirvana). At
the Mahiachetiya . . .°

At least four “copies” of this same inscription omit everything after deva-raja-
sakatasa up to samma-sambudbasa, reading as a consequence:

namo bhagavato deva-raja-sakatasa samma-sambudhasa dbatuvara-
parigahbitasa mahdcetiye . ..

Vogel’s interpretation of what he takes to be the last of the string of
epithets—dbatuvara-parigahita, “absorbed by the best of the elements (i.e., by
Nirvina)” —was suggested to him by de La Vallée Poussin, who added: “If the
inscriptions belonged to the Mahasanghikas, a conjectural explanation of dhatu-
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vara as Dharmadhatu would not be excluded. The Dbarmadbiatu was sometimes
a kind of Buddhist Brahman for the followers of the Mahayana.”® Sircar also has
taken the term in much the same way, glossing it with nirvanaprapta, and Dutt,
who translates the compound by “possessed of the excellent dbatu,” wants to see
in it evidence that raises “the presumption that the Andhaka conception of
Nirvana was different from that of the Theravadins or their subsect the Mahisasa-

" which de La Vallée Poussin, at least, does not query.'” A. M. Shastri,

kas,
finally, sees in the expression evidence indicating that “the Andhakas . . . upheld
the docetic theory and believed that the Buddha was supramundane,” and,
following de La Vallée Poussin, that it “most probably alludes to the Kaya doctrine
of the Mahayanists for whom the Buddha was not a historical personality.”"!

This line of interpretation, which connects the expression with the develop-
ment of Mahayana scholastic definitions and conceptions of the Buddha, did not
go unquestioned. In editorial notes added to Vogel’s initial publication of the
inscriptions in Epigraphia Indica, Sastri said, “to me it does not appear to be
impossible that the Mahachetiya has been specified in these inscriptions as
‘protected by the corporeal remains of the Buddha' and that the genitive case
is used here to discriminate this stZpa from others not similarly consecrated.”'”
Longhurst too was inclined toward this interpretation.” Even Dutt, three years
before his “notes” on Vogel's treatment of the inscriptions, seems to have gone
in this direction: he refers to one of the inscriptions and says it records “the gift
of a pillar . .. to the aitya, enshrining a dhatu of Sammasambuddha.”"

There are basically two problems here. The interpretation of Vogel et al.
takes dhatuvara-parigabita as one of the series of epithets governed by the initial
namo. Sastri et al. want it rather to be a kind of “partitive” genitive constructed
with the following mahdcetiye. This is the first problem. The second, quite simply,
is the meaning of dbatuvaraparigabita, the discussion so far having turned almost
entirely on the significance of the final member of the compound.

The first problem arises in large part from the fact that the inscriptions are
not punctuated. To quote again only the short form, we find:

namo bbagavato deva-raja-sakatasa samma-sambudbasa dbatuvara-
parigahitasa mahbacetiye . . .

Vogel et al. understand a danda or full stop after dbatuvaraparigahitasa. Sastri’s
interpretation, however, implies a full stop after samma-sambudhasa. But at least
two other inscriptions from Nagarjunikonda indicate that neicher of these con-
structions of the text is correct. Ayaka-pillar Inscription B2 opens not with the
invocation to the Buddha but with several lines praising the donor’s father. The
reference to the site at which the gift was made does not occur until almost the

very end of the inscription and reads:
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bbagavato samma-sa{m}budbasa dbatuvaraparigahitasa mabdcetiye imam
khambbam patidhapamta {(td. patithapitam} ti . . .

Here, where the namo construction does not interfere, it is clear that the genitives
are constructed with mabacetiye and that dbatuvaraparigabita is an adjective modi-
fying samma-sambudbasa. This is fully confirmed by the First Apsidal Temple
Inscription E. This inscription also opens, like Ayaka-pillar Inscription B2, with
the praise of a relative of the donor. Here, the gift recorded is said to have been

made at:

samma-sambudbasa dbatu-(vara}'>-parigabitasa mabacetiya-piadamile . . .

Once again, without the namo plus genitive construction, there is no doubt as
to how the text is to be constructed. In light of these two unambiguous cases,
it seems fairly sure that dhatuvaraparigabitasa everywhere must be an adjective
modifying samma-sambudhasa, and that samma-sambudhasa dhatuvaraparigahitasa
everywhere must be taken, not as a part of the string of epithets in the genitive
governed by namo, but as a separate adjectival phrase modifying mahacetiye. This
is only more fully confirmed if we notice that, although almost all of our
Nagarjunikonda inscriptions open with or contain a #amo invocation consisting
of strings of different epithets of the Buddha, the collocation samma-sambudbasa
dbatuvara-parigahitasa occurs only in inscriptions that make reference to the
mabhacetiya and always immediately precedes the noun mabdacetiya in the locative.
Just this observation allows some improvement in our understanding of the text
that, in the short form of the formula, might now be read:

namo bbagavato deva-rajasakatasa {1} samma-sambudbasa
dbatuvaraparigahitasa mabacetiya . . .

Homage to the Blessed One, he who is honored by the King of the Gods!
At the Great Shrine of the Perfectly Enlightened One who is dbatuvarapari-
gabita . . .

While this is an improvement, it still leaves us, obviously, with the problem
of the meaning of dbatuvaraparigabita. Although most previous discussions have
concerned the meaning of the final member of the compound and, only correla-
tively, the first, the meaning of the middle term may also be of significance.

Dhatu- in our inscriptions has been taken by most interpreters—as we have
seen—in the sense of “sphere,” “state,” “condition,” and assimilated to nirvina-
dhatu ot even dharmadhatu. This interpretation is, however, put forth without
any justification—de La Vallée Poussin refers to his suggestion as “a conjectural
explanation” —and it appears in fact to be unjustifiable. While not uncommon
in this sense in abhidharmic, scholastic, and learned literature, or even in the
technical vocabulary of the satras,'® dhatu by itself is never certainly found with
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this meaning anywhere in Buddhist donative inscriptions dating prior to the
medieval period, and even after this period one would be hard pressed to find
a single unambiguous instance in donative inscriptions of this use.

Where it occurs in contemporaneous or—by Indian standards—nearly con-
temporaneous Buddhist donative inscriptions, 4hgru always and unambiguously
appears to mean “relic.”!” This is the case whether the term occurs in association
with an explicit reference to the person of the Buddha—as it does in several
Kharosthi inscriptions—or without such an association, as in a pillar inscription
from Amaravati. We find, for example, sastakbadbatu, “the collar-bone relic of
the Lord,” in the Mathura Elephant Inscription;'?
dbatuve pratithavita, “des reliques du Bienheureux Sakyamuni ont été déposées”

or bbagavato Sakamuni(sa}

in both the Bhagamoya and Kopsakasa Reliquary Inscriptions;'? or, again, in
both the Taxila Silver Scroll Inscription and the Taxila Gold Plate Inscription,
we find reference to the deposition of bbagavato dhatu, “relics of the Blessed
One."?" The Amaravati pillar inscription already referred to records the gift of
“a chaitya pillar with a relic,” cetiyakbabho sadhiduko danam, without specifying
to whom the relic “belongs.”?!

But if the term dbatu always appears to be used in the sense of “relic” in
Buddhist inscriptions connected with shrines—st@pas, caityas, pillars, etc.—the
same is true of its usage in literary texts wherever it occurs in narrative passages
dealing with shrines. Dbatu, in the sense of “sphere,” “condition,” and so on,
never appears to be found in such contexts unless it is specifically compounded
with nirvina, and dbatu alone is never used to stand for rirvana-dbatn.?* There
would be little point in surveying all such passages, but it is worth noting an
exact parallel to the first two members of our compound, dhatuvara, which occurs
in an “historical” literary text that—again, by Indian standards—is quite close
in time to our inscriptions, and quite near in geographical location. This parallel
seems to render the equations dhdtuvara = dbharmadbatu, or dbatuvara = nirvana-
dhatu, altogether untenable.

We know from two inscriptions that there was during the period under
discussion—the late third to the early fourth centuries CE—a community of
Sri Lankan monks at Nagarjunikonda.?? It is, therefore, of some interest that
the term dhatuvara occurs at least three times in the Dipavamsa, which was
“composed” sometime in the fourth century,?! in a particularly important context.
When Sumana was given instructions to go to Pataliputta to get what would
become one of the most important relics in Sri Lanka, an “object” which would
make it possible for the monks living there “to see the Buddha,” he was told
to ask Asoka: dehi dbatuvaram tassa, “grant him the most excellent of relics.”
When Sumana arrives he says to Aséka: “Your friend, Great King, has faith in
the teaching of the Buddha. Grant him the most excellent of relics. He is going
to make a stipa for the Teacher” (sabdyo te mahardja pasanno buddhasasane | debi
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dbatuvaram tassa thipam kahati satthuno). Sumana then goes and makes a similar
request to Kosiya (Indra) in almost exactly the same words: devanampiyo rdja so
pasanno buddbasisane | debi dhatuvaram tassa karissati thiipam uttamam.”

Although seemingly a small point, it is worth noting the language used in
the request Sumana was told to, and did, make to Asoka: dharuvara and “the
Teacher” do not appear to have been thought of here as different things. The
stipa that was to be built to house the dbatuvara is specifically said to be “for
the Teacher,” not—be it noted—for a part of the Teacher or for something
belonging to the Teacher. And if the language here only suggests that the relic
was not thought of as merely a part of the physical remains of the Buddha, but
was thought to be the Buddha himself, it—like so much else in the Dipavamsa—is
explicitly stated in the Mahavamsa. In the Mabavamsa account of the same events
narrated in our passages from the Dipavamsa, Mahinda complains to Devanam -
piya, saying: “For a long time, O King, we have not seen the Perfect Buddha,
the Teacher” (ciradittho hi sambuddho sattha no manujadhipa); to which the King
replies: “But did you not tell me, Revered Sir, that the Perfect Buddha is
extinguished/dead?” (bhasittha nanu bhante me: sambuddho nibbuto iti), to which
Mabhinda replies in turn: “When the relics are seen (or ‘are present’), the Buddha
is seen (or ‘is present’)” (dhatusu ditthesu dittho hoti jino iti).*

It is also worth noting that dbdtuvara continues to be used in the vamsa
literature. It occurs twice, for example, in the Thapavamsa, which probably dates
to the thirteenth century; once in the rather florid opening verse, and once to
refer to the same relic that the Dipavamsa also referred to as dbatuvara.”’ It
occurs again in the Chakesadhatuvamsa, which, though of unknown author or
date, is clearly later and yet gives clear expression to the same conception of a
relic as is found at the very beginning of the vamsa literature in the Dipa- and
Mahbavamsa. In one passage, for example, we find the enshrinement of a relic
described in the following terms:

... having taken the relic of the Buddha from his head {where he had
placed it out of respect], having bathed it with water from Sakka’s jar,
saying: ‘May the Reverend Blessed One live/dwell at this place for five
thousand years for the benefit of all living things,” he enshrined it.

.. . dasabalassa dbatum sisato oropayitva sakkabbifikarodakena
nhapetva bhante bhagavi imasmim thane sakalajanahitattham
paficavassasabassapamanam tittha 'ti vatva thapesi.®

We might notice again the language used in this passage from the Chakesadbatu-
vamsa. Notice, for example, that in speaking to the relic, the same titles are
used as are used in addressing the Buddha himself: bbante bbagava; rephrased,
the request to dwell or live for a long time at the place in question, although
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spoken to the relic, is addressed to the Buddha. Again, the relic and the Buddha
do not appear to have been thought of as separate things.

Of course, the Chakesadbatuvamsa is a late text, but its conception of a relic
is not. The same conception is already found, as we have seen, in the Maha-
and Dipavamsa, the latter especially being only slightly later than our inscriptions
from Nagarjunikonda. Something like it is also found, as I have already pointed
out elsewhere, in inscriptions and textual sources which are somewhat earlier
than our Nagarjunikonda epigraphs.”” In the Kopsakasa Reliquary Inscription,
for instance, which has been dated to 26 C.E. and which records the deposition
of “reliques du Bienheureux Sakyamuni,” these relics (dhaduve) are said to be
Sila-paribbavida sama(s)i-paribbavemtu prasia-paribbavida, “saturated/invigorated/
enlivened by morality, concentration, and wisdom.” The Inscription of Senavarma,
King of Odi, that also dates to the early first century C.E., also contains a very
similar characterization of the relics of Sikyamuni. Here the relics (dbhadu) are
characterized as §ila(pari)bbavita samasipraiiavimutiianadra(sa)paribbavita, “sat-
urated/invigorated/enlivened by morality, saturated/invigorated/enlivened by
concentration, wisdom, emancipation, knowledge, and vision.”*

At the very least, this must mean that the relics are characterized by—full
of—exactly the same spiritual forces and faculties that characterize, and, in fact,
constitute and animate the living Buddha. To speak of an inanimate object in
these terms, to speak of an inanimate object as “saturated or invigorated by
morality or concentration” would at least require some explanation. But as a
matter of fact, with one apparent exception, Buddhist sources do not speak
of inanimate objects in such terms. When paribbhavita, the participle in these
inscriptions, is used in literary sources, it is always used—again, with one
apparent exception—in reference to two related categories of “things”: (1) “living
persons”—like ascetics or bodhisattvas—or that which distinguishes those persons
from inanimate objects: their mental faculties, minds, or consciousness (citta.
manas, viffiana, etc.); and (2) “objects” that contain life or are capable of being
enlivened, like a body or an egg that is being incubated.’' It is, for example,
as a result of being “sat on" (adhisayita), “heated” (parisedita), and “saturated/
invigorated” by a hen that a chicken’s egg “lives.”*? Conversely, in at least one
text, aparibhavitakiya, “having an uninvigorated body,” is twice paired with
alpayuska, “having a short life.”’’ The necessary connection suggested here
between being paribbavita by something and continuing to live is made even
more explicit elsewhere. There is, in fact, at least one remarkable passage that
has come down to us in both Pali and Sanskrit that indicates that what is
“invigorated with morality and wisdom™—as relics are said to be—is what
continues to live after the breakup of the body. The Pali version of this passage,
which is now found in the Samyutta-nikaya, provides us the fullest indication
of its setting: a devout layman from Kapilavatthu expresses to the Buddha the
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anxieties he has about what will happen to him after death (imambi cabam samaye
kalam kareyyam ka maybam gati ko abbisampardyo iti). The Buddha reassures him
(ma bhayi . . . ma bbayi . . .) and tells him that, after the destruction of the body:

the mind that is for a long time saturated/invigorated/enlivened by faith,
saturated/invigorated by morality, learning, renunciation, and wisdom, goes
upward, goes to distinction.

cittam digharattam saddbaparibbavitam sila-suta-caga(panina}-paribbavitam,
tam uddhagami hoti visesagami.>*

When paribbavita is used in Buddhist literary sources, it appears, then,
always to express something like “impregnated with active force,” “invigorated
or enlivened by,” and is used—with one exception—in reference to living persons
and to that which animates living persons, or to objects that contain life. The
exception is, of course, relics, whether the term used is dhatu or sarira. Literary
sources too, like inscriptions, characterize relics as “saturated or invigorated with
virtue and wisdom.” We might look at just two examples that are somewhat
earlier than the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions, but probably nearly contemporane-
ous with the Senavarma and Kops$akasa Reliquary Inscriptions.

A particularly interesting example comes from the Agtasabasrikaprajiapara-
mitd, which some have associated—though not necessarily convincingly—with
South India and the area around Nagarjunikonda.’> Here we find it said that:

itah prajiaparamitdto nirfatani tani tathdagatasarirani piijam labbante yad uta
prajiiaparamitaparibbavitatvat.

These relics of the Tathagata, being born from the Perfection of Wisdom,
receive worship—that is to say from the fact that they are invigorated by
the Perfection of Wisdom.*¢

Here, paribbavita is glossed by nirjata, “to be born, given life.” Elsewhere in the
text it is, for example, the “all knowledge” of the Buddha that is said to be
“born from the Perfection of Wisdom” (prajiiaparamitanirjiata bi . . . tathagatanam
arbatam samyaksambuddhanam sarvafiatz).’’ What gives life to and animates the
“all knowledge” of the Buddha, gives life to and animates the relic.

The second passage we might cite comes from a very different type of
literature and is particularly significant because of that. A§vaghosa in his Bud-
dbacarita characterizes the relics (bbhams, dbatu) of Sﬁkyamuni as “full of virtue”
(dge legs gan ba). He then intentionally plays on several senses of the word dhatu:

The jars hold the great relics . .. like the jewelled ore (dharu) of a great
mountain, and the relics (dbaru) are unharmed by fire, just as the sphere
(dhbatu) of the chief of the gods (Brahma) in heaven (is unharmed by the
fire at the end of the aeon).
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“These bones,” he says, are “informed (paribbavita?) with universal benevolence
(maitrD)” (byams pas yons su rnam par bsgoms pa).>®

Notice that when dbatu is used here in the sense of “sphere,” that sense is
secondary and forced and occurs in a context of contrived and learned wordplay.
This sort of learned artfulness is absent from our Nagarjunikonda inscriptions.
The primary meaning of Zhatu in Asvaghosa is, as everywhere in passages dealing
with the physical remains of Sakyamuni, “relic.” Notice too that Asvaghosa,
who can be dated fairly firmly to the first century C.E., characterizes relics as
full of what can only be human qualities—"virtue” and “universal benevolence”—
and, in doing so, appears to use at least once the same participle, or something
very near to it, as was used by both contemporary or nearly contemporary
canonical s#tra texts and Indian inscriptions.

As$vaghosa was, of course, no ordinary monk. His work exhibits immense
learning and broad culture. The range of sources he was able to draw upon is,
as Johnston has shown, daunting.’* For just that reason, the conception of
relics articulated in the Buddbacarita is particularly important: it represents a
conception current not among “the masses” or village monks, but a conception
current among the most learned, cultured, and educated of monastic circles. The
fact thac there is a marked consistency in both conception and vocabulary with
regard to relics in such diverse sources as Buddhist epigraphical records, canonical
or paracanonical texts, historical or vamsa literature, and learned poetical works
of “high” literature, makes it possible justifiably to assert that this conception
of the relic—the conception that takes the relic as a living presence animated
and characterized by the same qualities that animated and characterized the
living Buddha—is the one conception that had general currency in the Buddhist
world in the period that both preceded and followed the Nagarjunikonda inscrip-
tions. This same material also clearly establishes the wide currency of the term
dhatu in the sense of “relic” for the same period. It is, therefore, virtually certain
that it is this sense of the word dbaru and this conception of a relic that is to
be expected in the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions as well. To assert otherwise
would require clear evidence, and this is not forthcoming.

The occurrence of the expression dbdtuvara in the vamsa literature, where
the sense of the second element is fairly obvious, supports the derivation of vara,
the second member of the Nagarjunikonda compound, from \/2 vr, and suggests
the likelihood that the interpreters of the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions were
correct in assigning to it there the sense of “the most excellent,” “the best,” etc.
But in light of the fact that dbatuvara occurs in the inscriptions in close association
with the term mabdcetiya, the latter denoting a st#pa or monumental reliquary,
one other possible derivation suggests itself. It is possible—but only that—rto

derive -vara- from \/1 vr and see in it the meaning “enclosing,” “surrounding,”
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and, therefore, “room” or “chamber.” Dhatuvara- would then be almost perfectly
parallel to dhatugarbha, “relic chamber,” which is, of course, well attested. This
interpretation of -vara-, moreover, may receive some support from at least one
other Buddhist inscription, the Sui Vihar Copper-Plate Inscription of the Year
11, which was recovered from the chamber of a ruined st@pa. Although it is itself
not without difficulties, it appears to record in addition to the “foundation of the
staff” [of the stapal} (yathipratithanam thapa{ilcham), the gift of the pari-vara or
anu-pari-vara as well. As one possible meaning of the latter, Konow suggests that
anu-pari-vara must have the same meaning as he assigned to pari-vara—"cover,”
“surrounding wall or hedge,” “enclosure”—and must “refer to the chamber raised
around the relics, after the yathi had been put up.”*® That vare might have this
sense in the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions is possible and only that. To establish
that it did would require much fuller and less uncertain evidence.

Parigabita, the final element of the Nagarjunikonda compound, has been
taken in one of two ways: either “absorbed (by)” or “protected (by).” But the
participle occurs in several other compounds in the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions.
It occurs several times in an adjectival compound used to describe a male member
of the ruling family. He is called virdpakhapatimabasena-parigahita, which Vogel
translates as “absorbed by Mahasena the Lord of Viripakhas” in one place, but
as “favoured (absorbed?) by Mahasena, etc.” in another.*! Although it proved
awkward, since Vogel had translated parigahita in our compound by “absorbed,”
he appears to have felt it should have the same force in this compound. Others,
like Sastri and Sircar, have taken the term here to mean “protected by.”*?

Parigahita also occurs in Vogel’s C1 and C2:

dcariyanam aparamabavinas(efiyana{m} suparigabitam imam mahdacetiyana-
vakamma{m}.

This new construction, the Great Shrine, was fully received (or ‘taken
possession of”) by the Teachers of the Aparamahavinaseliya sect.*?

Yet another usage is attested in the First Apsidal Temple Inscription E, and in
two other places where the gifts recorded are said to be savaniyuta{m} catusala-
parigabitam sela-mamtava(m}; Vogel translates as “a stone shrine [Skt. mandapal
surrounded by a cloister and provided with everything. 4

Having established with a fair degree of probability what dhatuvara means
in our inscriptions allows us to eliminate some of the meanings ascribed to
parigahita. Although the meaning “protected” fits well in several contexts, since
our compound, dhatuvaraparigabita, describes the Buddha, and not the Mahace-
tiya, it seems unlikely there: the Buddha almost certainly would not be, nor
need to be “protected” by “the most excellent relic.” It also seems unlikely that
he would be described as “taken possession of” by the relic. Vogel’s “absorbed
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in,” though not impossible, is a meaning that is both rather far from the primary
meaning of parigahita and not easily attested. This would seem to leave only
“surrounded by” or “enclosed in” —a sense that is quite close to the literal
meaning of parigabita and, therefore, involves the least amount of conjecture.

Our discussion, then, generates at least one clear alternative to the previous
interpretations of the formula found in the Nigarjunikonda inscriptions, and
one other interpretation that is at least possible. The short form of the formula
might, in light of our discussion, be better translated as:

Homage to the Blessed One, he who is honored by the king of the gods!
At the Great Shrine of the Perfectly Enlightened One who is enclosed within
the most excellent velic . . .

or possibly—but again only that—we might be able to translate samma-sambud-
hasa dbatuvaraparigabitasa mahdchetiye . . . as:

At the Great Shrine of the Perfectly Enlightened One who is enclosed in
the relic chamber . . .

If we adopt the first and most likely of these interpretations, the wording
of our Nagarjunikonda inscriptions would seem to indicate that their redactor
did not think of the dbaru or “relic” as a piece or a part of the Buddha. He seems,
in fact, to have thought of it as something that contained or enclosed the Buddha
himself, something in which the Buddha was wholly present. But if the Buddha
was present in the relic, the relic could not represent—as has sometimes been
argued—a token or reminder of the past and “dead” Buddha: for the Buddha
to be present, he would have to have been thought of as alive. And such a
living “relic” could, of course, be characterized as “saturated or invigorated with
morality, knowledge, and wisdom.”

Even if we adopt the second interpretation, the resultant meaning is much
the same. In this case, the inscriptions do not refer to the relic of the Buddha
in the shrine but to the Buddha himself being enclosed within its “relic” chamber.
The wording again would indicate that it is not a part or a piece of the departed
Buddha that is there in the chamber but the Buddha himself who is wholly
present there. In both interpretations the conception of a “relic” seems to be
very much the same. Both interpretations are only variant forms of the conception
of a “relic” already articulated in the Senavarma and Kopsakasa Reliquary Inscrip-
tions, in Asvaghosa and the Agtasabasrika, and both suggest that the redactor
of the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions—almost certainly a monk—thought of the
Buddha as a living presence dwelling in his shrine.

Although we do not necessarily know anything about the redactor of our
inscriptions, we do know something about the individual who “completed” the
construction of the shrine and the erection of the pillars on which the inscriptions
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are inscribed. He is described in two of the inscriptions where we find, in

Vogel’s translation:

. this pious foundation of the Mahachetiya has been completed by the
Reverend Ananda, who knows the Digha- and the Majjhima-nikayas by
heart, (who is) a disciple of the masters of the Ayira-hamgha (Skt. Arya-
sangha) who are resident in Pamnagama and who are preachers and preceptors
of the Digha, the Majjhima(-nikiya} and of the five Matukas. This pious
work, the Mahachetiya, was completed and the pillars were erected.*’

The Reverend Ananda—although not specifically designated as such here—
appears to have been the navakammika, the monk appointed as the superintendent
of construction of religious buildings.%® The construction of the cetiyz and the
erection of the pillars was overseen by him. As a consequence, even if he was
not himself the redactor of the inscriptions incised on the pillars, he would still
have been responsible for their content, and they would have to have been
approved by him. This would mean that the views expressed in the inscriptions—
notably, the conception of a relic—must represent the view and conceptions that
were either dictated by or redacted under the auspices of a very learned monk,
a monk “who knew by heart both the Digha- and Majjhima-nikiyas.” They do
not, again, represent the views of an uneducated village monk. They do not
represent a popular conception of a relic, but an official, monastic conception.
We also know that the Mahacetiya at Nagarjunikonda was “accepted or
taken possession of by,” or “belonged to,” the Aparamahavinaseliya teachers
(@cariyanam aparamabavinas(eMiyana(m} suparigabitam imam mabacetiyanavakan -
mai{m}, C1, C2). But what little we think we know about the doctrinal position
of the Aparamahavinaseliya group—and this is on the generous assumption that
it is the same as the AparaSaila—appears not to set altogether well with this
fact. Both Vasumitra and Vinitadeva maintain that one of the tenets of this
school was: mchod rten la mchod pa ni 'bras bu mchog tu gyur pa ma yin no, “l'acte
de vénérer (pazjakara) un reliquaire (st7pa) ne procure pas un grand fruic.”*” Rosen
has taken the appearance at face value and offered the following explanation:

Amongst their [the Aparamahavinaseliyas’} doctrines, according to Vasumi-
tra, we find it stated that the worship of a stZpa or the worship of a caitya
does not produce much fruit. Nevertheless, the fact that one of the largest
stapas in India was built for the benefit of this sect, indicates that they
were willing to alter their practices to fit more modern times.*

Rosen, in referring to both st@pas and caityas, has been misled in part by Bareau's
paraphrase of Vasumitra.*” The Tibetan text has only mchod rten, and, while it
is true that we cannot be sure whether this translated st7pa ot caitya, both Bareau
and Masuda translate their texts by stpa.>® It is also true that one of the most
notable characteristics of the Aparamahavinaseliya inscriptions at Nagarjuni-
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konda is the complete avoidance of the term st@pa. Although it is used everywhere
else in Buddhist inscriptions in India, the term never occurs at Nagarjunikonda.
There Buddhist “shrines” are always called cetiyas. This usage shows every sign
of being intentional and very likely reflects a regional influence in the vocabulary
applied to Buddhist sacred sites. In addition to these considerations, our inscrip-
tions make it clear that the Mahacetiya at Nagarjunikonda was not conceived
of as “un reliquaire,” but as a structure housing the living presence of the Buddha:
any worship of “it” would actually be of him.

But these considerations aside, Rosen’s argument is still—in at least one
aspect—a little startling. It is not known who among the several Vasumitras
who appear in the history of Buddhist scholasticism was the author of the work
on “les sectes bouddhiques” assigned to that name. What appears to be known
is that the first translation of the work into Chinese took place at “la fin du iv*
siecle ou début du v siecle de notre ere.” There is also general agreement that
its author, whoever he was, was a Sarvastivadin.’! We have, then, an assertion
by an unknown Sarvastivadin author, of unknown geographic provenance, in a
work of about the fourth century purporting to express the views of a group to
which he did not belong. Over against this we have an historical record either
written by, or redacted under the auspices of, a learned Aparamahavinaseliya
monk from Nagarjunikonda in the third century that was intended to record
what a community of Aparamahavinaseliya monks there actually did. By any
criteria, the historical value of the two sources for the history of the Aparamahavi-
naseliya cannot be the same. It is, therefore, curious that Rosen takes as somehow
more representative of the Aparamahavinaseliya position not what Aparamahavina-
seliya monks in the third century actually did, but what a Sarvastivadin author
of the fourth century said. This perfunctory preference for formal literary
sources—which is quite common in historical works on Indian Buddhism—can
only result in histories of Buddhism that have little relationship to what practic-
ing Buddhists actually did. At the very least, it rather effectively impedes an
adequate appraisal or appreciation of other kinds of sources. But it is, in fact,
precisely because our inscriptional formula from Nagarjunikonda is one of these
“other kinds of sources” that it is important.

If, for example, the phrase samma-sambudbasa dbatuvaraparigahitasa mabacetiye
means what [ have suggested it does, then it would appear to be another piece
of nontextual evidence that indicates that we have not yet understood at all well
the Buddhist conception of “relics” or the nature of Buddhist sacred sites.
Elsewhere I have recently presented evidence indicating that the earliest actually
attestable Buddhist conception of relics was that “la relique corporelle . . . c’est

un étre vivant 'doué de souffle’ ”; “that relics were thought to retain—to be
infused with, impregnated with—the qualities that animated and defined the

living Buddha”; that the st#pa or reliquary was cognitively classified as a “living
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person of rank” and that it was—Ilike the Hindu image—a “juristic personality”
and owned property; that, finally, the Indian Buddhist community practiced a
form of what in the West was called “burial ad sanctos” and that this can only
be accounted for by the belief that the stpa contained a living presence.’? The
formula found in the Nagarjunikonda inscriptions appears to be yet one more
piece of this ever-more-clearly emerging complex of actual beliefs—as opposed
to the formal literary doctrines—of practicing Indian Buddhists, both monastic
and lay.
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CHAPTER IX

An OId Inscription from Amaravati and
the Cult of the Local Monastic Dead

in Indian Buddhist Monasteries

ALTHOUGH THEY HAVE yet to be carefully studied, scattered throughout extant
Buddhist literature are references to permanently housing the mortuary remains
of deceased monks. In both the Pali Udzna and Apadana, for example, there is
a clear injunction addressed to monks—and monks alone—directing them not
only to perform the funeral rites for a “fellow-monk” (sabrabmacarin), but to
build a mortuary st#pa for him as well and to worship it.' In the Pali Vinaya
there is an account that describes, in part, a group of nuns performing the funeral
rites and building a st#pa for a deceased member of their group.? In the account
of the deposition of the remains of Sariputra preserved in the Tibetan version
of the Milasarvistivada-vinaya, there is a passage in which the placement of the
monastic dead within the monastery complex is directly addressed. Here, the
Buddha first gives instructions concerning the form of mortuary stipa appropriate
to different categories of individuals, starting with a buddbha and ending with
“stream-winners” (rgyun du zhugs pa) and “ordinary good men” (5o 50’7 skye bo dge
ba). He then says:

As Sariputra and Maudgalyayana sat (in relation to the Buddha) when the
Tathagata was sitting, just so should their mortuary st#pas be placed as
well. Moreover, the stZpas of various elders (sthavira) should be aligned in
accordance with their seniority. St#pas of ordinary good men should be
placed outside the monastery (dge 'dun gyi kun dga’ ra ba. samgharama).?

The Mabasamghika-vinaya—according to de La Vallée Poussin—also contains
such passages: “D’apres le Mahasamghikavinaya,” he says, “des moines hommes
du commun (prthagjana) ont aussi droit au st#pa, a savoir le Vinayadharadharma-
carya, le Vaiyaprtyabhiksu, le Vertueux-bhiksu. Comme ils ne sont pas des Aryas,

Originally published in Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 14.2
(1991) 281-329. Reprinted with stylistic changes with permission of the editor.
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il n'y a pas de lou-pan [“dew-dish”} et [le stiipa] est dans un lieu caché. Péché
a faire autrement.”

There is also—although, again, not yet systematically studied—an important
body of independent evidence for the monastic preoccupation with permanently
housing their dead from well preserved cave sites like Bhija, Bedsa, and Kanheri.
But with a few exceptions, little certain evidence has been noted for such activity
at structural monastic sites. Evidence of this sort would, in fact, be difficult to
detect at such structural sites for several reasons. The first and most general
reason is, of course, that structural sites in India are far less well-preserved than
the Western Cave Complexes. Those same cave complexes suggest, in addition,
that the structures associated with the local monastic dead at structural sites
would very likely have been small, and very well might have been situated some
distance away from the main st4pa or center of the site. Neither of these factors
would have favored the detection of such structures. Moreover, very few structural
monastic sites in India have been extensively investigated or excavated horizon-
tally; generally, attention and effort have been focused on the main st#pa of such
sites. Anything not in the immediate vicinity would only accidentally have been
noted.” The fact that such small structures would have required—and, therefore,
would have left—no substantial foundations, that their superstructures would
not only have been exposed to the elements, but also would have been easy prey
for those who used such sites for building materials suggests that even horizontal
surveys may have noted little. In such circumstances, stray epigraphical evidence
for the housing of the local monastic dead is the most likely certain evidence
to survive at structural sites; even then, such incidents of survival may not be
numerous, and each possible piece should be carefully studied. The present essay
concerns one such possible piece from Amaravati.

Amaravati must have been a striking monastic site. The main stZpa stood
on a plain between the old city of Dharanikota and the neighboring hills “where,”
said Burgess, “so many dolmans or rude-stone burying places are still to be
seen.”® “Upwards of 10,000 to 12,000 {carved] figures” were—according to
Fergusson'’s calculations—associated with the st7pa. He calls it, perhaps without
undue inflation, “a wonderful pictorial Bible of Buddhism as it was understood
at the time of the erection of the monument.”” But through the work of zamindars,
zealous treasure seekers, and untrained if well-intentioned British civil servants,
most of the complex—one of the longest lasting in India—has disappeared.® As
a consequence, we know next to nothing about the monastic quarters there and
very little about any secondary structures at the site. We do know that there
were a number of mortuary st#pas clustered around the main st#pa. Burgess, in
1882, referred to two of these, in one of which he found “a small charti [a type
of pot} . . . and a quantity of calcined bones.” A similar “chatti” had earlier been
recovered from another.” Rea also excavated several secondary st#pas, one of which
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still had its lower portion encased in sculptural slabs,'” as well as another that
overlay a group of seventeen “megalithic” urn burials.!' In fact, the site plan
published by Rea in 1909 shows almost twenty small st#pas and at least one
“earthenware tomb.” We do not, unfortunately, know anything more about these
stipas except for the fact that their placement and contents conform to a pattern
found at a considerable number of other Buddhist sites in India and seem to
reflect the practice that I—on analogy with the Christian West—have called
“burial @d sanctos.”'? The inscription we will be primarily concerned with here
may have been associated with one such st#pa.

The stone on which our inscription is inscribed was not found in its original
position. It had already been displaced and could even have been moved a
considerable distance, given its size and shape. Burgess describes it as “a circular
slab 2 feet 1 inch in diameter . .. with a mortise hole in the centre surrounded
by a lotus, and this again by a sunk area carved with rays. The outer border
is raised ...” and it is on this raised border that our record—"a well-cut
inscription”—occurs.'” This “circular slab”—a good photograph of which was
also published by Burgess'"—is clearly the “umbrella” (chata, chattra) referred
to in the inscription. That this “umbrella” was intended for a shrine (ced7ya) or
stipa is clear as well from the inscription, and the comparatively small size of
the chattra is sufficient to indicate that the sz7pa was a small one. We do not,
however, know exactly where this small szZpa stood.

With a few minor exceptions, the readings of this “well-cut” record were not
difficult to establish, and, after something of a false start in the first transcription
published in Burgess’ Nores, the basic text was quickly established. In the
“Additional Notes” added to that same volume, in fact, Hultzsch had already
come very close to his final version, which appeared a year later.'” The text is
printed there as:

wuvastkaya cadaya budbino matuya saputikaya sadutukaya airanam
utayipabhahinam cediyasa chata deyadbhamam

and this is the basic text accepted by Liiders,'® Franke,!” and Sivaramamurti.'®

Sivaramamurti does, however, read -pabbahinam rather than -pabhahinam, and

notes that the “nasal”—he means anusvara—"is not quite clear in airanam and

utayipabbabinam,” although this is more true of the latter than the former.
Hultzsch first translated the text as:

An umbsrella (chhattra), a meritorious gift to the Chaitya (?) of the venerable
Utayipabhahins by the female worshipper Chada (Chandra), the mother of
Budhi, together with her sons, together with her daughters

He added as well the following note: “Utayipabhahin seems to be the name of
a school like Dharmottariya . . . Pethaps utara (= uttara) is to be read for utayi,
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and pabhahin = prabbasin.”'® But a year later he published a slightly different
rendering:

Ein Sonnenschirm (chattra), die verdienstliche Gabe der Laiin Cada (Candra),
der Mutter des Budhi (Buddh:), mit ithren S6hnen, mit iheen T 6chtern, an
die (Schule der) ehrwiirdigen Utayipabbabis (?) (und) an das Caitya®

The English translation of the record that appears in Burgess’ later report
looks like a somewhat garbled version of Hultzsch’s second translation, and here
too, Utayipabhahbin appears to have been taken as the name of a Buddhist school.
Burgess adds to it the following note: “May this not be synonymous with
Uttaraparvatas, or Uttaraelas.”?! Although he proposed no emendation or equiva-
lent, Liiders lists Utayipabhahi in his index of personal names as the name of a
Buddhist “school,” and translates the portion of the record that most concerns
us as: “Gift of a parasol (chhata) to the Chaitya (chediya) of the venerable (aira)
Utayipabhahis, . . ."?? In fact, Sivaramamurti alone seems to have considered other
possible interpretations of the text, but his translation—as printed—is also
garbled and without explanation or comment: “Meritorious gift of umbrella for
the caitya (cediya) of the worthy airanam Utayipabhahi, etc.” What “airanam,”
still carrying its case ending, is doing in the translation is, of course, far from
clear, especially since it already seems to have been translated by “worthy.”
Moreover, Sivaramamurti lists Utayipabbahi in his glossary as “probably
Uttaraseliyas.”?

The inclination to see in wtayipabbihin the name of a school has had, in
fact, a wide currency. Lamotte says:

Les donations religieuses signalées par les inscriptions proviennent, non
seulement de particuliers, mais encore de clans (kx/a), de groupes (gana) et
d’associations (sebaya). Parmi ces derniéres, quelques-unes peuvent avoir
été des sectes bouddhiques, non mentionées en littérature,

and as one example of such a group he cites the “aira (#rys) Utayipabhahi” of
our inscription.?® In a later paper, Furtseva has said: “The epigraphic data gives
evidence of the existence of the schools unknown to any tradition. These are
such schools as, for example, Utayibhaht in Amaravati, . ..” again citing our
inscription.?’

Alchough this interpretation of our record has received wide currency, and
although Furtseva, for example, seems to take it as an established fact that the
inscription refers to a Buddhist school, the evidence for this was never firm:
Hultzsch had said «tayipabhahin only “seems to be the name of a school,” Burgess,
“may this not be . ..,” Sivaramamurti, “probably,” and so on. In fact, there are
a number of reasons to reject seeing in the inscription a reference to a shrine or
caitya that “belonged” to a specific Buddhist school, and much evidence that

suggests a much more supportable interpretation.
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Although the evidence is sadly fragmentary, it appears, as has already been
indicated, that the main stZpa at Amaravati was—as Marshall says of Safici—
“surrounded, like all the more famous shrines of Buddhism, by a multitude of
stiapas of varying sizes crowded together.”?® The stipa or caitya to which our
umbrella was donated appears to have been just one of such a multitude and,
to judge by the size of the chattra, a comparatively small one at that. That one
of such a multitude of secondary st#pas close to—or in the vicinity of—the main
shrine would have been claimed as the special property of a specific school seems
very unlikely. That monastic orders accepted as gifts and, therefore, “owned,”
specific forms of property—relics, fields, buildings, images, and so on—is virtu-
ally certain. It is equally certain that specific schools “owned” the main stipa at
certain sites. But there is no other case, in so far as I know, where one of the
small secondary stipas was so “owned.” Whether near the main shrine or situated
elsewhere in the complex, secondary sz#pas at Buddhist sites are almost always
uninscribed and anonymous. There are, however, a small number of significant
exceptions, and it is this group of exceptions that may point toward a better
understanding of the record on our small umbrella from Amaravati.

The first exception may come from AmaravatT itself. If we can accept
Sivaramamurti’s reading of his no. 103 as even approximately correct, then the
one other secondary stZpa that had an associated inscription at Amaravati was
“the small cetiya of the mendicant monk Nagasena.” Sivaramamurti gives the
text of his no. 103 in the following form:

sidbam (namo) bhagavato gagmmamahivathasa pendavatikasa nagasenasa khuda-
27

cetiya . . . haghavanikiniya patithapitam savasatamata a . .
If we put aside gammamahivathasa, which is clearly wrong (although it just as
clearly indicated the place of residence of Nagasena), and if we follow—however
reluctantly—Sivaramamurti’s interpretation of . .. haghavanikiniya as “by the
merchant’s wife, Hagha,” this could be translated as:

Success. (Homage) to the Blessed One. The small cetiya of the mendicant
monk Nagasena who lived in . . . established by the merchant’s wife Hagha
for the ... of all . ..

We do not know where the sculptured slab on which this record was inscribed
was discovered. Already by the time of Burgess (1887), it had been removed to
Bejwada, “possibly,” says Burgess, by Colonel Mackenzie.”® On the basis of the
expression kbudacetiya, “small cetiya” in the record itself, Sivaramamurti assumes
that the slab formed a part of one of what he calls the “smaller votive stipas.”
That the inscribed slab did, in fact, belong to a secondary st#pa appears likely.
The problem remains, however, that Sivaramamurti’s reading of the record cannot
actually be verified with the published material at hand. Although Burgess and
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Stern and Bénisti both provide illustrations of the slab on which the record
occurs, in neither case is the photograph sufficiently clear to allow the inscription
to be read with any confidence.?” Sivaramamurti also reproduces the record

39 and in cases where

reduced to such a degree that no certain reading is possible,
his readings can be checked, they are by no means always as careful as one might
wish. Given this situation, the most that one could say is that it appears—
although it is not certain—that, in the one other case at Amaravarti in which a
secondary stpa had an associated inscription, that inscription does not refer to the
stipa as “belonging” to a specific school, but seems to describe it as “belonging” to
an individual monk, a monk who appears to have been of purely local stature
and who is otherwise unknown.

But this itself raises some further questions that it would be well to deal
with here. The exact sense of the genitive construction used here in ndgasenasa
kbudacetiya, and in other records connected with stzpas “of " local monks, is not
at first sight immediately clear. This, in part at least, is related to the fact
that in inscriptional Prakrits, much as in the Prakrits generally, the dative
case—although it has not entirely disappeared—is very much attenuated, and
dative functions have been taken over by an already elastic conception of the
genitive. Given these linguistic realities, nggasenasa khudacetiya, for example, can
be understood, at least on one level, in two ways: “the small cetiya of Nagasena,”
or “the small cetiya for Nagasena.” It could be argued that the intended meaning
here is more like “the small cetiya built for the merit of Nagasena by Hagha,” but
the one certain case I know of that does record something like this is not only
late but articulated in a very different way. The case in point occurs in a tenth
century inscription from Nalanda where the disciple of a monk is said to have
raised “a caitya of the Blessed One, the Sugata” (bbagavatah sugatasya caityah)
with the expressed hope or intention that his teacher, through the merit of the
disciple’s act, might “obtain the unsurpassed station of a buddba” (punyenanena
labdhasau bauddham padam anuttaram).’* In fact, from the earliesc Buddhist
inscriptions that record acts undertaken for another, the statement of purpose
almost always involves an explicit expression of that fact: the construction is
usually something like athaya (arthaya, “for the sake of”), either in compound
with the name of the person or persons involved, or with the latter in the genitive
(matapituna athaya), or a construction like sukbaya hotu savasatanam (“for the
happiness of all beings”) is used.’” The transaction involved is very rarely, if at
all, expressed by the simple genitive or dative. In the rare and still uncertain
cases in which the simple genitive or dative might be used, it appears that the
name of the person for whose benefit a gift is given is put not in the genitive,
but in the dative. On what Rao calls “an ayaka pillar” found near the second
stiApa at Sannati, for example, we find: abimarikaya naganikaya arika-bhatuno
giridatanakasa. This would appear to indicate that the “pillar” in question was
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the gift of Giridatanaka, brother of Arika, “for or in honor of "—expressed by
the simple dative—Naganika of Ahimara, the latter being a place name.”
Considerations of this sort would seem to rule out nagasenasa khudacetiya in our
Amaravatl inscription as being intended to convey “the small cetiya for the
benefit or merit of Nagasena”; so too does the fact that, although now fragmentary,
there seems to have been a separate dedicative statement at the end of the record
(compare the better-preserved record from Mathura cited below).

If, then, nagasenasa khudacetiya does not mean “the small cetiya for the benefit
or merit of Nagasena,” it—and similarly constructed records elsewhere—must
mean “the small cetiya of or for Nagasena” in some other sense. Since stipas or
cetiyas—whether they were memorials or mortuary containers—were never, as
far as we know, erected for anyone who was not physiologically dead,* this
would mean, if our inscription in fact refers to “the small cetiya of or for Nagasena,”
that Nagasena must have been not just a local monk, but a deceased local monk.
But in that case it is important to note that, although Nagasena was “dead,”
the cetiya was not said to be “of” or “for” his relics or remains, but “of " or “for”
him-—period. Exactly the same thing is, of course, said elsewhere at Amaravatt
and at other Andhra sites in regard to the cetiya of the Buddha. On more than
one occasion at Amaravati we meet with something like bbagavato mahac(e)tiyasa,
“for the Great Shrine of the Blessed One,” or bbagavato mabacetiya-padamale {rd:
-milel, “at the foot of the Great Shrine of the Blessed One.””> Similar phrasing
is also found, for example, at Jaggayyapeta: bhagavato budbasa mabacetiye, “at the
Great Shrine of the Blessed One, the Buddha.”*® In all of these cases, the genitive
phrasing was almost certainly intended to express both the fact that the cerriya
“belonged” to the Blessed One—that is to say, he “owned” it—and the fact that
it contained, or was thought to contain, the Buddha himself.’’ It is again
important to notice that where we might want to say the cetiya was “of” or
contained the relics of the Buddha, these inscriptions themselves never use a
term for “relics”: they say the cetiya was “of” or “for” the Buddha himself.
He—not his remains—was, apparently, thought to reside inside. But if this is
true in regard to the cetiyas “of” the Buddha, it would be hard to argue that
exactly the same genitive phrasing applied to the cetiya “of Nagasena”—or to
the stzipa “of " any other local monk—could have meant something different. This
secondary st#Zpa—actually called a “small shrine” if we can accept Sivaramamurti’s
reading—must either have contained, or had been thought to contain, what we
would call the “relics” of a local mendicant monk named Nagasena, but what
the composer of the inscription called Nagasena himself.?*

It would seem, then, that in the one other possible case at Amaravati where
we have an inscription associated with a secondary stipa, there is no support for
the interpretation of the record on the small umbrella from the same site proposed
by Hultzsch, Burgess, Liiders, and others. The former inscription makes no
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reference to a “school,” but rather points towards a very different possibility and
set of ideas. It suggests the possibility at least that #tayipabbahbin in the umbrelia
inscription may not be the name of a “school” but the name of a deceased local
monk. This possibility receives further support when we look elsewhere since,
although there are no other instances where a secondary st#pa is said to be
“owned” by a specific “school,” there are a small but significant number of cases
where secondary st#pas are explicitly said to be “of” or “for” the local monastic
dead. At least one of these other cases comes from another sadly dismembered
structural site.

It is ironic that, although we have a large number of inscriptions and a far
larger number of sculptural and architectural pieces from Mathurid, we know
very little really about the structures they were associated with, about what the
Buddhist complexes at the site looked like, or how these complexes were laid
out. We have only a large number of fragments and disassociated pieces.** On
one such piece occurs an inscription which van Lohuizen-de Leeuw has read in
the following fashion:

5a 90 2 be 1 di 5 asya pi(r)vvaye

vi(or kha)ndavibare vasthavya bbiksusa graha-
dasikasa sthuva prasthapayati sa-

rva sav(v)anam hitasukbaye

She translates the record as:

In the year 92, the first (month of) winter, on the Sth day, on this occasion
as specified, the inhabitants of the Vinda Monastery erected a stiipa for the
monk Grahadasika. May it be for the welfare and happiness of all beings.*’

More than a dozen years later, this same inscription was edited again by Sircar,
who seems to have been under the impression that the record was discovered in
1958. Although his reading differs on several minor points from van Lohuizen-
de Leeuw’s, it is significantly different in only one regard: where van Lohuizen-
de Leeuw reads vasthavya plural (“inhabitants”), Sircar reads vastavya- and takes
it in compound with the following bhiksusa. But this makes for an odd compound
and, more importantly, results in a text in which there is no possible subject
for the main verb, which Sircar reads as pra{ti* }sthapayati.’' The absence of such
a subject renders Sircar’s construction of the text highly problematic, and suggests
that, for the moment, van Lohuizen-de Leeuw’s is to be preferred. From the
paleographic point-of-view, however, Sircar’s vastavya—with short final
-a—appears likely, and this would give a singular subject for the singular verb.
The result would be a slight alteration of van Lohuizen-de Leeuw’s translation:

an inhabitant of the Vinda Monastery erected a st@pa for the Monk
Grahadasika.”
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Here, of course, there is no possibility of taking the text to mean “for the
benefit or merit of the Monk Grahadasika.” The text ends with an explicit
statement indicating for whom the act was undertaken, and it was not Grahadas-
ika, but “all beings.” Sircar says: “the object of the inscription is to record the
erection of a stapa of the Buddhist monk Gramadesika”; this is his reading of
the name. But he adds: “In the present context, the word stZpa mean[s} a
memorial structure enshrining the relics of the monk in question.”? Such an
interpretation seems very likely, although here too it is important to note that
where Sircar speaks of “relics,” the composer of our record—although he certainly
could have—does not. For the composer, the stZpa does not seem to have been
a structure for enshrining relics, but a structure for enshrining, in some sense,
the monk himself.

We do not, again, know where the sz#pa of Grahadasika stood. Van Lohuizen-
de Leeuw assumes that it “was erected in the monastery,” but that is not terribly
helpful. The slab on which the inscription is inscribed appears to have been a
small one—the writing covers a space that is only nine-and-one-half inches long
and four inches high. More than anything else, it seems to resemble the small
engraved slabs—to be discussed more fully below—associated with the brick
stipas of the local monastic dead at Kanheri, where the writing covers a space
of almost the same dimensions. It would appear, then, that the st#pa at Mathura
was a small one situated somewhere within the confines of one of the monastic
complexes. But in spite of the uncertainties concerning the exact location of the
stipa it mentions, this Mathura record—Ilike Sivaramamurti’s Amaravati no.
103—does not lend any support to the view that sees in the inscription on the
small chattra from Amaravati a reference to a stipa “belonging” to a specific
monastic school. On the contrary, both this Mathura inscription and Amaravati
no. 103 would seem to indicate that when secondary st@pas or cetiyas in this
period are inscribed, those stipas or cetiyas ate stipas or cetiyas “of " deceased local
monks. That this is so, not just for this period but also for periods long before
and after, will become evident below. But these two cases are already sufficient
to establish the suspicion that the record on the Amaravati umbrella is, again,
also referring to such a st#Zpa. Neither Amaravatt no. 103 nor the Mathura
inscription, however, account for a peculiarity of the Amaravati umbrella record,
which  has undoubtedly exerted considerable influence on previous
interpretations.

The AmaravatT umbrella record does not at first sight appear to be referring
to a cetzya of a single monk. The reading—which is virtually certain apart from
the final anusvaras—is aivana(m) utayipabbabhina(m) cediyasa. Aira, a Prakrit form
of @rya, is certainly in the plural, and the following wtayipabhahin—though the
form is not so well recognized—was almost certainly also intended for a plural.
But this use of the plural, rather than suggesting that the cet/ya “belonged” to
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a group of monks, may in fact confirm the possibility that the reference is to a
single, deceased individual.

There are more than a dozen inscriptions that can be cited to demonstrate
that the name and titles of a monk for whom a st#pa was built were commonly
put in the genitive plural. Two are particularly informative: one from Bedsa,
which Nagaraju assigns to the first century B.CE., and one from Kanheri, which
he dates to the early second century C.E.*3 In both instances, we are dealing with
small secondary st4pas whose precise location relative to the main shrine is known.
In both instances, these small secondary st#pas are inscribed and can therefore
be certainly identified as stz@pas “of” local monks. And in both instances, the
individual local monk in question is referred to in the plural.

Less than twenty-five feet to the left of the entrance to the main caityagrba
at Bedsa there is “a tiny apsidal excavation” containing a small stZpa. On the
back wall of this “excavation” there is a short “much weatherworn” inscription
in two lines. Some syllables at the beginning of both lines appear to have been
lost, but what remains can be fairly certainly read, and the general sense of the
record is clear in spite of the missing syllables. Burgess published the following
reading in 1883:

... ya gobbiitinam aranakana pedapatikanam marakudavasina thupo
... {amte}vasina bbatasala{lba}mitena karita {// Jid

In spite of the fact that Gobhuati's name and all his epithets are in the genitive
plural, this can only mean:

The stipa of ... Gobhiti, a forest-dweller, a mendicant monk who lived
on Mara’s Peak—caused to be made by his pupil, the devoted Asalamita.

At Kanheri as well we have to do with a small excavation containing a
stipa. The steps leading up to the chamber containing this stZpa are no more
than twelve feet to the left of the steps that lead to the main “hall of worship”
at the site. On the barmika of the small stizpa the following record occurs:

sidbham heranikasa dbamanakasa bbayi-a
stvapalitanikaya deyadbamma
therana bbayata-dbammapalanam

thuba {(1/}°

Likewise here we have the name of a monk and his title in the genitive plural,
and this can only refer to a single individual:

Success. The religious gift of Sivapalitanika, the wife of the treasurer Dhama-
naka—the st#pa of the Elder, the Reverend Dhammapala.

Bearing in mind again that stZpas were, in so far as we know, erected only
for individuals who were dead, these two cases from Bedsa and Kanheri present
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us with two clear cases where a deceased local monk is referred to in the plural.
These cases can only represent a specific application of the pluralis majestaticus
or plural of respect, and it is important to note that in this regard they are nor,
apparently, exceptions, but represent something of a rule. Plurals of respect are
certainly the rule in the numerous st4pa labels found in association with the two
monastic “cemeteries” that have been identified at Western Cave sites.

At Bhaja, “probably one of the oldest Buddhist religious centres in the
Deccan,” a group of fourteen small stizpas are clustered together in what Mitra

"46 Nagaraju suggests

alone has explicitly noted “may be regarded as the cemetery.
that these stipas “belong to different dates ranging from late third century B.C.
to about the end of the second century A.D.”*" Although Burgess seems to have
been of the opinion that a larger number of these stZpas had originally been
inscribed, in his day only five such inscriptions still remained, in part or in

whole. One of the two inscriptions that appeared to be complete reads:
theranam bbayamta-ampikinakanam thipo {//}
The stapa of the Elder, the Reverend Ampikinaka.

The other complete record is of exactly the same form, and enough survives of
the other three of the five inscriptions to show that, in every case, the name of
the monk for whom the st7Zpa was built and his titles were always in the genitive

1.4 The use of the pluralis majestaticus in referring to deceased local monks

plura
appears from the Bhaja cemetery labels, then, to have been both an early and a
continuous practice over time. But the evidence from the Bhaja cemetery not
only confirms this linguistic usage noted previously at Bedsa and Kanheri, it
confirms as well the assumed character and contents—in at least one sense—of
stipas built “for” deceased local monks. Fergusson and Burgess note that on the
capitals of at least four of these st#pas there were “holes on the upper surface as
if for placing relics . .. and in two cases there is a depression round the edge
of the hole as if for a closely fitting cover.”#® The fact that Deshpande discovered
at Pitalkhora exactly the same sort of “holes” still plugged with “a closely fitting
cover” and—as a consequence—still containing their relic deposits, makes it
highly likely that the “holes” in the st#pas at Bhaja—and perhaps all such “holes™
in rock-cut stipas in the Western Caves—originally held relics: such st@pas were,
as a consequence, by no means simply “commemorative” but contained the
mortuary deposits of the monks mentioned in their accompanying inscriptions.’

The Bhaja cemetery, however, is not the only monastic cemetery in the
Western Caves that provides evidence for the use of the pluralis majestaticus in
referring to deceased monks. The character of the large monastic cemetery at
Kanheri was almost immediately surmised. In 1862, West had already said in
regard to these groups of stapas: “It seems likely that these topes have contained
the ashes of the priesthood and that this gallery has been the general necropolis
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of the caves.””! In 1883, Burgess had described this “gallery”—which at that
time was assigned the number 38—in the following terms: “No. 38 is the long
terrace under the overhanging rock on the brow of the hill, where are the bases
of numerous brick stiipas, being the monuments over the ashes of numerous
Bauddha sthaviras or priests who died there . . . a vast number fill this gallery”—
more than a hundred according to the most recent count—"which is about 200
yards in length; many of them, however, are covered over with the débris of
decayed bricks and rock and all seem to have been rifled long ago of any relics
or caskets they contained.”? Although West had already published in 1861
an eye-copy of at least one inscription connected with “the Kapheri Bauddha
Cemetery"—his no. 58—it was never read;’? it was not until 1974 or 1975 that
further and fuller epigraphical data came in the form of a considerable number
of small inscribed slabs, which had originally been inset into the brick st@pas,
but which—after these stZpas had decayed—had either fallen or been thrown
into the ravine on the edge of which the gallery sits. The exact number of
inscribed insets recovered is not clear—Gokhale says in one place that there
were nearly fifteen but in another nearly twenty; Gorakshkar put the number
at about forty, but Rao at twenty-nine.”® Gokhale has edited eight of these
inscriptions, but not always well, and the published photographs are not always
easy to read.

In spite of these problems, some important points are sufficiently clear. Like
the inscriptions associated with the stZpas of the local monastic dead at Bhaja,
none of the inscriptions so far available from the Kanheri cemetery are donative.
They are all labels, and—Ilike the Bhaja inscriptions although more elaborate—
they are all consistently patterned. Both considerations are enough to indicate
that these labels—like all labels at Buddhist sites—are not the result of individual
donative activity but the results of endeavors by the monastic community or its
“administration” at their respective sites. Again, as in the Bhaja labels, in all
the Kanheri labels that are available—including that published long ago by
West—the name and titles of each individual monk for whom a st#pa was erected
are in the genitive plural. I cite here just two examples that can be checked
against the photos:*’

theranam ayya-vijayasenanam tevijanam arabantanam thibbam

The Stipa of the Elder, the Venerable Vijayasena, One Possessed of the
Three Knowledges, an Arhat

theranam bbadata-damanam anagaminam tha(bbam)
The Stapa of the Elder, the Reverend Dama, a Nonreturner

These labels—obviously written by someone familiar with the technical textual
terminology of Buddhist conceptions of “sainthood”—establish that at Kanhert,
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as at Bedsa and Bhija, deceased local monks were individually referred to in the
plural. The use of the pluralis majestaticus was, in fact, the rule in referring to
such individuals. But if the Bhaja labels establish this usage long before our
Amaravati umbrella inscription, those from Kanheri establish its continued
currency for a long time after. Gokhale had first suggested a date of “between
550 A.D. and 700 A.D.” for the Kanheri labels; later they are said to be “written
in the late fifth- or early sixth-century boxheaded variety of Brahmi.”>® In any
case, they date from a period long after our Amaravatt record.

The material presented so far from Amaravatl itself and from Mathura,
Bedsa, Bhaja, and Kanheri must bear heavily on any interpretation of the Amara-
vatT umbrella inscription. This material establishes at least two consistent pat-
terns: first, it would appear that all secondary st#pas from Buddhist sites that
have associated inscriptions and that date from well before the Common Era to
at least the sixth century C.E. are—in every case—st#pas raised for deceased local
monks; second, with some exceptions that prove the rule, the names and titles
of deceased individual monks that occur in st7pa inscriptions or labels from this
period are put in the genitive plural. The Amaravatt umbrella record comes
from the same period, was associated with a small secondary st#pa, and has a
name in the genitive plural preceded by a title commonly given to monks. Since,
therefore, it conforms in every other respect to records connected with the shrines
of deceased local monks, and since Utayipabhahin is nowhere certainly attested
as the name of a “school,” nor is there any other instance where a secondary
stipa is said to belong to such a “school,” it is very difficult—if not impossible—to
avoid the conclusion that Utayipabhahin in the Amaravact umbrella inscription
is the name of a local monk. Such a conclusion, it seems, must be accepted until
there is clear and incontrovertible evidence to the contrary.’’

There is, however, one further point in regard to this name that is worth
noting, a point that involves us again with yet other st#pas of the local monastic
dead. Sivaramamurti said that “the term Utayipabbahi is puzzling,” and there
has, in fact, been some uncertainty in regard even to the stem form of what
appears in the inscription as #tayipabhibhinam or utayipabhahinam. Originally,
Hultzsch seems to have preferred utayipabbibin, but later he and almost everyone
else seems to have preferred utayipabbahi® Given the morphological variation
in inscriptional Prakrits, a genitive plural form that ends in -7nam or -inam could
have been made from either an i-stem or a stem in -7z In the present case there
is, therefore, no certain formal means of determining the stem, but this—in the
end—may not pose a serious problem. It is perhaps more important to note that
Hultzsch had proposed -prabbasin as the Sanskrit equivalent of -pabhahin®® and
this—the only equivalent that has been suggested—seems likely: the change of
s to b is well attested in the South.®® In fact, whether the stem form is taken
to have been -pabbahin—which seems preferable—or -pabhabi, it seems fairly
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certain that, in either case, we would have a derivative from pra\/bhas, “to shine,
be brilliant,” etc. It may, therefore, be of interest to note that other derivations
from pra\/bbas occur as the final element of a name or title in—interestingly
enough—two other inscriptions connected with the local monastic dead.

Almost one hundred forty years ago, Cunningham published an account of
his explorations and “excavations” of the Safict ruins and the Buddhist monuments
of central India. Much work has, of course, been done since on Safici—its art,
architecture, and inscriptions—but the other related sites in this complex, Sonari,
Satdhara, Bhojpur, and Andher, have been almost completely ignored. In fact,
it is hard to find a reference to them after Cunningham. Also ignored is the
fact that this cluster of related sites, among the earliest structural sites that we
know, produced some of the clearest and most concrete evidence for the monastic
cult of the local monastic dead. Cunningham discovered that the remains of ten
individual monks—representing at least three generations—had been deposited
in $tdpa no. 2 at Safic1. The remains of some of these same monks also had been
deposited in SonarT St#pa no. 2, which contained the relics of five individuals,
and in St#pas nos. 2 and 3 at Andher.®! In all of these cases, the deposits had
been carefully labeled, and the inscription on one of the Andher deposits reads:
sapurisasa gotiputasa kakandvapabbasanasa kodiiagotasa, which Majumdar renders
as: “(Relics) of the saint Gotiputa, the Kakanava-pabhasana, of the Kodifia-
gota."®? Majumdar notes as well that “the expression kakandiva-pabbasana is used
as an epithet of Gotiputa and means ‘the Light of Kakanava, ” Kakanava being,
of course, the old name for Saici.®> A variant of the epithet also occurs at Safict
itself in the one donative record connected with the deposits in St7pa no. 2.
Majumdar reads and translates the latter as kzkanava-pabhasa-siba{n}a dana, “the
gift of the pupils of the Light of Kakanava,” and says here that édkanava-pabbasa
“may be taken as standing for Gotiputa himself.”* If Majumdar is correct in
his interpretation of these inscriptions—and the chances are good that he is®—
they may provide a possible parallel for the “name” that occurs in the Amaravati
umbrella inscription. Kakanava-pabbdsana ot -pabbdsa is, at Safici and Andher,
used both as an epithet of a local monastic “luminary” named Gotiputa and—by
itself—as an alternative designation or name of that same individual. This may
suggest that utayipabbiahin too could have been both an epithet and an alternative
name for a prominent deceased local monk from a place named Utayi, which
was situated somewhere in the region of Amaravati, that -Pabbdasa or -Pabhasin
might have been an ecclesiastical title of some currency, and that Utayipabbasin
might be translated “the Light or Luminary of Utayi"—all of this, at least,
would seem a reasonable possibility.

As a result of our discussion so far, we are, then, in a position to do two
things: we can offer a new and defensible translation of the old inscription on
the small umbrella found long ago at Amaravati, and we can make some prelimi-
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nary and perhaps promising observations on the cult of the local monastic dead
in Indian Buddhist monasteries.
The AmaravartT record can now be translated—keeping close to the syntax

of the original—as follows:

Of the lay-sister Cada, the mother of Budhi, together with her sons, together
with her daughters, to the shrine of the Venerable Luminary from Utayi,
the umbrella is a religious gift.

Interpreted and translated in this way, the AmaravatT inscription takes its place
as one among a limited series of significant inscriptions or labels associated with
stipas of the local monastic dead. It is significant in regard to AmaravatT itself
because it would provide a much more certain piece of evidence than Sivarama-
murti’s inscription no. 103 for the presence of such st#pas at the site. The presence
of such stipas at Amaravati is, in turn, significant because it allows us to add
it to the list of structural sites for which we have firm epigraphical evidence to
prove the presence of stipas of the local monastic dead: epigraphical evidence
for the presence of this type of stipa at structural sites has come from Safict, Sonar,
Andher, Mathura, and now from Amaravati. But the Amaravati inscription has
broader significance as well. It provides us with an especially clear case in which
the stipa of a deceased local monk is presented with “gifts” exactly like the
stigpas of the Buddha himself were, a clear instance in which such a stipa receives
the same kind of accoutrement—an umbrella—as did the s##pas of the Buddha.
This is welcome corroboration of what we learn from the donative inscriptions
associated with St#pa no. 2 at SaficT, which indicate that coping stones, crossbars,
rail-pillars, and pavement slabs, etc., were donated to this st#pa of the local
monastic dead, just as they were to the stZpa of the Buddha at the site. In neither
form nor content do the inscriptions associated with St#pa no. 2 differ from
those associated with St7pz no. 1. The two sets are virtually indistinguishable,
and, in fact, may have had some of the same donors.®® But in arriving at our
interpretation and translation of the AmaravatT umbrella inscription, we have
had to look at virtually all the parallel records that are known, and even our
limited discussion of this group of inscriptions allows for some interesting
provisional generalizations.

The first and perhaps most obvious generalization might be stated as a
simple fact: the remains of the local monastic dead were permanently housed at
a significant number of monastic complexes, the majority of which are very
early: we have epigraphical evidence from SaficT, Sonari, Andher, Mathura, Amara-
vatl, Bedsa, Bhaja, and Kanheri. These remains, moreover, were permanently
housed in the same type of architectural structure as were the remains of the
Buddha. I have elsewhere collected epigraphical, archaeological, and literary
evidence that suggests that the mortuary remains or relics of the Buddha were
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thought to be possessed of “life” or “breath,” that—as Lamotte says—“la relique
corporelle . . . c’est un étre vivant,”®’ that they were thought “to be impregnated
with the characteristics that defined and animated the living Buddha,” that
“relics” are addressed as persons and treated as persons.®® Bareau had, in fact,
already noted that the “culte bouddhique des reliques ... s’inspire en effet
d’abord des marques de vénération que l'on adresse aux personnes vivantes.”®’
But the fact alone that the remains of the local monastic dead were both treated
and housed in the same way as the remains of the Buddha makes it again very
difficule to argue that they were thought to be, in any essential way, different.
Bareau has also said that “dés avant notre ére, donc, le st#pa est plus que le
symbole du Buddha, c’est le Buddha lui-méme.”’® To argue that the stpa of
Utayipabhahin or the st#pa of Gobhati were thought of any differently would
require clear evidence. What evidence is available does not now favor such
an argument.

The parallelism between the remains of the Buddha and the remains of the
local monastic dead is not limited to the kinds of structures used to house them.
There is, as well, a strict parallelism in the way in which these similar structures
are referred to. As we have already seen, although we might describe a st#pa as
a structure “for” relics or a container “of” relics, our inscriptions do not. They
refer to stipas or cetiyas “for” persons or “of" persoms. This—again as we have
seen—is clearly the case for stépas “of” or “for” the Buddha or Blessed One
(bhagavato mahac(e)tiya-, bbagavato budhasa mabacetiye, etc.). But it is also the case
for stipas “of” or “for” deceased local monks (airanam utayipabbahinam cediya-,
bbiksusa grabadasikasa sthuva, gobbditinam aranakina . . . thupo, etc.). Exactly the
same construction and phrasing are used without distinction and regardless of
the person “for” whom the st#pa was intended. But if this genitive phrasing
suggests that, in the case of the Buddha, the st#pa “of " the Buddha was thought
to contain him, or to be owned or possessed by him, or to be—in some sense—the
Buddha himself, then the st#pas “of” Utayipabhahin or Grahadasika or Gobhti,
since they are referred to in exactly the same way, could hardly have been thought
of differently. In other words, parallel linguistic usage points in the same direction
as parallel architectural form.

There may be yet another parallel as well. If we stick to actually datable
stipas of the historical Buddha—and put aside the not infrequent assertions of
an “Asokan” date for what are usually hypothetical “earlier” or “original” forms
of extant structures—then it will be possible to see that there may be few or
no clear chronological gaps between the earliest actually datable stapas of the
historical Buddha and the earliest examples of sz#pas for the local monastic dead
that we know. We might take Bharhut as an example. Scholarly consensus, at
least, would place it at or very near the beginning of the known sequence of
stApas for the historical Buddha. But Bénisti has recently argued that at least
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the rail that surrounded the Bharhut st#pa was not the earliest such rail. She
has said:

... la décoration qu'offre la vedika qui entoure le Stipa n° 2 de Safict . . .
remonte, dans sa quasi totalité, a la premiére moitié du Ile siecle avant
notre ere; elle est donc, de peu, antérieure a celle du sz#7pa de Bharhut . . .
et, trés sensiblement, antérieure a celle des torana du grand Stipa n° 1
de Safici.”!

Since “le Stapa n° 2 de Safici” is a stipa of the local monastic dead, this would
seem to mean either that this st#pa for the local monastic dead predates both
the Bharhut and Safict szzpas of the historical Buddha “de peu” and “tres sensi-
blement,” or—at least—that it was the first of these to receive the kind of rail
we associate with stZpas of the Buddha and, therefore, may have been considered,
in some sense, more important. However this might ultimately be decided, it
would appear—again, at the very least—that, at these early sites, there is no
clear or considerable chronological gap between st#pas of the local monastic dead
and stapas for the historical Buddha; rather, in regard to these structural sites,
there appears to be a broad contemporarity between the two types of st#pas. This
same contemporarity appears to hold for the Western Caves as well. The main
caityagrha at Bhaja—Bhaja no. 12—has, for example, been called “the earliest
of rock-cut chetiyagharas of [the]l Western Deccan” and assigned by Nagaraju
to the third century B.CE.”? But some of the labeled stzpas of the local monastic
dead at Bhaja have been assigned to the same period. There is, again, no clear
chronological gap. Even at somewhat later sites, st#pas for the Buddha and stigpas
for the local monastic dead seem to appear simultaneously. The inscription in
Cave 7—the main caityagrba at Bedsa—is assigned by Nagaraju to his “series
III” (60 B.C.E.), but that associated with Gobhiiti’s St#pa he places in his “series
IVa” (60 B.CE. to 100 CE.), and he says that it “probably” falls toward the end
of the first century B.C.E.”?> Given the fact that paleography alone is rarely capable
of making such fine distinctions, it is clear that the two inscriptions—and,
therefore, the two st#pas—belong to the same broad period. Although the ques-
tion requires and deserves much fuller study, it appears now that there is possibly
lictle, if any, chronological gap between stapas for the historical Buddha and
stipas for the local monastic dead, little clear evidence for the kind of gap that
could suggest that practices connected with the former’s remains were, over
time, extended or generalized to the remains of the latter. Archaeologically and
epigraphically, the two types of st#pas appear now as roughly contemporary with,
in some cases, some indication that stZpas of the local monastic dead may actually
have predated those of the Buddha. It is interesting to note, moreover, that if
we look at the internal chronology or narrative time taken for granted in our
Buddhist literary sources, it would appear that their redactors also considered
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stipas for the local monastic dead to predate those of the Buddha. Both of the
stipas mentioned in the Udana and Apadina, and that referred to in the Pali
Vinaya, for example, long preceded—according to the narrative time assumed
by our texts—those erected for the Buddha.”® It might, in fact, some day be
possible to argue that the relic cult and st#pas of the historical Buddha represent
only a special and particularly well-known instance of what was a common and
widespread monastic practice. It may, indeed, have been much more widespread
than our certain evidence now indicates.

It is certain that there were stipas of the local monastic dead at SaficT, Sonarf,
Andher, Mathura, Amaravati, Bhaja, Bedsa, and Kanheri. This is certain because,
at all of these sites, we have either donative inscriptions or inscribed labels that
prove it. These inscribed and, therefore, certain instances are, of course, important
in themselves. But they also have an importance that goes beyond their respective
individual sites. Given the poor state of preservation of most Buddhist sites
in India and the virtually complete absence of contemporary documentation
concerning them, we often must, and can, argue—as in archaeology in general—
from those cases that are certain to those that are less so. In this situation, the
individual labeled szpas in their own small separate shrines placed near the main
shrine at Bedsa and Kanheri, the clearly labeled st#pas in the ordered monastic
cemeteries at Bhaja and Kanheri, and the multiple labeled deposits in StZpa no.
2 at Safici—all have considerable indexical or typological importance. They
establish the important fact that 4// secondary stipas at monastic sites situated
in small separate shrines near the main stiZpa or in ordered groups away from
the hub of the complex or that contain multiple deposits are—in every case in
which they are /abeled and it can therefore be determined—mortuary stipas of
the local monastic dead. In light of this, it would seem that unless, and until
there is evidence to the contrary forthcoming, we are obliged to assume that
those stigpas found at monastic sites that are similar, but not actually labeled,
are also stdpas of the local monastic dead. On this basis, we may be able to
identify a considerable number of additional szZpas of this category.

We may note, for example, using Nagaraju’s numbers, that Cave 1 at Bedsa,
and Caves 2¢, 2d, and 2e at Kanheri are all—like the shrines of Gobhuti at
Bedsa and Dhammapala at Kanheri—excavations grouped around the main
caitya-hall at their respective sites; they are all small chambers; they all contain
a single stpa.”> If these are not mortuary st#pas for the local monastic dead like
those of Gobhuati and Dhammapila, they have no readily explicable function.
We may note as well that, at both cave and structural sites, there are groups of
unlabeled small st#pas that look remarkably like the labeled monastic cemeteries
at Bhaja and Kanheri.

Among the Western Caves, Sudhagarh provides an early example. Here, in
“a large low-roofed cell,” Kail found a group of eight stiipas ranging in height
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from three-and-one-half to four-and-one-half feet. Without citing his evidence
or good illustration, Kail said these “are not devotional st@pas but are funerary
mounds, the relics . . . of a Buddhist saint being enshrined in a hollow receptacle
in the square abacus.”’® Nadsur also provides a good example. In Cave 3—which
measures thirty-four by twenty feet—there are twelve st@pas differing somewhat
in size, form, and type of construction, making it virtually certain that they
were neither cut nor constructed at the same time. In fact, four of these stipas
were structural, and, in the most complete of these, Cousens found “a handful
of old rice husks, and about as much grey ash.””” We might cite Pitalkhora as
a final example from the caves. At Pitalkhor3, on the side of the ravine opposite
the main caityagrba and the living quarters, Deshpande describes a cluster of
four excavations, all of which contain at least one small stZpa and one of which
contains three, again dating to different periods. None of this cluster of small
stipas are well preserved, but in at least one, Deshpande noted “two holes,” one
with “a ledge . . . to receive a cover,” that—in analogy with similar still-plugged
holes containing relics in the st@pa of his Cave 3—could only have been used
to hold mortuary deposits.”®

There are no inscriptions associated with these s#Zpas at Sudhagarh or Nadsur
or Pitalkhora, but at all of these sites, we seem to see a number of common
characteristics. In so far as we can tell from the reports, there is evidence at all
three sites that these were mortuary st@pas. At all three sites, these stZpas had
been placed together in orderly groups over more or less long periods of time.
In so far as we can tell—and this is particularly clear at Pitalkhora—these groups
were situated well away from the public areas of their complexes. All three
cases—in analogy with similar but inscribed and, therefore, certain cases at Bhaja
and Kanheri—can only have been, it seems, cemetery shrines for the local
monastic dead. This same kind of argument could be made for several structural
sites as well.

This argument could be made for Bhojpur, for example, where at least fifty
small stizpas whose mortuary character is strikingly evident—large deposits of
bones being found in several—are placed together away from the hub of the
complex in a way that parallels the placement of the local monastic dead in the
cemeteries of the Western Caves and, significantly, at the structural site at
Safici.’”? It could be made for the orderly rows of mortuary stZpas at Guntupalle
in Andhra, which Longhurst long ago suggested could represent “the ruined
tombs of monks who died” at the site.?” It could be made for the area “to the
east and north-east of monastery 19” at Sravasti, which “seems to have been
specifically utilized for the erection of stapas.”®' It could, as well, be made in
regard to the still-curious orderly arrangement of secondary st#pas at Lauriya
Nandangarh, whose mortuary character is again clear and whose Buddhist affilia-
tion now seems sure.”” All of these sites—and a number of others—have all or
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several of the characteristics that define inscribed and, therefore, certain monastic
cemetery shrines, and this would suggest that they too belong to this category.

It is, however, not just individual labeled shrines or labeled monastic cemeter-
ies that have uninscribed parallels. The certain cases of the deposition of the
mortuary remains of a number of local monks together in a single stipa at Safici,
Sonari, and Andher argue well for Longhurst’s interpretation of che deposits he
discovered in at least two st@pas at Nagarjunikonda. Longhurst found in the
spaces created by the “spokes” and crosswalls of the foundations of his St#pa no.
4 “twelve water-pots covered with inverted food bowls ... together with six
large begging-bowls . . . placed on the floor of the chamber near the other vessels.
The pots were in small groups of three or four and filled with a mixture of bone
ash and fine red earth.” By itself, in a separate space, he also found a distinctively
shaped “globular” pot inside of which was a silver “casket” that contained in
turn “a tiny gold reliquary.” Longhurst suggests that this szzpa “was built to
contain the remains of twelve monks and the ashes of some important divine”
from the monastery in front of which it stands. In his St#pa no. 5, Longhurst
again discovered six “water-pots and bowls” of the same form and content, and
again suggested that this st#pa too “was erected to contain the remains of monks
or priests” belonging to its associated monastery.®’

None of the deposits in the two st#pas at Nagarjunikonda were labeled, and
Longhurst does not cite the Safici, Sonari, and Andher deposits that are. The
latter sites, however, establish a sure precedent for the deposition of the mortuary
remains of a number of local monks together in a single st4pa, and they indicate
again that, until we have equally sure evidence or examples to the contrary, we
must assume—even in the absence of inscriptions—these st#pas at Nagarjuni-
konda also contained, as Longhurst suggested, the remains of the local monastic
dead. The same may apply as well to other instances. At Sravasti, for example,
Marshall discovered in the northeast corner of a very early stZpa three “earthen
jars . .. filled,” he says, “with a mixture of sand and clay.”®*

To round out the range of the possible, we might cite several examples in
which there are neither associated inscriptions nor parallels with such inscriptions,
but that nevertheless have been interpreted as possible szzpas for the local monastic
dead. For instance, in referring to the still badly reported Ghositaraima monastery

at Kau§ambi, Ghosh has said:

the portion presently excavated contained the foundations of a large number
of small stdpas and pavements with numerous roughly circular postholes.
[t appears that ordinary monks were memorialized by the erection of small
pillars, their relics being buried in earthen pots in the floors adjoining the

small stzpas.®’
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In vibaras at Taxila, Kalawan, and Mohra Moradu, Marshall found small stizpas
built in what originally could only have been the living quarters of individual
monks. He suggested that these st#pas were funeral monuments intended “as
memorials to signalise the sanctity of the cell where some specifically holy bhikshu
had lived and died,” that these st#pas “probably” contained the ashes of these
monks, or “doubtless contained the bodily relics” of a former resident.®

It would appear, then, that the list of certain, probable, and possible monastic
sites for which there is evidence for the permanent housing or enshrinement of
the local monastic dead is already a long one: Safici, Sonari, Andher, Mathura,
Bedsa, Kanheri, Bhaja, Amaravati, Sudhagarh, Nadsur, Pitalkhora, Bhojpur,
Guntupalle, Sravasti, Lauriya Nandangarh, Nagarjunikonda, Kausambi, Taxila,
Kalawan, and Mohra Moradu. This list—which is nothing more than preliminary
and provisional—is startling if for no other reason than it reflects only what a
superficial survey has turned up in reports of explorations and excavations that
were almost completely unconcerned with, and uninformed about, the treatment
of the local monastic dead. A good deal could be said about early archaeological
methods in India and the character of the published reports, much of which
would not be kind. One matter, however, is clear: Buddhist historical archaeology
in India was from the beginning—and to a large degree remains—text bound.*’
Unfortunately, the texts that were, and to some degree continue to be, the best
known are coming more and more to be seen as the least representative and—at
least as they were interpreted—Iless-than-sure guides to actual practice.®® This
meant, of course, that investigators of Buddhist monastic sites often did not
know what to look for or did not recognize what they were seeing. Since, for
example, it was taken on good scholarly authority that “the Vinaya" contained
no rules governing the disposal of the monastic dead,® it is hardly surprising
that no attempt was made to survey sites for evidence of such practices. What
is, however, surprising is that especially the early investigators sometimes actually
noted such evidence, and in some cases accurately identified it for what it was.
It is still more surprising that, in spite of the lack of anything even approaching
a systematic attempt to locate evidence for the treatment of the monastic dead,
our list of sites for which there is such evidence—however casually or incidentally
reported—is as long as it is. Had there been any attempt to locate such evidence,
it is reasonable to assume our list would have been far longer.

But this list is impressive not just by its length. It contains a considerable
number of early sites and several of the earliest sites that we have certain
knowledge of (SaiicT, Sonari, Andher, Bhaja, Bhojpur, Pitalkhora); it includes
some of the main Buddhist sites referred to in nikayalagama literature (Sravasti,
Kausambi); it includes sites from the South (Amaravati, Guntupalle, Nagarjuni-
konda), from the West (Bedsa, Kanheri, Sudhagarh, Nadsur, etc.), from the
Northwest (Taxila, Kalawan, Mohra Moradu), from Central India (Safict, Sonart,
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etc.), and from the Buddhist heartland. In short, this list testifies to a preoccupa-
tion with permanently housing or enshrining the local monastic dead that was
very early and very widespread geographically.

Again, if nothing else, this preoccupation with local monks forces us toward
a long-overdue recognition of the limited character of the so-called great tradition,
and an acknowledgment of the potential significance of the purely local in actual
Buddhist communities. In an interesting sociological study of the monasteries
and modern monks of Bhubaneswar, Miller and Wertz found that when people
were asked to name a “holy man,” by far the greatest number of them (38.2
percent) named contemporary ascetics in the local community. Only 11.3 percent
named historical religious figures such as the Buddha, Guru Nanak, or Sankara.?’
These figures must, at least, remind us of the distinct possibility that, whereas
we tend to locate the “holy” almost exclusively in major historically known
Indian religious men, actual Indian communities—including monastic commu-
nities—may never have done so. In fact, the mere existence of the architecturally
marked presence of the local monastic dead in so many Buddhist monastic
complexes already suggests that those who lived in such complexes located the
holy at least as often in purely local figures as they did in pan-Buddhist figures
such as the Buddha or Sariputra and Maudgalyayana. We are, moreover, already
able to say a little more about who or what these local figures were, and
about the individuals or groups who were preoccupied with preserving their
permanent presence.

Information regarding the individual local monks whose remains were pre-
served at Buddhist monastic sites is, of course, limited to what is contained in
the inscriptions and labels associated with their sz#pas or the deposits of their
relics. In some cases, there are indications of a monk’s place of origin or residence,
but, in all cases, the individual monk involved is given an ecclesiastical title or
a title indicative of his religious practice and status or both. It is, however,
almost immediately obvious that these titles—whether ecclesiastical or reli-
gious—are not, until very late, elaborate. There is little indication that these
individuals were “great saints,” at least in terms of what we might have expected
from textual descriptions of religious achievements.”' Nor is there much indica-
tion that they were high ecclesiastics or “pontiffs.” Grahadasika in the Mathura
record is simply called a bhiksu, a monk. Dhammapala at Kanheri, and all the
monks in the Bhaja cemetery, are referred to only as “Elders” (thera) and given
the title “Reverend” (bhadanta). The monks whose remains were deposited in
Stipa no. 2 at Safict may be referred to collectively as vznayakas, which should mean
“guide, leader, trainer, or discipliner,” but it may be an alternative expression for
vinayadhara, “preserver of the vinaya,” ot “vinaya master.” However, only one of
the monks is individually so-called; two are called are, but the significance of
this term is unclear. Most scholars have taken it to be equivalent to arbar,
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although that is not likely.”?> The term arbat occurs in the Prakrit inscriptions
of Central India not infrequently as arabata, araba, ariba, ardha, but never as
ara. Ara could, in fact, just as easily be from drya, although the common form
of @rya in these same inscriptions is #yz.”> One of these monks is also called an
acarya and one is called an arevasin, “pupil.” Most significantly, however, a// of
these monks are individually referred to as sapurisa, and, in eight out of the ten
individual labels, that is all that they are called. At Sonari, too, sapurisa is the
only religious title that occurs in the four labels; and at Andher, although one
individual is again called a “pupil” and another a pabhdsana or “luminary,” both
are called sapurisa, and the two other individuals named there are called only
that. The one quality, then, that all of these monks had in common—in addition
to the fact that their remains had been enshrined in a set of Central Indian
stiipas—was classification as a sapurisa. Unfortunately, what such a classification
meant is not very clear. Sapurisa in Pali seems to mean little more than “a good,
worthy man” and is cited as “equal to ariyz”;>* in Sanskrit sources too, it is said
to mean literally a “worthy or true man.” Edgerton says that “they are evidently
a lay category” and that “the term satpurusa may include monks.”” Although
the monk in our Amaravati umbrella inscription may have a title (-pabhibin)
that may be related to one of the titles that occurs at Andher (-pabhdsana), and
although he is also referred to as an @rya, the title sapurisa occurs neither in this
inscription nor in any of the other inscriptions or labels associated with the local
monastic dead. It seems to reflect a purely local classification and—ar the very
least—one which has no demonstrable connection with canonical or textual
definitions of religious achievement or “sainthood.” In fact, only two of the early
inscriptions connected with the local monastic dead contain references to a
distinct type of religious practitioner recognized by the textual tradition. In
Amaravati no. 103, Nagasena is called a pendavatika. a “mendicant monk,” and
in the st7pa inscription from Bedsa, Gobhiuti is called both a pedaparika and an
aranaka, a “forest-dweller,” as well. Both pindapatika and Granyaka are, of course,
known in the literature, primarily as two of the twelve or thirteen dhutangas or
dbutagunas. But the status and value placed on these “ascetic practices”—
especially in Pali sources—are less than clear. The Pali Text Society Dictionary, for
example, refers to a passage that occurs twice in the Parivira “deprecating such
practices,” and says that each of the dbutangas is “an ascetic practice not enjoined
in the Vinaya.” It notes as well that “the Milinda devotes a whole book (chap.
VI) to the glorification of these 13 dbutangas,” but says “there is no evidence
that they were ever widely adopted.” That there was a certain amount of ambiva-
lence toward these practices in at least some of the literary sources seems fairly
sure, and it appears that nowhere were they considered obligatory or an integral
part of the career of the arbat. It is therefore curious that they, and they alone,
find mention in Buddhist epigraphs that refer to significant individuals in actual
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communities.”® What is perhaps even more significant, however, is what is absent
in these epigraphs. Nowhere in these early inscriptions that refer to local monks
whose remains were treated like those of the Buddha is there any reference to
the classical textual definitions of Buddhist “sainthood,” no certain references
to arbats or any of the levels of spiritual attainment associated with or preliminary
to this ideal. There are, in fact, no indications—apart from references to pindapati-
kas or granyakas—that canonical or textual definitions of religious achievement
or “sainthood” ever penetrated actual early monastic communities in India, no
indications in these records that they were known at all.

The absence of such indications in early records connected with the local
monastic dead is in itself striking. But it is even more so in light of the fact
that such indications are frequently found—in spite of what might have been
expected—in the latest series of such inscriptions, long after, one might have
thought, the arbat ideal had lost its predominant place. It is not until the sixth
or seventh century, and even then only at Kanheri, that we find in records
associated with the local monastic dead certain references to arbats—seven of
the eight Kanheri labels published by Gokhale in 1985 refer to monks who
are called arbats—and to characteristics associated with textual definitions of
“sainthood”: tevija, sadabhijiiana, anagamin, etc. This situation is, again, not what
might have been expected, and deserves fuller study. But it would appear, at
the very least, that we have here yet another case indicating that we need
not—and probably should not—assume that the presence of an idea in a canonical
Buddhist text necessarily means that that same idea was current in accual Bud-
dhist communities. The two need not—and probably often did not—have any
necessary connection, chronological or otherwise. Our inscriptions, for example,
suggest that the significance of the individual local monks whose remains were
carefully and permanently preserved at early monastic sites was not linked to
their having achieved the religious ideals articulated in what are taken to be
early texts; such a linkage occurs, in fact, only later, long after we think those
early texts were composed. Although it would lead too far afield to discuss it
here, it is also at least worth noting that nowhere in these inscriptions—even
very late and at Kanheri—is there the slightest hint or trace of the religious
ideals we associate with the Mahayina. When we do finally encounter textual
definitions of the ideal, they are definitions articulated in traditions firmly rooted
in the nikayas and dgamas, and show no influence of the Mahayana Sitras,
even though a very large number of the latter seem to have been composed
long before.””

If, then, epigraphical data tell us something about the local monks for whom
stapas were raised and whose remains were preserved in early India, if these tell
us that such monks were not thought—until very late—to have been arbars,
but are instead said to be theras or bbadantas or, sometimes, pindapatikas, these
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same materials also tell us something, finally, about the people who made
considerable efforts to ensure the permanent presence of those theras and bhadantas
in their midst, who established, honored, and adored the structures that housed
them. Our best information concerning these matters comes, perhaps, from Stapa
no. 2 at SaficT.

Among the labels found on the deposits in $t#pa no. 2 at Saiici there is, as
we have seen, one donative inscription. Majumdar reads the latter as: kzkanava-
pabhasa-siha(n}i dana, and translates it: “the gift of the pupils of the Light of
Kakanava”—"“the Light of Kakanava” being the monk and sapurisa Gotiputa
mentioned also in an Andher label. If Majumdar’s reading and interpretation

are correct, then so too must be his conclusion:

It may, therefore, be concluded that the casket on which this inscription
occurs was the gift of the disciples of Gotiputa, the Kzkanava-pabhasa. It
is highly probable that the other three caskets, which do not bear any
donative inscription but were deposited along with this one in the stone
box, were likewise contributed by the same persons.”®

Although Majumdar’s derivation of what he reads as siha from Sanskrit fziksa
is not entirely free of problems,” his interpretation of the record appears to be
the most satisfying to date, and it suggests that the deposition of the monastic
remains in Stpa no. 2 at SaficT was the result of monastic endeavors. But even
if this suggestion cannot be taken as entirely certain, even if some doubt might
remain concerning the donors of the deposit itself, there can be no doubt that
the structure that housed this deposit was disproportionately paid for by monks
and nuns. There are ninety-three donative records connected with $t4pa no. 2
at SaficT in which the status of the donor is clear, and which record the gifts of
coping stones, crossbars, rail-pillars, pavement slabs, and berm and stairway
balustrades. Forty-four of these inscriptions record the gifts of monks (twenty-
eight) and nuns (sixteen), and eight more the gifts of pupils (antevasin) of monks
and nuns.'® This means that well over half of the donors who contributed to
the construction and adornment of this stZpa of the local monastic dead were
monks and nuns, some of whom were sutamtika, “versed in the Suttantas,” and
bhanakas, “reciters (of the Dharma).” Unless one would want to argue that monks
and nuns made up more than half of the population in the area around SaficT,
it would appear that monks and nuns not only made up an absolute majority
of the donors concerned with S#7pa no. 2, but that their numbers were dispropor-
tionately large in light of the fact that they almost certainly constituted only a
small percentage of the local population; Safici, after all, was very near “the
famous and populous city of Vidi§a” and, perhaps, a “nodal point” on an important
commercial route between Andhra and the north.!®! It should, therefore, have
had a large lay catchment area.
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It is unfortunate that we do not have comparably rich data for other stapas
of the local monastic dead. But what data we do have point very much in the
same direction. We know, for example, that the stZpa of Gobhiiti at Bedsa was
“caused to be made” by the monk-pupil of Gobhati. It is also virtually certain
that the st7pa of Grahadasika atc Mathura was erected either by a monk or by a
group of monks who resided in the Vinda Monastery. The labeled stapas in the
monastic cemeteries at both Bhaja and Kanheri could have been erected and
maintained only—almost certainly—by the monks of their respective establish-
ments. Had they had individual “donors,” it is reasonable to assume that those
donors would have been named—as they are at Bedsa, Mathura, and else-
where—in their associated inscriptions. But no donors are mentioned. Moreover,
the labels at Kanheri especially could only have been written by persons familiar
with the textual, technical definitions of “sainthood,” and this too would suggest
monks. Even in the case of the uninscribed stZpas, it is difficult to avoid the
conclusion that the monks themselves were responsible for the deposit of the
remains of what appear to be local monastic dead. At Nagarjunikonda, for
example, neither StZpa nos. 4 nor 5 were the main st@pas at the site. Both appear
to have been the private szpas of the monasteries with which they are closely
and physically associated. Again, it is unlikely that anyone but the monks could
have established and maintained the orderly groups of st@pas at, for example,
Sudhagarh and Nadsur. Moreover, and much more broadly, there is evidence to
indicate that, from the very beginning, construction activities at monastic sites
were—not surprisingly—under the supervision and control of specifically desig-
nated monks, and that, as a consequence, what we see at such sites is the reflection
of monastic choices and monastic values. Already at Bharhut and Sonari, at
Amaravati, Nagarjunikonda, Kanheri, and so on, we find evidence for the presence
of navakammikas, monks “appointed by the Chapter as a superintendent of the

192 Njammasch has, in fact, gone some ways toward showing

building operations.
that “Der navakammika war offenbar eine wichtige Personlichkeit in der Struktur
der indischen buddhistischen Kloster.”'"* The earliest navakammika that we have
reference to is Isipalita at Bharhut, and he appears to have been by no means
an average monk: in addition to being a “Superintendent of Works,” he is also
called a bhadanta, an drya, and a “Reciter (of Dharma)” (bhanaka);'™ at Amaravari,
the Navakammika Budharakhita is called both a thera and a bhadanta—rthar is
to say, he belonged to the same class as did so many of the monks for whom

105 ar Nagarjunikonda, the three navakammikas mentioned in

stapas were built;
the Second Apsidal Temple Inscription F are all called theras, the monk responsible
for the construction of the cetiya and vibara referred to in Detached Pillar
Inscription H is called “the Master, the Great Preacher of the Law, the Thera
Dhammalgholsa” (acariyena mabadhammakathik{e}na dbanma(gho}sa-therena anu-

thitam), and the Mahdcetiya was said to have been brought to completion by “the



An Old Inscription and the Cult of the Monastic Dead 191

Reverend Ananda, who knows the Digha- and the Majjhima-nikayas by heart”
(digha-mafhima-nikaya-dbarena  bhajamtanadena  nithapitam).'®® Monks—and
oftentimes learned monks—supervised and controlled building activities at
monastic sites; they determined, it would appear, what was and what was not
built and where it was to be placed. Their choices and their values are, again,
what we see expressed at Buddhist monastic sites. These monastic choices and
monastic values have almost certainly determined the presence—whether they
are inscribed or not—of the st@pas of the local monastic dead at so many sites
in India.

Although the evidence that we have primarily points directly and indirectly
to monastic initiative for the deposition of the remains of the local monastic
dead and the establishment of permanent structures to house them, and although
this same evidence suggests that monks would have been predominantly preoccu-
pied with and active in any cult of the local monastic dead, there is, as well,
some evidence to indicate that the laity were not entirely excluded. The Amaravati
umbrella inscription, for example, records the gift of an upasika or “lay-sister”
to the stipa of a local monk, although the stipa itself seems, obviously, already
to have been in existence.'®” At Kanheri, however, “the st#pa of the Elder, the
Reverend Dhammapala” is explicitly said to be “the religious gift of Sivapalita-
nika, the wife of the treasurer Dhamanaka.”!’® In addition to these records, there
are the donative inscriptions from S##pa no. 2 at Safci that also reveal lay
participation in activity connected with the local monastic dead. But that partici-
pation at Safici, as everywhere else, seems to have been overshadowed by that
of the monks. The place and participation of the laity in activity connected with
the local monastic dead seems everywhere to have been restricted, and chis, in
turn, may be reflected in the literature.

Conflict—potential or actual—is a consistent theme in literary accounts of
the deposition of the Buddhist dead. The War of the Relics, never actually
launched, is an established element of the accounts of the death of the Buddha.'"”
Ananda’s death and the deposition of his remains also takes place in a context
marked by the threat of war between competing claimants for his remains.''"
But the conflict over the remains of Sariputra may be of particular interest.
Although the only canonical Pali account of the death of Sariputra has either
suffered—or been intentionally altered—in transmission, still it is clear from
the Samyutta-nikaya account that the collection and preservation of Sariputra’s
remains was thought to have been an exclusively monastic affair.''’ The account
of these same events in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya, however, presents a much
more complicated situation.''? Although, here too, the initial collection of Saripu-
tra’s remains was undertaken by a monk, and they were taken possession of by
the Elder Ananda, another monk, in this account, the monastic claim to exclusive
possession and access is challenged by the wealthy layman Anacthapindada. He
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approaches Ananda and asks for the remains, but Ananda flatly refuses. This
conflict between the monastic and lay claims then has to be mediated by the
Buddha himself, who initially seems to favor Anathapindada, and instructs
Ananda to hand over the remains. But that the redactors of this version did not
see this either as a happy solution or as signaling the end of monastic control seems
apparent from what follows: Anathapindada takes the remains and enshrines them
in his own house, but this only restricts access to these relics in another way.
People come to Anathapindada’s house, but find the door locked. They complain
to the Buddha, who, as a result, indicates that st#pas for deceased monks—
although they might be erected by laymen—have to be erected within the
confines of the monastery.

Although this quick summary does not do justice to the text, a text which
deserves to be translated in full, it at least suggests that its author assumed or
asserted the priority of an exclusive monastic claim to the remains of the monastic
dead; it suggests that that claim at some point had been challenged, and that
the monastic response to the challenge had been, at best, ambivalent: it allowed
lay participation and involvement, but it restricted it to the confines of the
monastery and indicated that lay participation was to be governed by monas-
tic rules.

The account of the deposition of the remains of Sariputra in the Malasarvasti-
vada-vinaya is—in so far as we can now tell-—only a story; as such, it can only
tell us what its compiler or redactor thought or wanted his intended audience
to think. The same applies, as well, to the accounts in the Pali Uddna and
Apadana in which the Buddha is presented as directing monks, and monks alone,
to perform the funeral and build a st#pa for a deceased fellow monk, or to the
account in the Pali Vinaya concerning a group of nuns doing the same for one
of their deceased members.!'* As of now there is, of course, no way to relate any
of these geographically unlocalizable and largely undatable documents directly to
any of our sites. The most that we can say is it appears that all of the compilers
or redactors of these stories assumed or asserted that concern for the local monastic
dead was originally and primarily a concern of monks and nuns, that the laity,
if they were involved at all, were thought, or directed to be, only secondarily,
even tangentially, involved. This assumption or assertion, moreover, would appear
to have been widespread.

These and other passages from the canonical literature deserve to be much
more carefully studied for what they can tell us about attitudes and ideas
concerning the local monastic dead that various authors or redactors atcributed
to the Buddha. It is, however, very likely that they will not tell us very much,
and this, perhaps, gives rise to the broadest generalization that we can make.
The epigraphical and archaeological material we have looked at—although it
too requires much fuller study—already tells us some important things about
the limitations of our literary sources. We know from the epigraphical and
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archaeological sources, not only that the remains of the /oca/ monastic dead were
housed in permanent structures that paralleled structures used to house the
remains of the Buddha, but we know too that the relationship between the /oca/
dead and the structures that housed their remains was expressed exactly as was
the relationship between the “dead” Buddha and his stZpa—that, in both cases,
the structure was said to be “of ” or “for” the person, not “of " or “for” his remains.
We know that there was little, if any, chronological gap between st#pas for the
Buddha and st#pas for the loca/ monastic dead; that a considerable amount of
effort and expenditure went toward ensuring the continuing presence of deceased
purely local/ monks in their respective communities; that the remains of /ocal
monks were deposited in separate shrines near the main st#pa of some sites, or
that the remains of several /oca/ monks were deposited together in a single stizpa.
or—most commonly—in ordered groups of individual st#pas placed away from
the central hub of the complex. We know that there were /oca/, perhaps regional,
definitions of “sainthood,” and that the status of bbhadanta or thera appears to
have had more than merely ecclesiastical significance in actual communities; that
the preoccupation with the /oca/ monastic dead was primarily and predominantly
a monastic concern and activity. Finally—and perhaps most importantly—we
know that these conceptions and practices concerning the /oce/ monastic dead
were certainly current at Safici, Sonari, Andher, Mathura, Amaravati, Bhaja,
Bedsa, and Kanheri, and probably at a dozen or more widely separated actnal
sites, and that such activity was not only widespread, but in most cases very
early. We know all of this from epigraphical and archaeological material.

But almost none of this could have been clearly perceived, precisely under-
stood, or even known from our canonical sources for the simple reason that all
of it took place at a Jocal level in actual monastic communities, and our canonical
sources know nothing of—or say nothing about—the vast majority of the actual
local sites at which we know early monastic Buddhism was practiced. There is,
moreover, for the vast majority of such sites, no evidence that the canonical
sources we know were known or used by the communities that lived there. These
sources have, in this sense, no direct documentary value at all. If the study of
Indian Buddhism is ever to be anything other than a study of what appears to
be an idealizing and intentionally archaizing literature, if it is ever to deal
directly with how this religion was actually practiced in actual local monasteries,
these facts will have to be fully confronted, however uncomfortable that might be.
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CHAPTER X

On Avoiding Ghosts and
Social Censure

Monastic Funerals in the
Miilasarvastivada-vinaya

FUNERAL RITES and burial practices in Indian Buddhist monasteries have received
very little scholarly attention. This is perhaps because such rites and practices,
like those in so many other religious traditions, call clearly into question the
degree to which purportedly official and purportedly central doctrines were
known to the members of actual Buddhist monastic communities, or, if known,
the degree to which they had actual impact on behavior. This may be particularly
annoying to modern scholars of Buddhism because they seem to like official
literary doctrine and seem to want to think—in spite of the apparent absence
of good evidence—that it somehow had importance beyond a narrow circle of
scholastic specialists. It is, however, perhaps more certainly true that certain
statements made by early and good scholars did little to direct attention toward
such rites and practices. Oldenberg, as early as 1881, said “. . . the Vinaya texts
are nearly altogether silent as to the last honours of deceased monks. To arrange
for their cremation was perhaps committed to the laity.”! T. W. Rhys Davids
went even further only eighteen years later. “Nothing is known,” he said, “of
any religious ceremony having been performed by the early Buddhists in India,
whether the person deceased was a layman, or even a member of the order. The
Vinaya Pitaka, which enters at so great length into all details of the daily life
of the recluses, has no rules regarding the mode of treating the body of a
deceased Bhikkhu."?

That such statements would not have encouraged further research would
hardly be surprising. If, too, they were entirely correct, there would be litcle
need for it. But they are not. There are at least two things wrong with statements
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of this kind. First of all, both Oldenberg and Rhys Davids—Ilike so many scholars
still—axiomatically assumed that evidence for Buddhist practices can only be
found in texts, that texts and texts alone reflect what actually occurred. It does
not seem to matter that there was and is clear epigraphical and archaeological
evidence that proves that Buddhist monastic communities at Safici, Sonari,
Andher, and Bhojpur, at Bhaja, Bedsa, and Kanheri, at Amaravati and Mathura
were concerned—even preoccupied—with ritually depositing and elaborately
housing the remains of at least some of the local monastic dead. It does not
seem to matter that a good deal of this evidence was available long before either
Oldenberg or Rhys Davids were writing, or that a good deal of it dates to the
earliest period of Buddhist monasticism of which we have cerrain knowledge.’
But even if we put aside—as we must here—this epigraphical and archaeological
evidence,® the fact remains that both Oldenberg’s and Rhys Davids’ statements
are still distortive. Both refer to “the Vinaya,” which meant for them, as it still
means for many, only the Pali Vinaya. We now know, however, that the Pali
Vinaya, in fact the Pili canon as a whole, is—in Norman’s words—"a translation
from some earlier tradition, and cannot be regarded as a primary source,” that
in some cases the Pali Vinaya is “markedly inferior” to the other Vinayas, and
in some cases appears decidedly later.” Moreover, Csoma’s analysis of the Tibetan
'dul ba, published almost fifty years before Oldenberg, contained enough in
summary form to make it clear that if the Pali Vinaya as we have it had “no
rules regarding the mode of treating the body of a deceased Bhikkbu.” the
Malasarvastivada-vinaya did.® Rockhill’s extracts from the same Vinaya, which
were published only two years after Oldenberg and six years before Rhys Davids,
should have put this beyond all doubt.’

This Malasarvastivada material was, and has remained, largely ignored while
Oldenberg’s, and especially Rhys Davids’, assertions—although demonstrably
distorted, if not entirely wrong—have come to be taken as established fact.
Kane, for example, in his influential History of Dbarmasastra, simply paraphrases
Rhys Davids’ remarks concerning the Buddhist treatment of their dead.® This
clearly will not do, and the Milasarvastivida material—available in part in
Sanskrit in the Gilgit Manuscripts,” in part in a partial and far-from-perfect
Chinese translation,'® and in its entirety in the Tibetan Kanjur—needs to be
brought into the discussion. There have already been limited and partial attempts
to do this, notably by de La Vallée Poussin.!! What follows, I hope, is a more
concerted attempt to be added to those that have gone before though it remains
very much in the category of the tentative: it is based on a far-from-full familiarity
with two Vinayas; it does not take into account the important monastic codes
preserved in Chinese (but I hope might stimulate others to do so); it does not
solve—but, in fact, exiles to the forest of footnotes or ignores—numerous lexical,
terminological, and textual problems encountered in these legalistic codes; it
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merely suggests and does not necessarily establish some possible lines of interpre-
tation that might or might not prove fruitful. It does, I think, make more fully
available some interesting data.

There are literally dozens of references to the death of a local monk in both
the Pali Vinaya and the Vinaya of the Malasarvastivadins, but the bulk of these
in both Vinayas occur in what at first sight might seem an unlikely place. In
both Vinayas, the death of a local monk is treated most fully in their respective
“section on robes or robe-material” (Civara-vastu, Civarakkbandhaka). The expla-
nation for this, however, seems to be that the death of a local monk raised for
the vinaya masters one of the same problems that death in almost every commu-
nity, whether secular or religious, raises: the problem of property and inheritance.
Since the “robe” was one of the primary pieces of personal property that belonged
to a monk, and since inheritance might be an important means by which other
monks might acquire robes, it is only natural that the disposition of a deceased
monk’s property would be discussed together with the other means of legitimately
acquiring robes and the rules governing such acquisition. In the Pali Crvarakkhan-
dbaka, inheritance of a monk’s property is neither heavily legislated nor encum-
bered. The formal rules are kept to a minimum. Typical is the first promulgation
in this regard: two monks tend to a sick monk who dies. They take the deceased
monk’s robe and bowl and report his death to the Buddha. The latter says:

Monks, the Order is the owner of the bowl and robes of a monk who passed
away. But truly those who tend the sick are of great service. I allow you,
monks, to give through the Order the three robes and the bow! to those
who tended the sick.'”

The formal procedure is then explained. This relatively simple legislation becomes
more complicated when the property of a dead monk is more extensive, when,
for example, it involves both what the texts call “biens légers” (labu-bhanda,
labu-parikkbara) and “biens lourds” (garu-bhanda, garu-parikkhara)."’ But on the
whole, the Pali Vinaya legislates far fewer situations than does the Malasarvasti-
vada-vinaya and limits itself to the enunciation of a few general principles. The
Miilasarvastivada-vinaya, on the other hand, devotes nearly thirty-five pages to
the disposition of a dead monk’s property, taking pains to make detailed rulings
on a large range of specific situations.'*

There has been a clear tendency to explain differences of this sort in the
vinayas as reflections of differences of chronology, to see an increase in number
and specificity of rules as an indication of later composition. But this explana-
tion—although a favorite of Western scholars—is only one explanation, and a
very narrow one at that. It completely overlooks a number of other equally
possible explanations. For example, what has been taken as a reflection of a
chronological difference may, in fact, reflect “sectarian” differences in legal rigor-
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ism that need not involve any chronological component at all. Looked at in this
light, the Pali rules governing the disposition of a deceased monk’s property
may simply have been loose, if not lax. They would have allowed a fair amount
of ambiguity and leeway for individual judgment. The compilers of the Malasar-
vastivada-vinaya appear to have intended to prevent both situations and to frame
a far stricter and more comprehensive code, a code in which little was left to
an individual's or local community’s discretion. The Malasarvastivada-vinaya
may, then, represent a far stricter rule rather than a later one.

The Milasarvastivada-vinaya also appears to be straightforward about the
kind and range of problems that could have arisen in the distribution of a dead
monk’s property. It contains, for example, the following detailed case about a
monk named Upananda, who had amassed a considerable estate.'> After establish-
ing its right to the estate, which was initially impounded by the King, the
community at Sravasti proceeded to distribute it among its resident monks. But
then the monks from Saketa heard about Upananda’s death and came to claim
a share (asmakam api bhadantopanandakh sabrabmacari. asmakam api tatsantako labbah
prapadyata iti). As a result, the text says: bhiksubhib patayitva taih sardbam punar
api bbajitah, “after having brought (the estate) together again, the monks (of
Sravast) once more divided it together with those (monks from Saketa).” But
this was not the end. Monks from Vaisali, Varanasi, Rajagrha, and Campa came,
and the whole procedure had to be repeated again and again. The situation
reached the point that, according to the text: bhiksavah patayanto bhiajayantas ca
rificanty uddesam patham svadbyayam yogam manasikiaram, “the monks (because
they were always) bringing together and dividing (estates), abandon (their)
instruction, recitation, study, yoga, and mental concentration.”'® The Buddha
is informed of the situation and as a consequence he declares:

pafica karanani labbavibbage. katame pafica. gandr tridandakam caityam
§tlaka fiiaptih paiicakam. yo mrtagandyam akotyamandyam agacchati, tasya
labho deyah. evam tridandake bhasyamane caityavandanayam kriyamanayam
Stlaka(yam ajcaryamandyam. tasmat tarbi bhiksavah sarvam
mytapariskaram jhaptim kytva bhajayitavyam. akopyam bhavisyati.'’

There are five occasions for the distribution of (a deceased monk’s) posses-
sions. Which five? The gong; the Tridandaka; the caitya; the ticket; the
formal motion is the fifth. Who, when the gong for the dead is being
beaten, comes—to him something is to be given. It is the same for when
the Tridandaka is being recited, when the worship of the cairya is being
performed, when tickets are being distributed, {[when a formal motion is
being madel.'® Therefore, then, monks, having made a formal motion
concerning all of the personal belongings of the deceased, they are to be
distributed. It will be a fixed procedure [which is then described}.'
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A passage such as this is an explicit recognition that Buddhist monastic
communities had a wide range of potentially conflicting concerns and preoccupa-
tions, all of which were accepted as legitimate. Notice that concern with the
distribution of a deceased monk’s property is not here—nor in the Pali Civarak-
khandbaka—in itself ever criticized. It is presented as perfectly legitimate. A
problem arises or a situation requiring legislation appears only when that concern
distracts monks or communities from other legitimate concerns. In the present
case, there is no hint that one set of concerns was considered more important
than the other; the problem was to accommodate both. Since there is no legislation
in the Pali Vinaya for the particular situation addressed in this Milasarvastivadin
passage, and yet we know that the kinds of activities involved were known to,
and recognized as legitimate concerns of a monastic community by, the compilers
of the Pali Vinaya, we might be able to see in this Mulasarvastivadin passage
another good example of the consistent tendency on the part of its compilers to
insist on a far stricter and more comprehensive code than was framed in the Pali
Vinaya. Again, chronological considerations need not enter in. It is, finally, also
important to note that this passage presents us with the first direct indication
of the intimate connection in the Crvara-vastu of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya
between the distribution of a deceased monk’s property and what it presents as
the proper performance of his funeral: the first of the accasions for the distribution
mentioned in this passage, and very probably the second and third as well, are—as
we shall see—particular moments in a Milasarvastivadin monastic funeral. We
know—again as we shall see—from a variety of Milasarvastivadin sources that
the sounding of “the gong or bell for the dead” (called variously the mrta-, anta-
or mundika gandt in Sanskrit,” and shi ba'i gandr or gandi mjug (v.\. "jug) med pa
in Tibetan’') was used “pour I'annonce d’une mort” and appears to have signaled
the beginning of the formal funeral proceedings.”> We also know that the
recitation of the “Tridandaka, ?* or giving a recitation of Dbarma (dharmasravanam
dattam),** or of the Dharma connected with the impermanent” (mi rtag pa dang
ldan pa'i chos dag bshad nas),”> ook place at the end of or during the cremation,
and that “worshipping the Stipa or caitya” (mchod rten la phyag 'tshal bar bya'o)
appears to have formally terminated the proceedings as a whole.”®

The moments chosen for the distribution of a dead monk’s property do not
appear to have been arbitrary but appear initially to have been closely linked to
significant moments in his funeral. The order in which they occur also does not
appear to be arbitrary; it seems to reflect a sequence of moments that are
increasingly removed from the moment of death and would appear to involve a
decreasing degree of participation in the funeral activities. He “who, when the
gong for the dead is being beaten, comes” is present and participates from the
very commencement of the funeral. But he who comes “when the worship of
the caitya is performed” need only be present at the end, and he who comes only
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“when a formal motion is being made” need not have been present at all. That
the first moment is first in more than just a numerical sense and involves both
a priority in time and a priority of rights to inherit is virtually certain. If the
distribution takes place at the first moment, there will be no others, and only
those present at that moment could partake in the distribution. Priority of
rights, therefore, seems directly linked to degree of participation in the funeral.
Even if, it is important to note, one might argue that the recitation of the
Tridandaka and “the worship of the caitya” referred to here need not necessarily
refer to moments in the funeral (both activities, as we shall see below, occur in
other contexts as well), still the principle holds: preference and priority are still
given to those individuals “who, when the gong for the dead is being beaten,
come”; there can be no doubt about whether this refers to participation in the
funeral. It is also worth noting that the commencement of the funeral with the
sounding of the gong significantly underlines its communal character; this means
of summons is used only for activities that concern the entire community: it is
used “pour la convocation des moines, . .. I'appel au travail, . . . pour le repas,”
and “pour annoncer un danger.”?’ It is perhaps unnecessary to point out that
by making physical presence at key moments of the funeral the determining
factor in defining who had first rights to participate as a recipient in the
distribution of the estate, the compilers of the M#lasarvistivada-vinaya assured
or reinforced the communal character of the proceedings.

The linkage between the distribution of a deceased monk’s property and
the performance of his funeral is, in fact, a central theme of one of the two
promulgations of rules governing monastic funerals found in the M#lasarvasti-
vdda-vinaya that we will look at here. This promulgation is the least known and
consists of three interlocked texts that mark out individually what appear to
have been considered the important elements of a monastic funeral. They are
now found together, one after the other in the Crvara-vastu. The edition of these
texts published by Dutt is not always satisfactory; although I cite his edition
here, I have inserted in brackets at least the more important “corrections” that
a study of the manuscript itself has indicated are required. Occasionally, I have

also inserted the corresponding Tibetan in parentheses:

L. Sravastyam nidanam. tena kbalu samayendnyatamo bhiksur glano layane
kalagatah. amanugyakesipapannah. ctvarabbajako bbiksus tam layanam
pravestum arabdbah. patracivaram bbajayamiti. sa tivrena paryavasthinena
lagudam adayitthitah kathayati: yavan mam abbinirbaratha {but ms: mamabhi-
nirbarathal tavat patracivaram bbajayatheti (ve zhig kho bo dur khrod du

’

yang ma phyung bar lbung bzed dang gos 'ged par byed dam). sa samtrasto
nigpalayitah.

etat prakaranam bhiksavo bbhagavata arocayanti.
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bhagavan dha: parvam tavan mrto bbiksur abhinirbartavyah; pasiat tasya
patracivaram bbajayitavyam iti.*®

Although the sense of this text is generally clear, it is still not always easy
to arrive at an altogether smooth or satisfying translation. This is in large part
due to the language of the greater part of the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya, to what
Lévi calls “ses étrangetés,” and to its “almost colloquial style.”?® There is, for
example, a heavy reliance on pronouns, and sometimes the same pronominal
form is used in close proximity with two entirely different referents. This,
together with an even more general tendency toward elliptical expression, some-
times requires that a good deal of padding be added to any translation. The
Tibetan translators have sometimes been forced in this direction. Moreover, each
of the texts in this series employs a y@vat . . . tavat construction, the exact sense
of which is neither easy to determine nor easy to render into English, and there
is some disquieting variation. The Tibetan translations—although sufficiently
clear—seem to presuppose a slightly different text as well. Either that, or they
have settled for a far looser translation than usual. With these provisos, the first
text may be translated:

I. The setting was in Sravasti. On this occasion a certain monk, being sick,
died in his cell. He was reborn among the nonhuman beings. The monk
who was the distributor-of-robes started to enter the cell (of the dead monk)
saying “I distribute the bowl and robes.” (But) he (the deceased monk)
appeared there with intense anger wielding a club and said: “When you
perform for me the removal of the body, (only) then do you effect a distribu-
tion of (my) bowl and robe” (Tibetan: “How could one who had not even
carried me out to the cremation ground effect a distribution of (my) robe
and bowl?”).%? He (the distributor-of-robes) was terrified and forced to flee.

The monks ask the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: “Now first the removal of a dead monk is to
be performed. Then his robe and bowl are to be distributed.”

Here we have legislated what appears to be the minimum funereal procedure
that must be effected before any distribution of a dead monk’s property can take
place. This procedure is here expressed by forms of the verb wbbi-nir-\/br. This
verb, or close variants of it with or without the initial #bbi-, is in fact something
of a technical expression for the initial act of funereal procedures described in
a variety of Buddhist sources.”' It also occurs in Jain texts dealing with funerals.
But even when this exact expression is not used, we find a whole series of parallel
expressions—adabanam nitva, Smasanam nitva, tam adaya dabanam gatah, ro bskyal
nas, etc.’*—thar indicate that the removal of the body, undoubtedly ritualized,
was a first and minimal procedure involved in carrying out a monastic funeral
or a funeral of any kind. It would appear, however, that the compilers of the
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Miilasarvastivada-vinaya did not consider this minimum procedure to be necessar-
ily sufficient. After the passage cited above, the second in the series immedi-

ately follows:

1. sravastyam nidanam. tena khalu samayenanyatamo bhiksub kalagatah.
bhiksavas tam abhinirbrtya evam eva Smasane chorayitva vibaram agatah.
ctvarabhajakas tasya layanam pravistah patracivaram bhajayamiti. so
‘manus yakesipapannah; lagudam adayotthitah sa kathayati: yavan mama Sarirapi-
jam kurutha tavat patractvaram bbijayatheti (re 2hig kho bo'i ro la
mchod pa yang ma byas par chos gos dang lhung bzed 'ged par byed dam
2bes).

etat prakaranam bhiksavo bbagavata arocayanti.

bbagavan aha: bbiksubbis tasya pairvam Sarirapija kartavyeti. tatah
pascar patractvaram bbdjayitavyam. esa adinavo {(na} bbavisyatiti (nyes
dmigs 'dir mi 'gyur ro, supporting Dutt’s {na}).**
I1. The setting was in Sravasti. On that occasion a certain monk died. The
monks, having performed the removal of that one(’s body), having simply
thrown it into the burning ground, returned to the vihara. The distributor-
of-robes entered his (the dead monk’s) cell saying “I distribute the bowl
and robe.” He (the dead monk) was reborn among the nonhuman beings.
Wielding a club he appeared (in his cell) and said: “When you perform
the worship of the body for me, (only) then do you distribute (my) bowl
and robe?” (Tibetan: “How could one who had not even performed the
worshipping of my body effect a distribution of (my) robe and bowl?”).

The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: “By the monks the worship of the body for him
(the deceased monk) is first to be performed. After that (his) bowl and robe
are to be distributed. This will (otherwise) be a danger” (Tibetan: “There
would not be in this case a calamity/fault™).

This second text, while indicating that the first procedure was still required,
indicates as well that it might not prove sufficient and provides separate legisla-
tion for what appears to have been considered a second necessary component of
a Malasarvastivadin monastic funeral. This procedure is called here—and in a
considerable number of other places—iar#ra-pija. And this is a term that,
although widely cited, has not been carefully studied and perhaps, has been
misunderstood. It has commonly been taken to refer to the worship of relics,
but I have recently tried to demonstrate “that sarfra-pija—whatever it involved—
took place after the body had been removed and taken to the cremation ground,
but before it was cremated, before there could have been anything like what we
call ‘relics,’. . .” and that it is “fairly certain that farfra-piija involved the ritual
handling or treatment of the body prior to cremation . .."** Not surprisingly,
this second text played a part in that attempted demonstration: it, perhaps better
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than any other passage, points toward what sarira-piija involved by clearly stating
what its opposite was. .farim-pz?jd is presented in our passage as the opposite of,
and correct alternative for “having simply thrown the body into the burning
ground,” or unceremoniously dumping it. That this alternative involved what
we understand by the term “worship” seems unlikely, and, from this point of
view at least, “worship of the body” is undoubtedly not a very good translation
of sarira-piija. 1 have retained it only to maintain some consistency with the way

36 The Pali sources here offer little

in which the term p#ja is generally rendered.
aid. In fact the term sarira-pizsa, although found throughout Mulasarvastivada
literature, is curiously uncommon in Pali canonical literature outside of the
Mabaparinibbana-sutta where it is not impossible that it—Ilike several other lexical
items there—may represent a borrowing from continental Sanskrit sources.’’
Although uncommon as well, a Pali parallel expression may be had in the term
sariva-kicca, but it, too, lacks a precise definition, being defined only as “the
duties of the body, i.e., funeral rites.”*®

We have, then, in these two texts the legislation of two distinct funereal
procedures that appear to have been considered necessary to keep angry ghosts
at bay and to allow the distribution of a dead monk’s property to go forward
unobstructed. These same two procedures, however, are by no means exclusive
to a dead monk’s funeral; they are also components of, for example, the funerals
of the Kings Asoka (... sibikabbir nirbaritva sarirapijam krtvd) and Prasenajit
(... dur kbrod du skyol cig ... 'di't kbhog pa la mchod pa lhag par bya ba),” and,
therefore, do not specifically define a monastic funeral. Something more would
appear to be required, and this is precisely what we find in the third and final
text of this series:

L. sravastyam nidanam. tena kbalu samayeninyatamo bhiksur glano layane
kalagatah. sa bbiksur ddabanam nitva sarirapiijam krtva dagdbab. tato vibaram
dgatah [but ms: dgatdl. civarabbajakas tasya layanam pravistah. sa lagudam
adayotthitah, tat tavan [but ms. clearly na tavan, in this instance agreeing
with Tibetan} mam uddisya dbarmasravanam anuprayacchatha tavac crvarakani
bbajayatheti (re zhig bdag gi ched du chos bsgrags pa ma byas par chos gos rnams
'ged par byed dam).

etat prakaranam bhiksavo bhagavata arocayanti.

bhagavan aha: tam uddisya dbarmasravanam dattva dakgsinam uddisya pascac
civarakani bhajayitavyaniti (de'i ched du chos bsgrags pa dang | de'i ched du yon
bsngo ba byas nas chos gos rnams bgo bar bya'o).*

III. The setting was in Sravasti. On that occasion a certain monk, being
sick, died in his cell. After having brought him to the burning ground,
(and) having performed (for him) the worship of the body, that (deceased)
monk was cremated. After that they (the monks who had performed these
procedures) returned to the vibiara. The distributor-of-robes entered that
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(dead monk’s) cell. He (the dead monk) appeared wielding a club, saying
“You do not yet give a recitation of Dharma for my sake, (but only) then
are you to effect a distribution of my monastic robes” (Tibetan: “How could
one who had not performed a recitation of Dharma for me effect a distribution
of (my) robes?”).

The monks ask the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: “Having given a recitation of Dharma in his
(the deceased’s) name, having directed the reward (to him), after that his
monastic robes are to be distributed.”

In this third and final text of the series, the monks, although they have
performed the removal of the body as well as “the worship of the body,” are still
confronted by the belligerent ghost. He still has not relinquished ownership
rights to his property. For that to happen one further—and, by implication,
final—procedure appears to be required. This procedure is the most distinctively
Buddhist of those so far met and appears to be particularly—perhaps exclu-
sively—associated with monastic funerals. Although, as we have seen, both the
“removal” and “the worship of the body” occur in the descriptions of the funerals
of the Kings Prasenajit and Asoka, there is no reference in either account to a
recitation of Dbharma having been made for their sake or a transfer of the resulting
merit to their account. This stands in clear contrast with what we often find in
the accounts of funerals performed for monks or nuns. In the latter accounts,
there is occasional reference either to a recitation of Dbarma or to the transfer
of merit or both.?! The recitation and the transfer of merit are the last and
apparently sufficient elements of a monastic funeral separately legislated here.
They appear to achieve the definitive separation of the deceased monk from his
property and to allow the distribution of that property to go forward unencum-
bered. It is important to note that the monks who participate in the funeral
generate the merit by giving a recitation of Dharma, and it is the monks who
assign the merit to the deceased. This appears to be a straightforward case of
religious merit being transferred or assigned to one who did not produce it."?
This straightforward transfer of merit is, in fact, characteristic of many parts of the
Miilasarvastivada-vinaya, and this Vinaya contains as well numerous indications of
its compilers’ concerns with making such transfers to several categories of the
dead.*’ There is, however, more here.

It is, of course, not simply the merit itself that allows the distribution of
a dead monk’s property to go forward. It is perhaps more the proper and
complete performance of his funeral by the monks in attendance. The distribution,
therefore, would appear to turn on two points: one, before the property is
unencumbered, before any distribution can take place, a set of ritual procedures
must be performed or a set of ritual obligations owed to the deceased must be
met; two, those who participate in these rituals or in meeting these obligations
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are—as the account of Upananda’s estate makes clear—precisely the same individ-
uals who have a first and prior claim on the estate: “Who, when the gong for
the dead is being beaten, comes—to him something is to be given. ...” It is,
moreover, almost certainly not accidental that the monks who perform or partici-
pate in the dead monk’s funeral are the monks who have the first rights and
opportunities to receive or inherit the deceased’s property. In fact, such an
arrangement would appear to suggest that—at least—these Buddhist monastic
regulations governing the distribution of a dead monk’s property were framed
to conform to, or be in harmony with, classical Hindu laws or Dharmasastric
conventions governing inheritance. In his History of Dharmasastra Kane says, for
example, that “there was a close connection between taking the estate of a man
and performing the rites after death up to the 10th day,” and “that it was
obligatory on everyone who took the estate of another ... to arrange for the
rites after death and sr@ddha.”* The Baudbayana-Pitrmedba-sitra says that “proper
cremation-rites” should be performed not only for one’s mother, father, preceptor,
etc., but also for any “person who leaves inheritance for one, whether he belongs
to one’s gotra or not.”*> This congruency between Buddhist monastic rule and
Hindu law is not only interesting, it is also in striking contrast with the apparent
lack of congruency between the same Vinaya rule and formal Buddhist doctrine.

There can be little question that the promulgation of this set of rules is
based on a belief in an individual “personality” that survives after death. That
“personality,” moreover, was thought to retain an active interest in, and ownership
rights to, his former possessions. The claims of that “person” had to be compen-
sated before any distribution of those possessions could take place. This belief—it
is important to keep in mind—was assumed and articulated by monks in a code
of behavior meant to govern monks. It is not part of some ill-defined lay or
popular Buddhism; it is an element of official monastic Buddhism, and, precisely
for that reason, its seemingly total lack of congruency with the supposedly
fundamencal Buddhist doctrine of the absence of a permanent self is even more
striking. In speaking of the “traditional Buddhism” of the rural highlands of
modern Sri Lanka, Gombrich has said that:

though the doctrine of anatta can be salvaged by the claim that the personal-
ity continuing through a series of births has as much reality as the personality
within one life, prarthana for happy rebirths and the transfer of merit to
dead relatives show that the anatta doctrine has no more affective immediacy
with regard to the next life than with regard to this, and that belief in
personal survival after death is a fundamental feature of Sinhalese Buddhism

in practice.?’

The set of rules governing monastic funerals and inheritance that we have been
looking at suggests the very real possibility that there is nothing new in the
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modern Sri Lankan case. It suggests, as well, the distinct possibility that purport-
edly “fundamental” Buddhist doctrine may not only have had little influence
on lay Buddhist behavior, it may as well have had equally little influence on
even highly educated, literate monks.*® The implications of this possibility are,
of course, far reaching, and there are some equally interesting implications for
our understanding of monastic Buddhism in a second promulgation of rules
concerning monastic funerals found in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya.

Unlike the set of rules for monastic funerals that occur in the Crvara-vastu,
the second promulgation, perhaps because it is preserved as well in Chinese, has
been referred to several times in the scholarly literature. In fact, apart from short
or incidental references, we also have several paraphrases or summaries of the
text: the earliest, perhaps, by Rockhill, based on the Tibetan;* the fullest, based
on the Chinese, by de La Vallée Poussin;’® and the most recent, again based on
the Chinese, by Seidel.’! None of these paraphrases or summaries are, however,
entirely satisfactory from at least one point of view. This text, which is preserved
in Tibetan in the Vinaya-ksudraka-vastu, does not link the proper performance
of a monastic funeral with the distribution of a deceased monk’s property as do
the texts preserved in the Civara-vastu. The text in the Ksudraka-vastu is, rather,
preoccupied with yet another problem that the death of a local monk would
have raised for a Buddhist community. Unlike the Cara-vastu texts, which
appear to respond to the kind of problems that such a death would occasion
within the group—to what might be called “internal problems”—the text in
the Ksudraka-vastu appears to have been intended to respond to the kind of
problems that such a death could occasion between that group and the larger
world that surrounded it and on which it was almost entirely dependent. These
external problems are most fully articulated not so much in the rules themselves
but in the frame story that accounts for their promulgation, and it is this frame
story that has suffered the most in the paraphrases. As a consequence, there are
good reasons for citing here the Tibetan text as a whole. The text I cite is based
on the three Kanjurs available to me: the Derge, Peking, and Tog Palace:*’

sangs rgyas beom ldan 'das mnyan yod na rgyal bu rgyal byed kyi tshal
mgon med zas sbyin gyi kun dga’ ra ba na® bzbugs so /

mnyan yod na kbyim bdag cig® gnas pa des rigs mnyam pa las chung ma
blangs te | de de dang lhan cig ces bya ba nas | bu pho zbig btsas te d¢° btsas®
pa’'i btsas ston zhag bdun gsum nyi shu gcig tu rgya cher byas nas rigs dang
mthun® pa’i ming btags te bsrings bskyed® nas chen por gyur to zhes bya ba'i
bar snga ma bzhin no |

71 tsam dus gzhan zhig na legs par gsungs pa'i chos 'dul ba la rab tu byung
ba dang | de'i kbams ma® mnyam nas na bar gyur te | de rtsa ba dang | sdong
bu dang | me tog dang | 'bras bu'i sman dag gis rim gro byas na ma phan te
dus las 'das so /
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de dge slong dag gis lhung bzed dang bcas | chos gos dang beas par® lam
dang nye ba zbig tu bor ro /

ji tsam na lam de nas bram ze dang kbyim bdag 'gro ba de' dag gis de
mthong ste | de ni' kba cig gis smras pa | shes® ldan dag iakya'i bu' 2hig
dus las 'das so | gzhan dag gis smras pa | tshur sheg™ blta bar bya'o | "de
dag gis mthong nas ngo shes te de dag gis smras pa | shes ldan dag 'di ni
khyim bdag che ge mo'i bu yin te | dge sbyong Sakya'i bu pa mgon med pa
rnams kyi nang du rab tu byung bas gnas skabs 'di ‘dra bar gyur to | 'di dag g
nang du rab tu byung bar ma gyur na de° nye du dag gis 'di rim gro byas
par 'gyur ba zhig |

skabs de becom ldan 'das la dge slong dag gis gsol ba dang | beom ldan
das kyis bka’ stsal pa | dge slong dag de lta bas na gnang gis dge slong shi
ba'i vim gro bya'o | beom ldan 'das kyis dge slong shi ba'i rim gro bya'o zhes
gsungs® pa dang | dge slong dag ji ltar vim gro bya ba mi shes nas | beom
ldan 'das kyis bka’ stsal pa | bsregd bar bya'o |

beom Idan ‘das kyis bsreg par bya'o zhes gsungs pa dang | bcom ldan 'das
la tshe dang ldan pa nye ba ‘khor gyis zbhus pa | btsun pa beom ldan ‘das kyis
Ius 'di la srin bu'i rigs brgyad kbri yod do zhes gang gsungs pa de dag ji lta bu
lags | beom ldan 'das kyis bka’ stsal pa | nye ba" 'khor de skyes® ma thag tu
de dag kyang skye la | shi ba'i tshe de dag kyang 'chi mod kyi ‘on kyang rma'i
580 rnams su brtags te bsreg par bya'o /

beom ldan 'das kyis bsreg par bya'o zhes gsungs' ba dang | shing ma
‘byor nas skabs de beom ldan ‘das la dge slong dag gis gsol ba dang | beom
ldan 'das kyis bka’ stsal pa | chu klung dag tu dor bar bya'o | chu klung med
nas beom ldan ‘das kyis bka' stsal pa | sa brkos te gzhug par bya'o | dbyar kba
sa yang ‘thas la shing yang svog chags can du gyur nas | bcom ldan ‘das kyis
bka' stsal pa | thibs po'i phyogs su mgo byang phyogs su bstan te sngas su
risva'i’ bam po bzhag la glo g-yas pas bsnyal te risva® ‘am lo ma'i tshogs
kyis® g-yogs la yon bsngo zhing rgyun® chags gsum gyi chos mnyan pa byin
nas 'dong bar bya'o |

dge slong dagy de bzhin du dong ba dang | bram ze dang kbyim bdag dag
sakya'i bu't dge sbyong rnams ni ro bskyal nas kbrus mi byed par de bzhin
‘dong ste gtsang sbra med do | zhes 'phya bar byed nas | skabs de beom Ildan
‘das la dge slong dag gis gsol ba dang | beom ldan 'das kyis bka' stsal pa | de
bzhin du 'dong bar mi bya'i ‘on kyang kbrus bya'o | de dag thams cad bkru bar
brisams pa dang | beom ldan 'das kyis bka’ stsal pa | thams cad krus mi bya'i
gang dag reg pa de dag gis gos dang beas te bkru bar bya'o | gzhan dag gis ni
rkang lag nyi tshe bkru bar bya'o |

de dag mchod rten la phyag mi ‘tshal nas | beom ldan 'das kyis bka' stsal
pa | mchod rten’ la phyag ‘tshal bar bya'o

NOTES

a. P omits na. b. P grig. ¢. P omits btsas te de. d. P beas. e. P 'thun. f. P
bikyad. g. T mi. h. P bad. i. P da. j. T na. k. P shas. 1. 'T adds pa after bu.
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m. T shog. n. T has an additional d¢ before de dag gis. o. T omits de. p. P
gsangs. q. P bsregs. 1. P, T bar; the name is commonly spelled nye bar 'khor.
s. T skyed. t. P gsung. u. P rtsa’i. v. P rca. w. P kyas. x. P, T rgyud. y. P, T
both add dag after reen.

The Buddha, the Blessed One, dwelt in Sravasti, in Prince Jeta’s Grove,
in the park of Anathapindada.

In Sravasti there was a certain houscholder. He took a wife from a
family of equal standing and, having laid with her, a son was born. Having
performed in detail for three times seven, or twenty-one, days the birth
ceremonies for the newborn son, he was given a name corresponding to his
gotra (trini saptakany ekavimsatidivasani vistarena jatasya jatimabam krtva;
gotranuripam namadheyam vyavasthapitam).”® His upbringing, to his maturity,
was as before.’

When, at another time, he (the householder’s son)’> had entered (the
Order of this) well-spoken Dharma and Vinaya, his bodily humors having
become unbalanced, he fell ill. Although he was attended with medicines
made from roots and stalks and flowers and fruits, it was of no use and he
died (sa. . . mitlagandapatrapuspapbalabbaisajyair upasthiyamano na svasthibha-
vati . . . sa ca kalagatah).’®

The monks left him (i.e., his body), together with his robe and bowl,
near a road.

Later, brahmins and householders who were out walking saw him
from the road. One said, referring to him: “Good Sirs, a Buddhist monk
(¥Gkyaputra) has died.” Others said: “Come here! Look at this!” When they
looked, they recognized the dead monk and said: “Good Sirs, this is the
son of such and such a householder. This is the sort of thing that happens
when someone joins the Order of those lordless Buddhist framanas. Had
he not joined their Order, his kinsmen would have performed the funeral
ceremonies for him.”>’

The monks reported this matter to the Blessed One, and the Blessed
One said: “Now then, monks, with my authorization, funeral ceremonies
for a (deceased) monk are to be performed” (“Bhiksus, il faut rendre les
derniers devoirs au cadavre”).>® Although it was said by the Blessed One
“funeral ceremonies for a deceased monk are to be performed,” because the
monks did not know how they should be performed, the Blessed One said:
“(A deceased monk) is to be cremated.”

Although the Blessed One said: “(A deceased monk) should be cre-
mated,” the Venerable Upali asked the Blessed One: “Is that which was
said by the Reverend Blessed One—that there are 80,000 kinds of worms
in the human body—not so?” The Blessed One said: “Upali, as soon as a
man is born, those worms are also born, so, at the moment of death, they
too surely die. Still, (only) after examining the opening of any wound, is
the body to be cremated” (“Quand le corps présente des ulcéres, on doit



218 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

voir s'il n'y a pas d’animaux, et alors le briiler.” “Si le cadavre a des plaies,
on ne peut le briller qu'apres avoir vérifié s'il n'y a pas de vers”).”?

Although the Blessed One said (a deceased monk) is to be cremated,
when wood was not at hand, the monks asked the Blessed One concerning
this matter, and the Blessed One said: “The body is to be thrown into a
river.” When there is no river, the Blessed One said: “Having dug a grave,
it is to be buried.” When it is summer and both the earth is hard and the
wood is full of living things (“En été, la terre est humide et fourmille
d’animaux”; “[et] en été, [quand] la terre est humide et fourmille de vers
et d’'insects?”),*® the Blessed One said: “In an isolated spot, with its head
pointing north, having put down a bundle of grass as a bolster, having laid
the corpse on its right side, having covered it with bunches of grass or
leaves, having directed the reward (to the deceased),’’ and having given a
recitation of the Dharma of the Tridandaka, the monks are to disperse.”®?

The monks dispersed accordingly. But then brahmins and householders
derided them saying: “Buddhist sramanas, after carrying away a corpse, do
not bathe and yet disperse like that. They are polluted.” The monks asked
the Blessed One concerning this matter, and the Blessed One said: “Monks
should not disperse in that manner, but should bathe.” They all started to
bathe, but the Blessed One said: “Everyone need not bathe. Those who
came in contact (with the corpse) must wash themselves together with
their robes. Others need only wash their hands and feet.”

When the monks did not worship the st#pa, the Blessed One said:
“The stipa (v.l. stapas) is to be worshipped” (“Rentrés au couvent, ils ne

vénéraient pas le caitya. Le Bouddha dit: ‘Il faut vénérer le caitya ).

Anyone who has read even a little Vingya will immediately recognize this
promulgation of rules as yet another instance—although perhaps a particularly
striking one—of the preoccupation of the compilers of these codes with avoiding
social censure. This preoccupation—which not infrequently appears obsessive—
has been described in a number of ways. Horner has said, for example, in referring
to the Pali Vinaya:

For the believing laity, though naturally not to the forefront in the Vinaya,
are in a remarkable way never absent, never far distant . . . thus the Vinaya
does not merely lay down sets of rules whose province was confined to an
internal convencual life. For this was led in such a way as to allow and
even to encourage a certain degree of intercommunication with the lay
supporters and followers, no less than with those laypeople who were not
adherents of the faith. What was important, was that the monks should
neither abuse their dependence on the former, nor alienate the latter, but
should so regulate their lives as to give no cause for complaint. With these
aims in view, conduct that was not thought seemly for them to indulge in
had to be carefully defined, and it became drafted in rule and precept.®!
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Elsewhere, Horner again says: “It must be remembered that it was considered
highly important to propitiate these {lay followers}, to court their admiration,
to keep their allegiance, to do nothing to annoy them.”® But she also raises
another point that may be germane to our Ksudraka-vastu passage and—when
seen in a certain light—only underscores the curious absence of such a passage
in the Pali Vinaya. She says: “We cannot tell with any degree of accuracy the
historical order in which the rules [in the Vinayal were formulated,” but she
notes that “it is, however, more likely that the majority of the rules grew up
gradually, as need arose, and are the outcome of historical developments that
went on within the Order.”%

Horner’s observations concerning the monastic sensitivity to lay values are
important for a full understanding of our passage because there can hardly be a
doubt that this passage—and the rules promulgated there—concern two related
topics on which any even partially brahmanized social groups would have been
acutely sensitive: death and pollution. Malamoud has not only said that “le rituel
funéraire est le samskara par excellence,” but has noted as well that “les injonctions,
les instructions techniques et les justifications théologiques qui traitent de la
maniere dont les vivants doivent se comporter a 'égard des morts forment une
part considérable de la littérature normative de I'Inde brihmanique (hymnes
védiques, Brahmana, Kalpasatra, Dharmasiitra et Dharmasastra). Le rituel funér-
aire ... frappe par sa richesse, sa complexité, sa cohérence.” “Le service des
morts,” he says, “I'institution des morts pésent d'un poids trés lourd dans la vie
des Indiens qui se rattachent en quelque maniére au braihmanisme.”®” Much the
same, of course, has been said of “purity” and “pollution.” “Normative literature,”
says Dumont, “the literature of the dbarma or religious law, has purification
(suddhi) as one of its main themes, the impurity resulting from birth and death
being specially designated dsauca . .. Family impurity is the most important:
it is that of birth (s#taka) and above all deach.”%®

As the sources cited especially by Malamoud would indicate, the brahmanical
preoccupation with the proper ritual treatment of the dead was not only broad
but very old. It would presumably have informed and presumably have framed
the attitudes of any brahmanical or brahmanized community that Buddhist
monastic groups came into contact with, and such contact must have been early
and frequent, at least in the middle Gangetic plains: the area including Sravastf,
Kausambi, Rajagrha, Vaisali, etc. Any disregard of such set attitudes in the
surrounding population, especially of those touching on the treatment of the
dead and pollution, would have opened the Buddhist monastic community to
immediate criticism and opprobrium. Such criticism would have been especially
strong if the case involved a deceased individual who had originally been a
member of the local group, an individual whose history and birth were widely
known. The compiler of our Ksudraka-vastu passage seems, in fact, to have



220 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

encountered or envisioned just such a situation. He seems to have taken some
pains to clearly indicate that the deceased monk had been born from a perfectly
regular, normatively sanctioned marriage; that the full complement of normative
birth rituals had been performed for him; that he had been named according to
his gotra. The proper performance of ritual that accompanied his birth, however,
only provides a stronger contrast for the initial total disregard of normative
procedures in regard to his death on the part of the Buddhist monastic community.
The response such disregard is said to have provoked seems entirely believable—
even the language seems particularly appropriate here: “Come here! Look at this!
... This is the sort of thing that happens when someone joins the order of those
lordless Buddhist sramanas.” Such behavior would most certainly have alienated
“those laypeople who were not adherents of the faith,” and almost certainly
would not have been long-tolerated by either that group or—importantly—the
Buddhist community that had to interact with and depend on it. In fact, unless
the extent and depth of brahmanical attitudes among actual communities have
been badly overestimated—and this is not impossible—it is almost inconceivable
that such blatant disregard of established custom and local feeling would not
have been immediately checked and regulated “in rule and precept.” But this
would, in turn, suggest that such rules, regardless of where they now occur,
would probably have been in place very early on, and would suggest that a
Vinaya which—Ilike the Pali Vinaya—did not contain such rules would have
been poorly equipped to deal with monastic communities in close contact with
brahmanical societies. The first of these suggestions has historical implications:
it may be that this set of rules—Ilike much else in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya—is
very old indeed.®” The second may underscore the importance of geography
for understanding the various monastic codes: a monastic code framed in a
predominantly brahmanical area would almost certainly—regardless of chrono-
logical considerations—contain rules and sets of rules that may differ from or not
be included in codes redacted in, or meant for, communities in, say, predominantly
“tribal” areas. Local or regional standards may have determined a good deal.
But if this second promulgation of rules concerning the local monastic dead
in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya was, unlike the first, intended to respond to a
particularly sensitive concern of the larger social group with which Buddhist
monastic communities had to interact, and from which they drew recruits and
economic support, still the funereal procedures that it prescribed were essentially
similar to those of the first promulgation. Formal removal of the body—
abhinirhara—rthough not explicitly mentioned in the rules, is taken for granted
throughout: the body is not to be casually dumped by the road side; there is
clear reference to the monks having carried away the corpse (szkya'i bu'i dge
sbyong ynams ni ro bskyal nas) in the remarks of the brahmins and householders
concerning monks not having washed. Although the term sarira-pija / ro la
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mchod pa is not explicitly used, rim gro bya ba—which generally translates some
form of sat\/kr—is, contextually, clearly its equivalent here: whereas in Civara-
vastu 11 sarira-pija is the prescribed alternative to simply dumping the body in
the burning ground, satkara here is the prescribed alternative to throwing it
unceremoniously alongside the road.”® The Ksudraka-vastu passage differs, to be
sure, in stipulating certain contingencies when alternative means of disposal
could be used, but, in doing so, it only emphasizes the fact that the first choice
in normal circumstances was cremation. The two related elements in the Cirara-
vastx monastic funeral that appear to be both most peculiarly Buddhist and,
perhaps, restricted to funerals for monks—the recitation of Dharma and the
cransfer of merit—are also both explicitly mentioned and taken for granted.
Although only actually mentioned after the last of the series of alternative means
of disposal, it seems fairly certain it was to be understood that both the recitation
and the transfer of merit were to follow whichever alternative was undertaken.”

We have seen, then, in this quick look at these passages from the Malasarvasti-
vada-vinaya two sets of similar and mutually supplementary rules meant to
govern a monastic funeral. Contrary to the old and established conventional
wisdom, they establish that Buddhist Vinaya texts are by no means “nearly
altogether silent as to the last honours of deceased monks,” and they point to
yet another concern in regard to which the Pali Vinaya, as we have it, appears
to be markedly deficient and possibly unrepresentative. Together with various
narrative accounts scattered throughout Maulasarvastivadin literature, they also
allow us to reconstruct the complete outline of a Mulasarvastivadin monastic
funeral, from the tolling of the bell to the postfuneral bath, and they indicate
that che laity were allowed no place in these procedures, that the funeral of a
local monk was an exclusively monastic affair where participation was limited
to monks and monks alone.”? Even more than this, they allow us entrée into
the mentality and concerns of the Vinaya masters who framed this code. They
allow us to see learned monks and Vinaya authorities framing rules that were
intended to avoid ghosts’® and were preoccupied with the problems of inheritance
and estates; monks concerned with carefully regulating behavior to avoid social
censure; and monks—perhaps most importantly—who appear to have been
influenced and motivated as much by Indian mores, beliefs, and legal conventions
as by specifically Buddhist doctrines. They allow us to see, in short, a Buddhist
monk who is far more human, and far more Indian, than the monk we usually
meet in the works of Western scholarship.’

Textual Sources Cited and Abbreviations

The following notes contain several abbreviated titles of textual sources that

differ from the listing at xv—xvii. These include:
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ACF = Annuaire du collége de france

Avdigurtara = R. Morris and E. Hardy, eds., The Anguttara-Nikiya, Vols. i—v (London:
1885-1900). Cited by volume number and page.

Avadanasataka = J. S. Speyer, ed., Avadanagataka. A Century of Edifying Tales belonging
to the Himayina, Bibliotheca Buddhica, III, Vols. i and ii (St.-Pétersbourg: 1906—
1909). Cited by volume, page, and line.

Divyavadana = P. L. Vaidya, ed., Divygvadina, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts, 20 (Darbhanga:
1959). Cited by page and line.

JOIB = Journal of the Oriental Institute, Baroda

Mabaparinirvana-sitra = E. Waldschmidt, ed., Das Mabaparinirvanasitra. Text in Sanskrit
und Tibetisch, verglichen mit dem Pali nebst einer Ubersetzung der chinesischen Entsprechung
im Vinaya der Mialasarvastivadins, Teil 1, Abhandlungen der Deutschen Akademie
der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, Jahrgang 1949,
Nr. 1 (Berlin: 1950); Teil II, Abhandlungen ... zu Berlin, Klasse fiir Sprachen,
Literatur und Kunst, Jahrgang 1950, Nr. 2 (Berlin: 1951); Teil III, Abhandlungen

. und Kunst, Jahrgang 1950, Nr. 3 (Berlin: 1951). Cited according to the
“Vorginge” and section numbers imposed on his restored text by Waldschmidt.

Pali Vinaya = H. Oldenberg, The Vinaya Pitakam. One of the Principal Buddhist Holy
Scriptures in the Pali Language, Vols. i—v (London: 1879-1885). Cited by volume,
page, and line.

Pravrafyavastu = C. Vogel and K. Wille, eds., Some Hitherto Unidentified Fragments of the
Pravrajyavastu Portion of the Vinayavastu Manuscript found near Gilgit, Nachrichten
der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen I. Philologisch-Historische Klasse,
Jahrgang 1984, Nr. 7 (Géttingen: 1984). Cited by page or folio number and line.

Rab tu ‘byun ba'i gZzi = H. Eimer, ed., Rab tu ‘byun ba'i gZi. Die tibetische Ubersetzung des
Pravrajyavastu im Vinaya der Malasarvastivadins, Teil i-ii, Asiatische Forschungen,
Bd. 82 (Wiesbaden: 1983). Cited by volume, page, and line.

Udana = P. Steinthal, Udana (London: 1885). Cited by page and line.

Notes

1. H. Oldenberg, Buddha. Sein Leben, seine Lebre, seine Gemeinde (Berlin: 1881) 384
n; H. Oldenberg, Buddba. His Life, His Doctrine, His Order, trans. W. Hoey (London:
1882) 376 n.

2. T. W. Rhys Davids, Buddhist Suttas, Sacred Books of the East, XI (Oxford: 1900)
xliv—xlv. In light of the references by both Oldenberg and Rhys Davids to the Vinaya,
it is worth noting that there is good evidence for suggesting that the Mabaparinibbana-
sutta—which contains, of course, elaborate rules for funerals—was originally a part of
the Pali Vinaya; see L. Finot, “Textes historiques dans le canon pali,” JA (1932) 158;
Finot, “Mahaparinibbana-sutta and Cullavagga,” IHQ 8 (1932) 241-246; E. Obermiller,
“The Account of the Buddha's Nirvana and the First Councils according to the Vinayaksu-
draka,” ITHQ 8 (1932) 781-784; E. Frauwallner, The Earliest Vinaya and the Beginnings of
Buddbist Literature, Serie Orientale Roma, VIII (Roma: 1956) 42ff. There are also indica-
tions that when read as a piece of vinaya, a number of puzzling elements in the Mabaparinib-
bana-sutta begin to make much better sense; see below nn. 46 and 72.

3. For a discussion of the differential treatment of archaeological/epigraphical and
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textual sources, see G. Schopen, “Archaeology and Protestant Presuppositions in the
Study of Indian Buddhism,” Ch. I above. One might suspect, moreover, that the inclination
to locate Buddhism in canonical texts has had an inhibiting influence even on anthropolog-
ical investigations. C. F. Keyes, for example, says, quoting Rhys Davids: “Because both
men [i.e. two modern Thai “Saints”] were considered to be Buddhist saints, their deaths
were interpreted in terms of Buddhist ideas about death and its aftermath. There is really
only one source for these ideas, particularly since nothing is said in the Vinaya, the discipline
incumbent upon monks, about the disposal of the corpses of members of the Sangha
(Rhys Davids: xlv); and that is in the account of the death of the Buddha himself as
given in the Mabaparinibbiana sutta” (C. E. Keyes, “Death of Two Buddhist Saints in
Thailand,” Charisma and Sacred Biography, ed. M. A. Williams, JAAR Thematic Studies,
XLVIII/3 and 4 [n.d.} 154; my emphasis). This seeming restriction of “Buddhist ideas”
to canonical texts appears especially odd coming from an anthropologist. In fact, Keyes
himself has done perhaps more than anyone else writing on Southeast Asia to show that
“Buddhist ideas about death” can come from a variety of sources: C. F. Keyes, “Tug-of-
war for Merit: Cremation of a Senior Monk,” Journal of the Siam Society 63.1-63.2 (1975)
44-62; P. K. Anusaranasiasanakiarti and C. E Keyes, “Funerary Rites and the Buddhist
Meaning of Death: An Interpretative Text for Northern Thailand,” Journal of the Siam
Soczety 68.1 (1980) 1-28; cf. S. J. Tambiah, “The Ideology of Merit and the Social
Correlates of Buddhism in a Thai Village,” Dialectic in Practical Religion, ed. E. R. Leach
(Cambridge: 1968) 41-121, esp. 88-99; etc. To my knowledge there has been no work
done on monastic funerals and little on the disposal of the dead in general in Sri Lanka,
for example, in spite of the fact that we have a reasonably detailed description of a
monastic funeral which took place there in the fifth century from Fa-hsien, A Record of
the Buddbist Countries, trans. Li Yung-hsi (Peking: 1957) 83-84. (For some incidental
references to monastic funerals in Tibet and Tibetan speaking areas, see T. Wylie,
“Mortuary Customs at Sa-Skya, Tibet,” HJAS 25 {1964-1965] 229-242; M. Brauen,
“Death Customs in Ladakh,” Kazilash 9 {1982} 319-332; C. Ramble, “Status and Death:
Mortuary Rites and Attitudes to the Body in a Tibetan Village,” Kailash 9 {1982}
333-356; T. Skorupski, “The Cremation Ceremony according to the Byang-gter Tradi-
tion,” Kailash 9 {1982} 361-376; etc.) It is, finally, worth noting that although an
immense amount of work has been done on Medieval Christian monasticism, relatively
little has been done on monastic funerals; see, however, for some interesting comparative
and contrastive material, L. Gougaud, “Anciennes coutumes claustrales. La mort du
moine,” Revue mabillon (1929) 283-302; J. Leclercq, “Documents sur la mort des moines,”
Revue mabillon (1955) 165-179; (1956) 65-81; J.-L. Lemaitre, “Linscription dans les
necrologes clunisiens, XI*-XII° siecles,” La mort an moyen dge. Collogque de I'association des
bistoriens médiévistes frangais réunis a Strasbourg en juin 1975 au palais universitaire (Strasbourg:
1977) 153-167; J.-L. Lemaitre, “La mort et la commémoration des défunts dans les
prieurés,” Pricurs et prieurés dans loccident médiéval, ed. J.-L. Lemaitre (Geneéve: 1987)
181-190; L. Gougaud, Dévotions et pratiques ascétiques du moyen age (Paris: 1925) 129-142
(“Mourir sous le froc”); etc.

4. For a preliminary survey and discussion of this evidence, see G. Schopen, “An
Old Inscription from Amaravati,” Ch. IX above.

5. K. R. Norman, “The Value of the Pali Tradition,” 'Jagajjyoti' Buddbha Jayanti
Annual (Calcutta: 1984) 1-9, esp. 4, 7; cf. K. R. Norman, “Pali Philology and the Study
of Buddhism,” The Buddhist Heritage, Buddhica Britannica, Series Continua I (Tring,
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U.K.: 1989) 29-53; also see the much earlier S. Lévi, “Observations sur une langue
précanonique du bouddhisme,” JA (1912) 495-514, esp. 511.

6. A. Csoma de Koros, “Analysis of the Dulva,” Asiatic Researches 20 (1836) 41-93,
esp. 71, 89; cf. A. Csoma de Koros, Analyse du Kandjour, traduite et augmentée par L.
Feer, Annales du musée guimet, 2 (Lyon: 1881) 175, 192, 194.

7. W. W. Rockhill, The Life of the Buddha and the Early History of His Order derived
Sfrom Tibetan Works in the Bkah-bhgyur and Bstan-hgyur (London: 1884) 112, 116, 150, etc.

8. P. V. Kane, History of Dbharmasastra, Vol. IV (Poona: 1953) 234-235. The idea
that “the Vinaya” treats “all details of the daily life of the recluses” rather than simply
the staggering number of areas in which there were problems remains with us: “As the
sangha evolved, regulations developed governing the cenobitical life. These ordinances,
preserved in the Vinaya Pitaka of the Pali Canon, detail every aspect of the lives of
monks and runs {read: nuns} in the sargha”; K. G. Zysk, Asceticism and Healing in Ancient
India. Medicine in the Buddhist Monastery (Oxford: 1991) 39. If such characterizations of
the scope of “the Vinaya” are accepted, then we are stuck with an interesting irony: “. ..
les Vinayapitaka . . . ne soufflent mot des nombreuses pratiques spirituelles, méditations,
recueillements, etc., qui constituaient 'essence méme de la ‘religion’ bouddhique” (A.
Bareau, “La construction et le culte des stiipa d’apres les Vinayapitaka,” BEFEO 50 [1960}
249). To say that the Vinayas “ne soufflent mot” about such matters is too strong, but
the point remains: if we had to judge by the Vinayas, we would have to conclude that
“pratiques spirituelles” had lictle, if any, place in the daily life of monks and nuns.

9. See most recently A. Yuyama, Systematische Ubersicht iiber die buddbistische Sanskrit-
Literatur. Erster Teil. Vinaya-Texte, Hrsg. H. Bechert (Wiesbaden: 1979) 12-33; K. Wille,
Die Handschriftliche Uberlieferung des Vinayavastu der Milasarvastivadin, Verzeichnis der
Orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland. Supplementband 30 (Stuttgart: 1990).

10. Histoire du bouddbisme indien, 187, for example, refers to the Chinese translation
as “médiocre et incompléte”; E. Frauwallner, The Earliest Vinaya and the Beginnings of
Buddhbist Literature, 195, says it “is not only incomplete but also full of gaps.” “The
Chinese translation,” he says, “is also much less exact than the Tibetan one.” Lévi, JA
(1912) 509, had even earlier said: “Du Vinaya des Mila-Sarvastivadins, nous avons deux
traductions: une en chinois, par Yi-tsing, du type des ‘belles infidéles’; une autre en
tibétain, scrupuleusement littérale.” J. W. de Jong, “Les sitrapitaka des sarvastivadin et
des miulasarvastivadin,” Mélanges d'indianisme a la mémoire de Louis Renon (Paris: 1968)
401, has, “en comparant les versions chinoise et tibétaine du Vinaya des Malasarvasti-
vadin,” argued that some of these characterizations are unjustified, that some of the
omissions in I-tsing’s translation can be accounted for since “les manuscrits de Gilgit
prouvent qu'il [I-tsing} a dG traduire une recension plus bréve”; but see also E. Huber,
“Etudes bouddhiques I.—Les fresques inscrites de Turfan,” BEFEO 14 (1914) 13-14.

11. See below and n. 50.

12. Pali Vinaya, i, 302ff;, 1. B. Horner, The Book of the Discipline, Vol. IV (London:
1951) 434ff; for some discussion on the problems of inheritance and the Pali Vinaya,
see U. Gaung, A Digest of the Burmese Buddbist Law concerning Inberitance and Marriage,
Vol. I (Rangoon: 1908) 447-468; R. Lingat, “Vinaya et droit laique. Etudes sur les
conflits de la loi religieuse et de la loi laique dans I'tndochine hinayaniste,” BEFEO 37
(1937) 415-477, esp. 443ff.

13. See J. Gernet, Les aspects économiques du bouddhisme dans la société chinoise du v* an
x¢ seecle (Paris: 1956) 61ff. Although dealing primarily with China, Gernet’s study is
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still probably the best thing we have on the economic structures of Indian Buddhist
monasteries as they are described in texts of Indian origin.

14. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 113-148.

15. Gilgit Manuscriprs, i 2, 117ff.

16. For yogam manasikaram, the Tibetan translation has only yid la byed pa (Derge,
3, 204; Tog, 3, 267; Peking, 41, 279-5). Compare the list of activities ignored in the
Malasarvastivada passage with the similar but divergent list found at Pali Vinaya, i, 190
(rificanti uddesam paripuccham adbisilam adhicittam adhipaiinam—said of monks preoccupied
with making and ornamenting shoes), and iii, 235 (said of nuns preoccupied with
washing, dyeing, and combing sheep’s wool).

17. Gilgit Buddbist Manuscripts, vi, fol. 848.7-848.9; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 120.3—
120.4—Tibetan: Derge, 3, 204; Tog, 3, 267; Peking, 41, 279-5.

18. Tibetan gso/ ba byed pa na, and context, both suggest that something like
jhaptyam kriyamanayam has dropped out of the Gilgit manuscript; cf. the following note.

19. The Civaravastu, the vastu in which this passage occurs in the Sanskrit text,
may not have been translated by I-tsing into Chinese; see Frauwallner, The Earliest Vinaya
and the Beginnings of Buddbist Literature, 195. Durt, however, refers to a very similar list
of “five occasions” that occurs in the Vinaya-samgraba (Taisho 1458): “1° battement de
gong . .. 2° récitation du Sankei Mujoky® . . . le sitra tripartite . . . 3° salutation profonde
... 4° distribution de Batonnets . .. 5° proclamation d’une motion . ..” in H. Durt,
“Cha,” Hébégirin, cinquiéme fascicule (Paris/Tokyo: 1979) 437; and I-tsing certainly
knew the Crvaravastu. At least one entire chapter of his Record is, in fact, a translation
of a long passage from this vast#, as N. Dutt pointed out long ago (Gilgit Manuscripts.
iii 2, x—xi). The chapter in question is number xxxvi; see A Record of the Buddhbist Religion
as Practiced in India and the Malay Archipelago by I-tsing, trans. J. Takakusu (London:
1896) 189-193. The failure to recognize that this chapter of the Record was a translation
of part of the Malasarvastivida-vinaya has misled a number of scholars who have presented
it as a reflection of actual monastic practice in India at the time of I-tsing’s visit: cf.
Lingat, BEFEO 37 (1937) 464; Gernet, Les aspects économiques du bouddhisme dans la société
chinoise du v° au x° siécle, 71-73; A. Bareau, “Indian and Ancient Chinese Buddhism:
Institutions Analogous to the Jisa,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 3 (1961)
447, A. Bareau, “Etude du bouddhisme. Aspects du bouddhisme indien décrits par I-
esing,” ACF 1989-1990, 631-640. The fact that the Crvaravastu is not now found in
the Taisho may only indicate that it was one of I-tsing’s works that was lost after his
death; cf. A. Hirakawa, Monastic Discipline for the Buddhist Nuns (Patna: 1982) 12. For
a detailed description of the procedure involved in distributing “tickets” mentioned in
our passage, see the article by Durt mentioned above.

20. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 120.6; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 79.13; Avadanasataka,
i, 272.1; cf. L. Feet, Avadana-jataka. Cent légendes bouddhiques (Paris: 1891) 185, who
translates mundika gands as “la cloche funébre.”

21. Peking, 41, 279-5; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 79, n. 3; Peking, 40, 184-3.

22. This is especially clear in the monastic funeral described in Avadianasataka, i,
27t tato ‘sya sabrabmacaribbir mundikam gandim parahatya sarirdbbinirbarab kytah | tato
sya Sarire Sarfrapiijam kriva vibaram agatah /. It is almost equally clear chat this avadina
isa narrative elaboration of the much simpler accounts in the Civaravastu of the Mlasarvasti-
vada-vinaya in which the first set of rules governing monastic funerals is presented; see
below. On the “sectarian” affiliation of the Avadinasataka, see J.-U. Hartmann, “Zur
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Frage der Schulzugehorigkeit des Avadanasataka,” Zur Schulzugebirigkeit von Werken der
Hinaydna-Literatur, Hrsg. H. Bechert, Erster Teil (Gottingen: 1985) 219-224.

23. See below n. 62.

24. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 144.14, in the account of the death of a monk who
had left his bowl and robe in the keeping of others: visacitah kalagatah | sa bbiksubbib
Smasanam nitvi dagdbah | dbarmasravanam dattam | anupirvena vibarah pravistah /.

25. Derge, 10, 226.2, in an account of the funeral of Mahaprajapati in which the
Buddha himself is given a prominent part.

26. See below n. 63.

27. M. Helffer, “Le gandi: un simandre tibétain d’origine indienne,” Yearbook for
Traditional Music 15 (1983) 112-125; 1. Vandor, “The Gandi: A Musical Instrument of
Buddhist India Recently Identified in a Tibetan Monastery,” The World of Music 17 (1975)
24-27; f. S. Lévi and Ed. Chavannes, “Quelques titres énigmatiques dans la hiérarchie
ecclésiastique du bouddhisme indien,” JA (1915) 213-215. References to the use of the
gandr are frequent in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya—see, as a sample, Gilgit Manuscripts,
iii 2, 145, 156, 158; iii 3, 9; iii 4, 35, 36, 37, 81, 92; Sanghabbedavastu, ii, 83;
5ayanﬁfaﬂazmm and Adbikaranavastu, 41, 55, 85, 106; etc. It is interesting to note that
striking “la tablette du cloitre . . . cette sorte de gong funébre,” also signaled the beginning
of monastic funerals in Medieval Western monasteries (Gougaud, Revue mabillon {1929}
281, 290), and its function there marks the communal nature of the event; see Lemaitre,
Prieurs et prieurés dans [occident médiéval, 185: “. .. on sonne la claquoir (tabula) pour
réunir les fréres . . ."

28. Gilgit Buddhist Manuscripts, vi, fol. 852.3-852.5; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2,
126.17-127.3—Tibetan: Derge, 3, 210.2-210.4; Tog, 3, 275.5-276.1; Peking, 41, 280-
5-4 to 280-5-6.

29. S. Lévi, “Les éléments du formation du Divyavadana,” TP 8 (1907) 105-122,
esp. 122: “De ce point de vue, la langue du Mila Sarvastivaida Vinaya prend, par ses
étrangetés méme, une importance exceptionnelle; elle montre le sanscrit de Pagini entrainé
par la circulation de la vie réelle, en voie d’altération normale, sur les confins des pracrits
.7 Sangbabbedavastu, i, xx, n. 2.

30. Both here and in II and III below, the Tibetan translators appear to have
construed the dead monk’s speech as a rhetorical question. The Tibetan, in fact, looks
like it might be translating an interrogative ma construction (cf. BHSG, §§ 42.12-42.16),
in III, the final text in this series cited below, the manuscript itself has a negative in
the parallel construction, but it is na not ma.

31. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 127.5 (bbiksavas tam abbinirbrtya, of the dead body of
an ordinary monk); Pravrajyavastu, fol. 12t.2 (babir api nirbrtya. of the dead body of the
teacher Samjayin); Divyavadana, 281.30 (Sibikabhir nirbaritva, of the dead body of Asoka);
Avadanasataka, 1, 272.1 Gabrabmacaribhir . . . Sarirabbinirbarah krtah, of the body of a
dead monk);, Udana, 8.21 (sartrakam maficakam aropetva nibaritva, of the dead body of an
ascetic); Pali Vinaya, iv, 308 (bhikkuniyo tam bbikkhunim nibaritva, of the dead body of a
nun); etc. There are, of course, other technical meanings for abbinirhira; f. M. H. E
Jayasuriya, “A Note on Pali abbhinihara and Cognate Forms in the Light of Buddhist
Hybrid Sanskrit,” Afijali. Papers on Indology and Buddhism, O. H. de A. Wijesekera Volume
(Peradeniya: 1970) 50-54.

32. J. Jain, Life in Ancient India as Depicted in the Jain Canon and Commentaries. Oth
Century B.C. to 17th Century A.D.,, 2nd ed. (New Delhi: 1984) 281-284, esp. 283 where
nibarana is cited as the term for “the ceremony of taking out the dead.”
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33. gdahanam nitva: Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 127.13 (dur kbrod du khyer te. of the
body of a monk); iii 2, 125.14 (sreg tu khyer nas, of the body of a monk); smasanam nitva:
Gilgit Manuscripts. it 2, 144.14 (dur kbrod du bsregs nas, of the body of a monk); tam
adaya dahanam gatah: Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 118.15 (de kbyor te sreg tu dong ngo, of the
body of a monk). Cf. Sarighabbedavastu, i, 70, 163; Derge, 10, 224ff, 444, 472; Divyavadana,
428; etc. It will, perhaps, be clear from even the small sample cited here that the Tibetan
translations of the terms and phrases involved are neither consistent nor exact; cf. n.
38 below.

34. Gilgit Buddbist Manuscripts, vi, fol. 852.5-852.8; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2,127 .4—
127.11—Tibetan: Derge, 3, 210.4-210.6; Tog, 3, 276.1-276.5; Peking, 41, 280-5-6 to
281-1-1.

35. G. Schopen, “Monks and the Relic Cult in the Mabaparinibbana-sutta,” Ch.
VI above.

36. On the meaning of the term p#jz and the kinds and range of activities it can
refer to, see J. Charpentier, “The Meaning and Etymology of Paja,” IA 56 (1927) 93-99,
130-136; L. de La Vallée Poussin, “Totémisme et Végétalisme,” Bulletins de la classe des
lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Académie Royale de belgique, 5¢ série, T. XV (1929)
37-52; P. Thieme, “Indische Worter und Sitten,” ZDMG 93 (1939) 105-139, esp.
105-123; A. L. Basham, “The Evolution of the Concept of the Bodhisattva,” The Bodhi-
sattva Doctrine in Buddbism, ed. L. S. Kawamura (Waterloo: 1981) 19-59, esp. 35-36;
G. E. Ferro-Luzzi, “Abbiseka, the Indian Rite that Defies Definition,” Anthropos 76 (1981)
707-742; A. Ostor, Puja in Society (Lucknow: 1982); D. D. Malvania, “The Word Puja
and Its Meaning,” Indologica Taurinensia 14 (1987-1988) 269-273; etc.

37. See below n. 43.

38. T. W. Rhys Davids and W. Stede, The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary
(London: 1921-1925) 698 s.v. sarira. It is worth noting here that the handling of the
term Sarfra-pija by the Tibetan translators is far from satisfactory and a long way from
their usual consistency. In this passage and in III cited below, sarira-pija is translated
by ro la mchod pa, ro la mchod pa byas la, and ro la mchod pa byas; ro means first “dead
body, corpse, carcass,” then “body,” then “residue, remains, sediment.” Avadanasataka,
ii, 272.2, however, which reads sarfrabbinirbarab krtab | tato ‘sya Sarire Sarfra-pijam krtva,
is translated rus bu phyir phyung ngo | de nas de’i rus bu la rus bu'i mchod pa byas nas. Here,
then, where the first occurrence of szrfra, and almost certainly the second and third, can
only mean “body,” the Tibetan translates it in all three instances by rus ba which can
only mean “small bone” or “bones in general.” Again, especially in the first instance,
Sarira cannot possibly mean “bone” since the context makes it certain that it refers to a
newly dead “body” which has not even been removed from the monk’s cell, let alone
cremated. Likewise, in the Mabaparinirvana-sitra, there are several occurrences of the
term Sarira-pija in passages narrating events that preceded the cremation; that is to say,
prior to the time that there could have been any “bones” or “relics.” At 36.2, where
Ananda asks what should be done with the body of the Buddha after his death, sarira-
pajayam autsukyam apadyemahi is translated by sku gdung la . . . mchod pa ji snyed cig brison
par bgyi lags (similarly at 46.4); at 48.8, where the wandering Ajivika tells Mahakasyapa
that the Buddha is dead and that his body was honored for seven days, sarire Sarirapiaja
is translated by skw gdung la mchod pa bgyis pa; but at 49.19, where Kasyapa formulates
his intention to personally repeat the sarira-pija of the Buddha’s body that had already
been performed by the Mallas, he says: yan nv abam svayam eva bbagavatah sarivapijayam
autsukyam apadyeya, and this is translated into Tibetan by ma la bdag nyid kyis beom ldan
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‘das la mchod pa'i las bya'o snyam du spro ba bskyed nas. In other words, in the same text,
Sarfra is sometimes translated by skx gdung, which is the respect form of rus and means
first of all—if not exclusively—"bone,” in contexts where there could not yet have been
any “bone”; or it is sometimes not translated at all: 49.19, where the Sanskrit text has
“worship of the body of the Blessed One,” the Tibetan has simply “worship of the Blessed
One” himself. There are, moreover, numerous instances where we do not have the Sanskrit
original, but where it was almost certainly sarira-pija. Here too there is considerable
variation: at Derge, 10, 480, for example, immediately after Sﬁriputra’s death, a fellow
monk is said vo have 5§z ri'i bu'i ring bsrel la lus kyis mchod pa byas te. Context makes it
virtually certain thac this can only refer to funeral procedures, and it is very likely that
the original read sarire sarirapiija, but in spite of this the Tibetan literally means something
like “performing the worship with the body on the re/ics of Sariputra.” Later in the same
account—Derge, 10, 488—where again the original almost certainly had sarire sarirapija,
and where the reference is undoubtedly to post-cremation remains, the Tibetan has ring
bsrel la ring bsrel gyi mebod pa bgyi'o. In the account of the death of Mahaprajapatt (Derge,
10, 224fh), we find lus la mchod pa; in the account of the death of Prasenajit (Derge, 10,
174), we find both &bog pa la mchod pa and lus la mchod pa; in the account of the death
of the Monk Gavampati, rus pa la rus pa'i mchod pa (Derge, 10, 606)—in all these cases
the original was almost certainly sarirapiaja or sarive Sarirapiija. It is not impossible that
a systematic survey of the Tibetan handling of the term might reveal meaningful patterns
in what now appears to be confusion, but such a survey has yet to be done. It is also
worth noting that, although rare, there are traces of the use of the term farfra-pija to
refer to honor directed toward post-cremational remains and not to a funereal procedure.
This appears to be the case several times in the account concerning the remains of
gﬁriputra at Derge, 10, 488ff; likewise, at Divyavadana, 252.10, when Asoka expresses
his desire to honor the stgpas of the Buddha’s famous disciples, the Sanskrit text has him
say tesam Sarfrapidjam karisyami; J. Przyluski, La légende de ['emperenr Agoka (Agoka-avadana)
dans les textes indiens et chinois, Annales du musée guimet, 32 (Paris: 1923) 257, however,
translates the parallel passage in the A-yé-wang-chuan (Taisho 2042) as “ ‘Je veux mainten-
ant honorer les sz4pa des grands disciples . . . ' "; see also Schopen, “Monks and the Relic
Cult in the Mabgparinibbana-sutta,” Ch. VI above, 108ff. Note, finally, that the Sanskrit
sources themselves do not always use the term sariva-pija; cf. n. 70.

39. Divyavadana, 281.30 (note that for Vaidya's $ibikabbir nirbaritva Sarirapiijam
krtva rajanam pratisthapayisyama, the text given in S. Mukhopadhyaya, The Asokavadiana.
Sanskrit Text compared with Chinese Versions [New Delhi: 19631 132.7, provides an important
variant: Sivikabhir nirbaritva sarirapiajam krtva dbmapayitva rajanam pratisthiapayis yama—
this reading makes it very clear that sarirapija preceded cremation); Derge, 10, 174. The
fact that known kings—including and especially Asoka—did not receive the funeral of
a Caksavartin only emphasizes the purely ideal, if not entirely artificial, character of both
the idea and the description of such a funeral in the texts, as well as the fourfold
classification of those “worthy of a st@pa”; cf. A. Bareau, Recherches sur la biographie du
buddbha dans les sitrapitaka et les vinayapitaka anciens: 11, Les derniers mois, le parinirvina et
les funérailles, T. 11 (Paris: 1971) 50ff; G. de Marco, [ “Kusana" nella vita del Buddha. Per
una Analisi del Rapporto tra Potere Politico e Religione nell’ Antico Gandbhara, Supplemento
n. 34 agli Annali (Napoli: 1983) 47-54; etc.

40. Gilgit Buddbist Manuscripts, vi, fol. 852.8-852.10; Gilgit Manuscripss, iii 2,
127.12-127.18—Tibetan: Derge, 3, 210.7-211.2; Tog, 3, 276.5-277.1, Peking, 41, 281-
1-1 to 281-1-3.
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41. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 144.14; Derge, 10,47 2.21f; Derge. 10, 224.6ft; Avadanasa-
taka, i, 272ff, etc.—reference to both or either is not, however, invariably found in
references to monastic funerals. Sometimes such references contain only phrases like tam
ddahane samskarya or tam adabanam nitva samskarya (Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 118.16,
125.4), where a recitation of Dbharma and transfer of merit are probably simply understood.
For the importance of performing a “pija of the teacher (i.e. the Buddha)” ($@stus ca piija)
for a dying but not yet dead monk, see Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 124.111f. It is again
worth noting the similar procedures stipulated in “les coutumiers monastiques” composed

in the Medieval West: “. .. on annonce la nouvelle au chapitre et I'on fait aussitét un
office pour le défunt, avec sonnerie de cloches”; “les fréres résidant dans cette dépendance
(prieuré, prévoté, etc. . . .) font pour le mort ce qui se fait dans le monastére, c’est-a-

dire l'office des morts pendant sept jours, avec glas le premier jour, distribution d'une
pitance (susticia) pendant trente jours avec chant du psaume Verba mea (Ps. 141) et de
cinq autres psaumes pour le défunt.” See Lemaitre, Pricurs et prienrés dans ['occident médiéval,
185; Gougaud, Revne mabillon (1929) 281ff.

42. For what is probably still the best discussion of the subtleties sometimes involved
in what is called the “transfer of merit,” see J. Filliozat, “Sur le domaine sémantique de
punya.” Indianisme et bouddhisme. Mélanges offerts & Mgr. Etienne Lamotte (Louvain-la-neuve:
1980) 102-116.

43. See—noting the language used to express such “transfers”—Gilgit Manuscripts.
iit 1, 220.12 (namna daksinam adiseyam, to pretas who were the deceased relatives of a
group of laymen); Gilgit Manuscripts, i1 4, 181.5, 18; 182.12 (namnad daksinam adesaya.
to deceased relatives); Derge, 10, 472.2ff (yon bsngo zhing, to a deceased monk); fayana‘mna-
vastu and Adbikaranavastu, 37.7 (namna daksina adestarya 37.11; namna daksinam uddisasi.
both to deceased donors who had given vibaras to the Order); Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4,
161.1 (namna daksinam adeksyati, to deceased parents by a son); Rab tu 'byun ba'i gii. ii,
41.9 (min gis yon bsio ba byed par gyur cig, to deceased parents by a son); for literature
related to this Vinaya, see Avadinasataka, i, 272.13 (namna daksina adista. to a deceased
monk by the Buddha); Divydvadana, 1.23, 286.24; Avadanasataka. i, 15.1,197.3, 277.2;
etc., all to deceased parents by a son. There are, as well, instances which use the same
vocabulary but where the transfer is directed to living beings: Sarnghabbedavastu, i, 199.25
(daksing adista, by the Buddha to his father); Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 80 (daksinddestavyeti.
connected with the Posadba, cf. the last verse of the Malasarvastivada Pratimoksa Sitra:
pratimoksasamuddesad yat punyam samuparfitam | asesas tena lokoyam maunindram padam
apnuyat Il in A. C. Banerjee, Two Buddbist Vinaya Texts in Sanskrit {Calcutta: 19771 56);
Mabaparinirvana-sitra, 6.10, 6.13 (namna daksinam adisava; daksinam adiset. to local
devas). In his work on the Pali Petavatthu, H. S. Gehman noted and carefully studied
parallel expressions in “Adisati, Anvadisati, Anudisati and Uddisati in the Petavatthu,”
JAOS 43 (1923) 410-421. In a short note written long before the Sanskrit text of
the Milasarvastivada-vinaya was available, he also argued that expressions like namna
daksinadeiana in the Avadanasataka were “Pialisms” in “A Palism in Buddhist Sanskrit,”
JAOS 44 (1924) 73-75. Bu, in fact, it now appears that such expressions are much more
firmly anchored in Sanskrit—especially Malasarvastivada—sources and are of limited and
late occurrence in Pali sources; they occur frequently only in texts like the Petavatthu.,
very rarely elsewhere: at Asiguttara, iii, 43 (petanam dakkhinam anuppadassati), and once
in the Pali Mabaparinibbana-sutta (1.31: tasam dakkbinam idise—the same expression in
the same verse also appears in the parallel accounts to the Mabaparinibbana passage that
are now found at Udana, 85ff, and Pali Vinaya, i, 228ff). This pattern of occurrence of
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the expression dakkbinam adis- in Pili sources, noting especially its occurrence in the
Mahaparinibbana-sutta, parallels chac of che term sarira-pisa. Both are firmly rooted and
frequent in Malasarvastivada sources (see above n. 38), both are rare in anything but
“late” Pali sources, but both occur prominently in the Pali Mabaparinibbana-sutta; cf. J.
P. McDermott, Development in the Early Buddbist Concept of KammalKarma (New Delhi:
1984) 41ff, although his views are not themselves free of problems. It is possible that
we may have in both expressions indications of the influence of continental sources on
canonical Pali. It is also worth noting that at least the expression daksinddesana is not
limited to Maulasarvastivada sources. In the Sphutartha Srighandcira-samgraba-tika of
Jayaraksita, for example, the term occurs and is provided with a “definition”: daksinadesa-
nafi ca danagathapithah, in Sanghasena, ed., Sphutartha Srighanacirasangrabatika, Tibetan
Sanskrit Works Series, XI (Patna: 1968) 36.10: “ ‘Assignment of gift’ is the reading of
gift-verses” (J. D. M. Derrett, A Textbook for Novices. Jayaraksita'’s “Perspicuous Commentary
on the Compendium of Conduct by Srighana,” Pubblicazioni di Indologica Taurinensia, XV
{Torino: 19831 44). This work, it appears, is affiliated with the Mahasanghika; cf. M.
Shimoda, “The Sphutartha Srighandcirasangrahatiki and the Chinese Mahasanghika
Vinaya,” IBK 39.1 (1990) 495-942. Finally, for some interesting suggestions concerning
the background of the expression, see B. Oguibenine, “La daksina dans le Rgveda et le
transfert de mérite dans le bouddhisme,” Indological and Buddhist Studies. Volume in Honour
of Professor J. W. de Jong on his Sixtieth Birthday, ed. L. A. Hercus et al. (Canberra:
1982) 393-414.

44. Kane, History of Dharmasastra, Vol. 1V, 257.

45. Srautakosa. Encyclopedia of Vedic Sacrificial Literature, Vol. 1, English Section; Part
II (Poona: 1962) 1037.

46. This same congruency may also allow us a better understanding of some other-
wise puzzling elements in the Mahaparinirvana-sitra. The Sanskrit version, for example,
goes to some trouble to indicate that, although the funereal szrfra-pizja had already been
performed for the Buddha when Mahakasyapa finally reached Kusinagara, he nevertheless
is made to repeat the entire procedure himself (49.18-49.20). This at first sight seems
both odd and unnecessary. But it makes perfect sense if—as is not unlikely—the compiler
of the text “knew” that KaSyapa was the chief heir of the Buddha (cf. Gilgit Manuscripts,
iit 1, 259-260), and if he “knew” that, for a monk to inherit, he must perform or
participate in the funeral of the deceased. Seen from this point of view, Kasyapa could
not be what he was supposed to be unless he had performed the sarfra-pija or had
participated in the funeral. Kasyapa's role in the Pali version of the text—although
slightly less odd—-an also be explained in this way.

47. R. F Gombrich, Precept and Practice. Traditional Buddbism in the Rural Highlands
of Ceylon (Oxford: 1971) 243.

48. Something similar has somewhat hesitantly been noted by Knipe in regard to
Hindu funereal practice: “The doctrines of transmigration and liberation transformed
the whole of ancient Indian speculation and practice, but the rites accorded the ancestors
bear a stamp of rigorous antiquity. They appear to endure beside the newer sentiments
of samsara and moksa.” “The ritual world view of early vedic religion could abide through
several strenuous periods via the directives of the s#tras and @stras for individual funeral
and ancestral rites, with remarkably little tampering from innovative doctrines, theologies,
and cosmographies that gradually eroded the official, institutional structures of vedic
religion. Alchough the concern shifted from the early vedic desire for a scate of perpetual
non-death or immortality to the dilemmas of samsara and the ideal of moksa, the intention
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of the sraddhas survived, and the understanding of the passage of the deceased as a
cosmogonic progression, with an individual’s salvation dependent on the correct ritual
activity of his descendants, permitted these archaic ceremonies for the dead to continue
to the present day”; D. M. Knipe, “Sapindikarana: the Hindu Rite of Entry into Heaven,”
Religious Encounters with Death. Insights from the History and Anthropology of Religions, ed.
E E. Reynolds and E. H. Waugh (University Park and London: 1977) 111-124, esp.
112, 121-122.

49. Rockhill, The Life of the Buddha and the Early History of His Order, 112.

50. L. de La Vallée Poussin, “Staupikam,” HJAS 2 (1935) 286-287.

51. A. Seidel, “Dabi,” Hdbégirin, sixieme fascicule (Paris/Tokyo: 1983) S77f.

52. Derge, 10, 472.2-474.1; Tog, 9, 704.7-707.5; Peking, 44, 91-4-3 to 92-1-1.
The footnote letters inserted into the text refer to the separate critical apparatus that
follows it and in which variants—most of little consequence—are recorded.

53. This entire paragraph is made up of stereotypical phrases used to describe an
orthodox union and birth; cf. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 1-2, 52; iii 4, 6, 15, 23, 24, 28,
29, 53; Sayanasanavastu and Adbikaranavastu, 13; Sarighabhedavastu, i, 27; Rab tu "byun
ba'i gZi, i, 7, 21, 23, 42; Pravragyavastu, 312; Divyavadana, 2; Avadanasataka, 1, 2006,
261, 295; etc.

54. For the whole of what has been abbreviated here, see Feer, Avadina-gataka, 3,
Pravrajyavastu, 16.

55. As with the Sanskrit texts from the Civaravastu treated above, so here in the
Tibetan text the style is sometimes elliptical, and there is a considerable reliance on
pronouns whose referents sometimes need to be drawn out.

56. The Sanskrit is cited from Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 140.14.

57. For the Sanskrit underlying much of this paragraph, cf. Gilgit Manuscripts, iii
1, 285.17ff: (said of a monk bitten by a snake) sa tatha vibvalo brabmanagrhapatibbir
drstab | te kathayanti | bbavantah katarasyidyam grhapateh putra iti | aparaibh samakbyatam /|
amukasya iti | te kathayanti | anathanim Sramanasikyaputriyanam madbye pravrajitab | yadi
na pravrafito 'bhavisyat jidatibhir asya cikitsa karita abbavisyad iti |, see also Gilgit Manuscripts,
iit 1, ix.10, although the passage there involves considerable reconstruction. Note that
our text has no word for “funeral,” which I supply both here and below. A literal
translation would be more like “would surely have performed the honors/ceremonies,”
“honors/ceremonies for a (deceased) monk are to be performed,” etc. For Sanskrit phrases
which might lie behind rim gro byas par 'gyar ba, etc., see below n. 70.

58. So de La Vallée Poussin, HJAS 2 (1935) 286, translates the Chinese. In a note
he suggests the Chinese was translating sarira-p#ja, but the Tibetan would not support
this; cf. n. 38 above.

59. So de La Vallée Poussin, HJAS 2 (1935) 286; Seidel, Hébdgirin, sixieme fasc., 578.

60. So de La Vallée Poussin, HJAS 2 (1935) 286; Seidel, Hobégirin, sixieme fasc.,
578, cf. J. Przyluski, “Le partage des reliques du buddha,” MCB 4 (1935-1936) 341-367,
esp. 345-346.

61. It is vireually certain that Tibetan yon bsngo zhing here is translating some form
of daksinam adis-; cf. Mabaparinirvana-satra, 6.10: namna daksinam adisasva = yon sngo
ba mdzad du gsol; 6.13: daksinam adiset = yon bsngo byas; Gilgit Manuscripes, iii 2, 127.18:
daksinam uddisya = yon bsngo ba byas nas; etc.

62. Determining the precise referent of the term or title Tridandaka is not as easy
as one might expect. Modern scholars, on the basis of good Chinese evidence (I-tsing,
colophons from Tun Huang), have with differing degrees of certainty seen in Tridandaka
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a reference to a specific text. Taisho 801, the text in question, has in fact been assigned
in various Chinese sources two titles: (Fo shuo) wu ch'ang ching, “Sutra (Spoken by the
Buddha) on Impermanency,” a title which has been taken as a translacion of a Sanskrit
title something like Anityata-sitra, and San ch'i ching, “Sutra des Trois Quvertures” or
“les trois ‘informations.” ” Sometimes the second title is given as an alternative, sometimes
the two titles are simply combined into one: Fo shuo wu ch’ang san ch'i ching; de La Vallée
Poussin renders the Chinese corresponding to our Ksudraka passage by “récite les trois
‘informations’, K'7 [et] le Satra sur I'impermanence,” HJAS 2 (1935) 287. Taishi 801,
ot the Anityatd-sitra, would appear to be well suited for a funeral texe; see the Sanskrit
version edited in I. Yamada, “Anityatastcra,” IBK 20.2 (1972) 1001-1996. It appears,
moreover, from at least Takakusu’s translation, that I-tsing says in his description of a
monastic funeral in his Record that “while the corpse is burning ... the ‘Sttra on
Impermanence’ (Anitya-sitra) is recited” (Takakusu, A Record of the Buddbist Religion as
Practiced in India and the Malay Archipelago, 81-82). Bareau, however, in summarizing
the passage says only: “Un moine récite un bref sermon (s#tra) sur I'impermanence
(anityatd) .. .," ACF 1989-90, 636. In the account of the funeral of Mahaprajapati in
the Kswdraka, finally, the Buddha himself is said to have “expounded teachings connected
with impermanence” (mi rtag pa dang ldan pa'i chos dag bshad nas; Derge, 10, 226.2). All
of this would seem to argue for identifying the Tridandaka with the Anityata-sitra. But
there are still other indications that would seem to suggest that the Tridandaka was not,
in fact, a specific text but a kind of ritual formulary into which any given text could
be inserted. Although I-tsing does not appear to refer to the Tridandaka in his description
of a monastic funeral, he does refer to it elsewhere in his Record and his description of
it is of considerable interest. Lévi has translated the passage as follows: "Dans les pays
occidentaux, I'adoration des caitya et le service ordinaire se font a la fin de I'apres-midi
ou au crépuscule . . . Quand tout le monde est définitivement assis, un maitre des satra
monte sur le siege aux lions (simhdsana) et déclame un peu de satra . . . Quant aux textes
sacrés qu'on récite, c'est surtout les Trois Quvertures qu'on récite. C'est un recueil di
au vénérable Ma ming (ASvaghosa). La premiere partie compte dix vers; 'objet du texte
est d'exalter les Trois Joyaux. Ensuite vient un texte sacré proprement dit, prononcé par
le Buddha en personne. Aprés 'hymne et le récitation, il y a encore plus de dix vers,
qui ont trait 4 la déflexion des mérites (parinamana) et a la production du voeu (pranidbina).
Comme il y a trois parties qui s'ouvrent successivement, on appelle ce texte sacré les
Trois Ouvertures”; see S. Lévi, “Sur la récitation primitive des textes bouddhiques,” JA
(1915) 401447, esp. 433~434; cf. Takakusu, A Record of the Buddhist Religion as Practiced
in India and the Malay Archipelago, 152-153, and R. Fujishima, “Deux chapitres extraits
des mémoires d'I-tsing sur son voyage dans I'inde,” JA (1888) 411439, esp. 416—418.
This passage is important in at least two ways. First, the Tridandata described here is
not a specific text, but a set form of recitation consisting of three parts: (1) praise of the
three precious things followed by (2) the recitation of “un texte sacré proprement dit”
with the sequence concluded by, (3) a formal transfer of merit. The “texte sacré” is
unspecified and can apparently be any text suitable to the occasion of the recitation. The
second important thing that I-tsing’s description indicates would point in the same
direction. We have seen so far in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya that the recitation of the
Tridandaka is one of the specified moments for the distribution of a deceased monk’s
estate, and that it is recited as a part of a monastic funeral. I-tsing’s description, however,
makes it clear that these were not the only ritual contexts in which the Tridandaka was
used. His description would seem to indicate that it was also used during the daily
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“adoration des caitya et le service ordinaire,” and to these ritual moments we can
add others. The Posadbavastn of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, for example, associates the
recitation of the Tridandaka with the fortnightly communal recitation of the Pratimoksa.
which is often presented as the most important congregational ritual in Buddhist monasti-
cism (see Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 80.5, where details concerning the appropriate length
of its recitation are given). This association is repeated in the Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen
mo, which characterizes the Tridandaka as a procedure or method of practice connected
with the Uposadha: gso sbyong gi sbyor chog cig ste; its description of the Tridandaka as a
recitative formulary corresponds almost exactly to I-tsing’s: . .. phyag ‘tshal ba'i rgyud |
mdo 'don pa'i rgyud | bsngo ba'i rgyud de rgyud gsum dang ldan pa'i sgo nas tshul kbrims rnam
dag gi mdo la sogs pa'i chos bshad cing nyan par byed pa'o | in Kran dbyi sun, ed., Bod rgya
tshig mdzod chen mo, Vol. I (Beijing: 1985) 577. Elsewhere in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya,
moreover, the recitation of the Tridandaka is prescribed in the ritual required before
cutting down a tree; see the text cited in K. Tokiya, “The Anityata-saitra Quoted in the
Tibetan Version of a Milasarvastivada Text,” IBK 34.1 (1985) 164; etc. It is, cherefore,
not just the scructure of the Tridandaka as it is described by I-tsing, but also its use in
a variety of different ritual contexts that suggests that it might well have been not a
specific text but a specific set type of recitation or an established formulary into which
any given s#tra text could be inserted. The Chinese identification of the Tridandaka with
the Anityata-siitra may have resulted from the fact that I-tsing sent home the version of
the formulary used for monastic funerals into which the Anityatd had been inserted and
this came to be considered the only version. All of this will, of course, require further
research to settle; so too will the actribution of the formulary to A§vaghosa. For material
bearing on both questions, see—in addition to the sources already cited—P. Demiéville,
“Bombai,” Habogirin, Premier fasc. (Tokyo: 1929) 93ff; R. Sankrtyayana, “Search for
Sanskrit Mss. in Tibet,” JBORS 24.4 (1938) 157-160; E. H. Johnston, “The Tridandamala
of Asvaghosa,” JBORS 25 (1939) 11-14; Lin Li-Kouang, L'aide-mémoive de la vraie loi
(Paris: 1949) 303-305; L. Giles, Descriptive Catalogue of the Chinese Manuscripts from
Tunbuang in the British Museum (London: 1957) 114-115; Durt, Hébdgirin. cinquieéme
fasc., 437; P. Demiéville, “Notes on Buddhist Hymnology in the Far East,” Buddbist
Studies in Honour of Walpola Rabula, ed. S. Balasooriya et al. (London: 1980) 50, n. 31;
Seidel, Hobigirin, sixieme fasc., 577-578; etc.

63. de La Vallée Poussin, HJAS 2 (1935) 287. Here again we have a case where
what should be a straightforward referent turns out not to be so. The problems start
with an old one. Tibetan translations almost never distinguish between st#pa and caitya,
both terms almost always being rendered by mchod rren; there are apparent exceptions,
but they are extremely rare—see the Mchod rten gcig btab na bye ba btab par ‘gyur pa'i
gzungs (Peking, 6, 151-2-2 to 151-3-2; 11, 168-4-8 to 164-5-8) where the transliteration
tsai tya appears several times. The original that was translated in our passage by mchod
rten la phyag mi 'tshal nas and mchod rten la phyag ‘tshal bar bya'o cannot, therefore, be
determined. There is also the fact that the Tibetan versions are not in agreement as to
whether the text is referring to one or to several mchod rtens: the Derge has in the second
occurrence mchod rten la, but both Tog and Peking have mchod rten dag la (de La Vallée
Poussin translates the Chinese as singular). Both considerations may bear on an even
more important point: we do not know to whom the mchod rten or mchod rtens belonged;
we do not know whether the reference is to a st#pa or stiipas of the Buddha, or to the
stapa or stipas of the local monastic dead—it is now clear that the latter were found in
considerable numbers at a considerable number of mostly very early monastic sites in
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India; cf. Schopen, “An Old Inscription from Amaravati,” Ch. IX above; for some regional
variation in regard to whether such structures were called st@pas or caityas, see 197 and
n. 38. Taking this category into account it is, of course, not impossible that our text
might be referring to a stpa built for the deceased monk whose funeral has just been
performed. It appears, however, that at least Miilasarvastivada texts do not seem to link
funereal activity per se with the erection of st#pas for the local monastic dead. In none
of the numerous references to monastic funerals in Milasarvastivada literature that I
know is there any reference to erecting a stipa. In face, the erection of st@pas for the local
monastic dead is legislated separately in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, not in an account
of a funeral, but in an account concerning the post-funereal “relics” of Sariputra (Derge,
10, 488ff). This would suggest, I think, that in this Vinaye funeral ceremonies and cult
activity directed toward relics or reliquaries of the local monastic dead were conceived
of as fundamentally different forms of religious behavior. (It is—in so far as [ know—only
in a few Pali narrative passages that funeral ceremonies for local monks or nuns are
directly linked with the erection of stdpas for them; cf. Udana, 8.21; Pali Vinaya, iv,
308.) {See now G. Schopen, “Ritual Rights and Bones of Contention: More on Monastic
Funerals and Relics in the M#lasarvistivada-vinaya,” JIP 22 (1994) 31-80.1 In light of
these considerations, it might be well to assume—until it can be shown otherwise—that
mchod rten (dag) la phyag 'tshal bar bya'o in our passage refers to worshipping the stipa
or stapas of the Buddha, and that such an act was the final moment of a monastic funeral.
What “external” evidence we have also would seem to indicate that funeral activity and
activity connected with st@pas were thought of as distinct. I-tsing in his Record refers to
something “like a st4pa” for the local monastic dead, but he seems to indicate that such
was not always erected and that when it was it was made an indeterminate time after
the funeral: the monks, he says, “on returning [from the cremation} to their apartments,
... cleanse the floor with powdered cow-dung. All other things remain as usual. There
is no custom as to putting on a mourning-dress. They sometimes build a thing like a
stiipa for the dead, to contain his sarfra (or relics). It is called a ‘bula,” which is like a
small st7pa, but without the cupola on it”; see Takakusu, A Record of the Buddhist Religion
as Practiced in India and the Malay Archipelago, 82; cf. Bareau, ACF 1989-1990, 636:
“Apres la crémation, on recueille les restes corporels (szrfra) et on éléve sur eux un petit
tumulus appelé &xla. Celui-ci ressemble a un stdpa, mais on ne dresse pas de parasols
(chattra) a roues (cakra) a son sommet . . ." For an attempt to identify what I-tsing calls
a kula with what is found at a number of monastic sites in India, see G. Schopen, “Burial
Ad Sanctos and che Physical Presence of the Buddha in Early Indian Buddhism,” Ch. VII
above, esp. 120. Note too that Rockhill’s summary of our text is particularly unsatisfactory
at this point: “Previously to being interred the body must be washed. A cairn or tchaitya
(mehod rten) must be raised over the remains” (The Life of the Buddba and the Early History
of His Order, 112). There is no justification in the text itself for his tnterpretation of
either injunction: it is the monks who participated in the funeral who must wash, and
the mchod rten is to be worshipped, not “raised.”

64. 1. B. Horner, The Book of the Discipline, Vol. I (Oxford: 1938) xvi—xvii.

65. Horner, The Book of the Discipline, Vol. 1, xxix.

66. Horner, The Book of the Discipline, Vol. I, xv.

67. Ch. Malamoud, “Les morts sans visage. Remarques sur l'idéologie funéraire
dans le brahmanisme,” La mort, les morts dans les soctétés anciennes, ed. G. Gnoli et J.-P.
Vernant (Cambridge and Paris: 1982) 441-453, esp. 441, 445, 449.
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68. L. Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus. The Caste System and Its Implications, completely
revised English ed. (Chicago: 1980) 49-50.

69. Jain has recently argued that the “elaborate rules for disposing of the dead
bodies of Jain monks” found in Jain literature are also early: “The material contained in
the Bhag{avati} Ara{dhana) belongs to the time of early Jainism when the division of
Svetambara and Digambara did not exist in the Jain Sasigha” (J. Jain, “Disposal of the
Dead in the Bhagavati Aradhana,” JOIB 38 [1988] 123-31. Though a late text, see
the interesting description of “The Funeral of a Renouncer” in J. P. Olivelle, ed.,
Samnyasapaddbati of Rudradeva, The Adyar Library Series, 114 [Madras: 1986] 63ff). It
should be noted that the scholarly literature in regard to the date of the Malasarvastivada-
vinaya is marked by ambivalence and seeming contradictions. Lamotte, for example,
notably on the basis of the fact that this Vinaya contains a “prediction” relative to Kaniska
and was not translated into Chinese until the eighth century, asserts that “on ne peut
attribuer a cet ouvrage une date antérieure aux IV°—V® siécles de notre ere” in Hisrosre
du bouddhisme indien, 727. But Huber, already in 1914, had drawn very different conclu-
sions from the presence of this prediction relative to Kaniska. He had said: “Ce petit
fait vient s'ajouter 4 un certain nombre d’autres déja connus qui tendent & montrer que
le Vinaya des Mala-Sarvastivadins a subi un remaniement aux environs de l'gre chrétienne,”
and then added: “Sans discuter la date exacte du roi Kaniska, on peut dire que la mention
de son nom nous reporte vers le méme temps.” See E. Huber, “Erudes bouddhiques
III.—Le roi kaniska dans le vinaya des mulasarvastivadins,” BEFEO 14 (1914) 19; Gnoli,
Sanghabbedavastu, i, xix, has more recently made much the same observation. Moreover,
and again long before Lamotte, Lévi had already counseled against attributing too much
significance to the date of the Chinese translation: “La date tardive de la traduction
chinoise . . . ne doit pas non plus nous entrainer trop vite a tenir l'ouvrage pour récent”
in TP 8 (1907) 115f. To this might be added the fact that dating the compilation of a
work does not necessarily date its specific contents: “dans 1'état fragmentaire de nos
connaissances sur le bouddhisme indien, la date récente du document qui nous fait
connaitre une légende, ne permet nullement de conclure a la formation récente de la
légende elle-méme” (Huber, BEFEOQ 14 {1914} 17). This is made strikingly evident in
regard to the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya in another series of observations and investigations.
Although he repeatedly characterizes the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya as “tardif” or “le plus
récent de tous les recueils disciplinaires,” Bareau says as well that the form of the stgpa
it describes appears to be the “most ancient” in A. Bareau, “La construction et le culte
des stiipa d’apres les Vinayapitaka,” BEFEO 50 (1960) 233. Elsewhere, while still pointing
to its “late” character, he says: “. .. d'aprés des études comparatives approfondies mais
tres partielles, le Vinayapitaka des Milasarvastivadin parait nettement plus archaique que
celui des Sarvastivadin et méme que le plupart des autres Vinayapitaka” (A. Bareau, Les
sectes bouddbiques du petit véhicule [Paris: 19551 154). More specifically, Lévi, in a detailed
study of certain linguistic forms in the Vinaya, says for example: “Linterdiction de "boire
a la sangsue’, promulgée d'abord dans un dialecte qui pratiquait 'adoucissement de la
sourde intervocalique, est arrivée telle quelle aux rédacteurs du canon pali qui n’ont plus
reconnu sous son altération le terme original; ainsi des autres écoles, a I'exception des
Maila-Sarvastivadins, qui montrent encore sur d’autres points du canon une incontestable
supériorité,” JA (1912) 510; M. Hofinger, in his study of the Second Council, argues
that the oldest extant accounts of these events are preserved in the M#alasarvastivida-
and Mabasanghika-vinayas (M. Hofinger, Etude sur le concile de vaicali {Louvain: 1946}
235-241, 256); I myself have suggested that the account of the remains of the former
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Buddha Kasyapa found in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya appears from every angle to be
earlier than the standardized, revised, and probably conflated accounts found in our other
Vinayas in “Two Problems in the History of Indian Buddhism,” Ch. II above, 28-29. If
these divergent opinions and observations suggest a state of some uncertainty concerning
the date of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya, then their presentation has succeeded in represent-
ing the actual state of our knowledge. We simply know very little that is definitive
about it; the illusion, of course, is that we know anything more about the dates of our
other Vinayas, including that preserved in Pali. It does, however, seem that there is
mounting evidence that the M#lasarvistivada-vinaya—whatever its date or the degree of
its “remaniement”—contains a good deal of very early material. The rules concerning
monastic funerals may, in fact, be just another case in point.

70. For the Sanskrit translated by rim gro bya ba, see L. Chandra, Tibetan-Sanskrit
Dictionary (New Delhi: 1961) 2268-2269, and note that Sanskrit sazkdra, when not
actually a “w.r. for samskira,” can itself in one form or another mean “doing (the last)
honour (to the dead), cremation of a corpse, funeral obsequies,” “to pay the last honours
to (acc.), cremate,” etc.; M. Monier-Williams, A Sanskrit-English Dictionary (Oxford:
1899) 1134. As stated earlier, Sanskrit accounts of monastic funerals do not always use
the expression sarfra-piija: at Gilgit Manuscrips, iii 2, 118.15, for example, we find
bbiksavas tam adaya dabanam gatah . . . bhiksavas tam adabane samskarya vibaram agatab;
at i1 2, 125.14: bhiksavas tam dadabanam nitva samskarya vibaram dagatab.

71. Although it contains some details not yet found in the texts, I-tsing’s description
of a monastic funeral also contains, in one form or another, the same basic elements; see
Takakusu, A Record of the Buddbist Religion as Practiced in India and the Malay Archipelago,
81-82, and Bareau, ACF (1989-1990) 636.

72. It would appear from Jain's remarks in Life in Ancient India as Depicted in the
Jain Canon and Commentaries, 281-284, and JOIB 38 (1988) 123-131, that the funeral
of a dead Jain monk was by preference and, when at all possible, an exclusively monastic
affair. But Jain sources explicitly legislate for contingencies: “The question of carrying
the dead [monk] for disposal was rather complicated . . . If there were only one single
monk and it was not possible for him to carry the dead, ascetics belonging to non-Jain
religion or laymen should be called, or help should be taken from the members of the
Mallagana, the Hastipalagana or the Kumbhakaragana, or in the absence of these a
village-headman, candalas, people from degraded castes, sweepers, barbers and others
should be approached.” It is not impossible that the Buddhist Vinayas also contained
such legislation and it simply has not been recognized as such. The well-known passage
that we associate with the Mabaparinirvana-siitra, which has been taken wrongly to
establish that “$arirapiija, the worship of relics, is the concern of the laity and not the
bhiksusamgha” (Schopen, “Monks and the Relic Cult in the Mabdparinibbana-sutta,” now
Ch. VI above, 100-101), may be, in fact, just such legislation. In the passage in question
(Sanskrit 36.2~36.3; Pali V.10), Ananda asks how the funereal sarira-paja for the Buddha
could be performed, and the Buddha responds in the Sanskrit version: alpotsukas tvam
ananda bbava sarirapiijayab. prasannd brabmanagrbapataya etad apadayigyanti. All of the
other known versions are essentially similar: Pali, “ ‘ne soyez pas occupés (avyavata tumbe
hotha) du culte {2 rendre au} corps du Tathagaca’ ”; Chinese D, “ ‘ne vous souciez pas de
cette affaire’ ”; Chinese A and C, “ ‘restez tranquilles’ ”; etc. All versions, as well, indicate
essentially the same reason why Ananda need not be concerned: “ ‘les pieux brahmanes
et maitres de maison (grbapati) s’en chargeront’ ”; all quotations are from Bareau, Recherches
sur la biographie du buddba dans les satrapitaka et les vinayapitaka anciens: 1. Les derniers
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mois, le parinirvana et les funérailles, T. 11, 36=37. Previous interpretations of this passage—
and they have been many—have, it seems, never asked why Ananda should have been
so concerned in the first place. Moreover, they have failed to take into account, among
other things, that the Mahadparinirvana-sitra was almost certainly a piece of vinaya; that
the Buddha’s declaration came at almost the very end of the various Vinayas and certainly
at the very end of the narrative time or internal chronology assumed by the canonical
texts; and that—finally—Ananda found himself, in so far as we can tell, alone. This
would mean in terms of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya, for example, that by the time the
reader or redactor of this Vinaya had reached this passage, he would have seen or inserted
both sets of rules governing monastic funerals that we have looked at here and a host
of narrative descriptions of monastic funerals, in all of which it was monks and monks
alone who did and were explicitly directed to perform the funeral of a fellow-monk. But
again, in so far as we can tell, Ananda found himself alone or virtually so. He could not,
therefore, fulfill the vinaya rule. This situation can explain well Ananda'’s concern, the
Buddha'’s assurance, and the sense of the passage: the Buddha was allowing an exception
to the rule. This interpretation, although differing markedly from others, is perhaps
worth pursuing. It is also perhaps worth noting that it—or some residual sense that
Ananda had indeed broken the rule—may also explain one of the charges brought against
Ananda by Mahakasyapa at “the council of Rajagrha.” Among other things and in all
versions, Ananda is criticized, in fact charged with a fault (duskrta), for having allowed
apparently unauthorized individuals—nuns, laymen, and especially laywomen—rto partic-
ipate in what could only have been the funereal sar7ra-piija; most of the versions emphasize
that the women saw the Buddha's penis, and that could only have happened during the
preparation of the body before it was wrapped. See, for the various accounts, J. Przyluski,
Le concile de rajagrba. Introduction a ['bistoive des canons et des sectes bouddhigues (Paris:
1926-1928) 15, 50-51, 64, 153, 157, etc.

73. The role of ghosts, demons, etc., in the promulgation of vinaya rules would
make an interesting topic of study. In both the Pali Vinaya (i, 149ff) and the Malasarvasti-
vada-vinaya (Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 149ff), for example, problems with or the presence
of pisaca or amanugyas are cited as legitimate causes for cutting short the rain-retrear, an
act which otherwise was forbidden. Again in the Pali Vinaya the case of a monk who
had “a non-human affliction” (amanussikabadha) or was “possessed” prompted the Buddha
to allow monks to eat raw flesh and drink blood (Pali Vinaya, i, 202; I. B. Horner, The
Book of the Discipline. Vol. IV {London: 19511 274, n. 6); etc. It would appear, moreover,
from Jain’s remarks that many of the rules governing Jain monastic funerals were also
connected with the fear of “ghosts”: “If these rites are not followed, it is possible that
some deity might enter the dead body, rise, play and create disturbances to the sangha”
(JOIB 38 [1988] 127).

74. Unfortunately, the material studied here makes little specific reference to nuns,
and in this it is probably typical of textual sources on the whole and unrepresentative
of what actually occurred; see G. Schopen, “Monks, Nuns, and ‘Vulgar’ Practices,” Ch.
XI below, esp. 248ff. It is true, however, that none of the inscribed—and therefore
certain—st7pas of the local monastic dead found at Indian monastic sites were erected
for a nun; see Schopen, “An Old Inscription from Amaravati,” now Ch. IX above. The
subject requires, and will undoubtedly reward, fucure research.



CHAPTER XI

On Monks, Nuns, and

“Vulgar” Practices

The Introduction of the Image Cult into
Indian Buddhism

THERE IS A CURIOUS consistency in the way in which major doctrinal changes
and innovations in the history of Indian Buddhism have been explained. Some
variant of a single explanatory model has been used to account for such diverse
phenomena as the initial split within the Buddhist community that produced
the Mahasanghika and the beginnings of Buddhist sectarianism, the appearance
and growth of relic worship and the stZpz cult, and the appearance of the
Mahayana, “celestial bodbisattvas,” the cult of images, and Buddhist tantric prac-
tices. The same model has been used, as well, to account for the disappearance
of Buddhism from India.

It is equally curious that we owe the most recent and perhaps most clearly
articulated statement of this model to a classicist working in “late antiquity.”
Brown, in talking about the rise of the cult of the saints in Latin Christianity,
speaks of “a particular model of the nature and origin of the religious sentiment,”
which he calls the “ ‘two-tiered” model.” In this model:

The views of the potentially enlightened few are thought of as being subject
to continuous upward pressure from habitual ways of thinking current
among “the vulgar” . ..

When applied to the nature of religious change in late antiquity, the “two-
tiered” model encourages the historian to assume that a change in the piety
of late-antique men, of the kind associated with the rise of the cult of
saints, must have been the result of the capitulation by the enlightened
elites of the Christian church to modes of thought previously current only

Originally published in Artibus Asiae 49:1-2 (1988-1989):153-168. Reprinted with stylis-
tic changes with permission of Artibus Asiae.
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among the “vulgar.” The result has been a tendency to explain much of
the cultural and religious history of late antiquity in terms of drastic
“landslips” in the relation between the elites and the masses. Dramatic
moments of “democratization of culture” or of capitulation to popular needs
are held to have brought about a series of “mutations” of late-antique and
early medieval Christianity.'

That this view or “model” has become an almost unnoticed part of our scholarly
method could be easily documented on every side. That it is deeply embedded
in even the best standard works on Indian Buddhism is clear from any number
of statements in Lamotte. The latter, under the heading “influence du milieu
laic,” says, for example:

Le bouddhisme n’est pas qu’une philosophie mystique a I'usage des candidats
au Nirvaga. Ce fut aussi une religion qui sortit du cadre étroit des couvents
pour se répandre & travers toutes les couches de la population. Il n’est pas
douteux que, sur certains points de la doctrine et du culte, les religieux
n'aient dli composer avec les aspirations des laics . . . les succes croissants
de la propagande eurent pour effet de transformer le bouddhisme, de message
philosophico-mystique qu’il écait primitivement, en une véritable religion
comportant un Dieu (plus exactement un buddha divinisé), un panthéon,
des saints, une mythologie et un culte. Cette religion ne tarda pas a s'infilcrer
dans les monastéres et a influencer, peu ou prou, les savants docteurs.’

Later in the same work and at the end of his short discussion of the cult of

images, Lamotte says:

Dans I'ensemble, en face des exigences multipliées du sentiment populaire,
la réaction cléricale n’a manqué ni de souplesse ni d'adresse ... Dans la
vie courante, les autorités spirituelles évitaient de prendre position, tolér-
aient sans permettre, concédaient sans accorder . . .°

In fact, this attitude and the “ ‘two-tiered’ model” has particularly affected our
understanding of such things as the introduction of the cult of images into
Indian Buddhism almost from the very beginning of the discussion. Sixty years
ago Coomaraswamy said:

. it may well be asked how it came to pass that Hinduism, Buddhism,
and Jainism alike became “idolatrous” religions. The answer to this question
was admirably expressed by Jacobi over forty years ago: ‘I believe that this
worship had nothing to do with original Buddhism or Jainism, that it did
not originate with the monks, but with the lay community, when the
people in general felt the want of a higher cult than that of their rude
deities and demons, when the religious development of India found in
Bhakti the supreme means of salvation. Therefore instead of seeing in the
Buddhists the originals and in the Jainas the imitators, with regard to the



240 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

erection of temples and worship of statues, we assume that both sects were
.. . brought to adopt this practice by the perpetual and irresistible influence
of the religious development of the people in India.*

That this model is still very much current can be seen in even the most recent
discussions of the early image cult.’

The position here is an odd one. It starts with the assumption—another
old one—that Indian Buddhism was a religion dominated by a religious elite.
But then it almost immediately asserts that these “enlightened elites”—"les
savants docteurs,” “les autorités spirituelles,” “the monks”—were apparently able
only to react: change and innovation were apparently out of their hands and
were the result of the pressure of popular, lay feeling; it was the laity, it seems,
who stimulated change and innovation. But apart from the fact that this would
have been an almost complete reversal of the role that “autorités spirituelles”
have always had in Indian culcure, every indication that we have in regard to
the cult of images, for example, suggests something like the very opposite.

Precisely because it was a later innovation in Indian Buddhism, the develop-
ment of the cult of images can be much more easily followed than many other,
earlier developments. This is especially true of its introduction and its earlier
phases at individual sites. By means of one of the most important and most
unaccountably little-used sources for the history of Indian Buddhism, we are
able to actually document the role of the Indian Buddhist monastic in this
process. In fact, even a preliminary analysis of the large collection of donative
inscriptions that have come down to us clearly indicates the preponderant place
that the monks and nuns had in the entire enterprise. We might start late and
with Sarnach.

There are twenty-two image inscriptions from Sarnach in which the donor
is clear that date to the Kusan and Gupta periods. In fifteen of these, including
the very earliest, the donor of the image is a monastic.® In only three is the donor
specifically said to be a layman, and one of these is uncertain.” In four others,
only the name of the donor is given without any indication of his status. Even
if we assume that this last group were laymen, still there are more than twice
as many monk donors as lay donors. The numbers for monastic donors are almost
certainly far out of proportion with the actual number of monks in the general
population. They are also in striking contrast with what we find at Sarnath at
the end of what Sahni calls “the Mediaeval Period”: 1100-1200 C.E. Here we
find six lay donors, and possibly two more, but not a single monk.” Monastics
initiated and disproportionately supported the cult of images at Sarnath in the
early periods.

In the Western Cave Temples we can even more clearly watch the introduc-
tion of the cult of images. The caves at Ajanta were excavated in two main
phases. In the early phase, which goes back to the first century B.CE., there are
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no images. In the second phase, which started in the fifth century C.E., images
were an integral part of the new excavations and were introduced into many of
the older caves as well. Here, there is no doubt about who was responsible for
their introduction. We have thirty-six donative inscriptions connected with
images from Ajanta in which the status of the donor can be determined. In only
three of these inscriptions are the donors laymen, and one of these cases is
doubtful. The other thirty-three donors were all monks. Ninety-four percent of
these images were given by monks.’?

Although less overwhelming, the evidence from other cave sites in Western
India always points in the same direction. Eighteen of our donative inscriptions
from Kanheri record the gifts of laymen: caves, cisterns, seats, and so on. Seven
show monks and nuns making the same kind of gifts. But although laymen
never donated images, two additional inscriptions indicate that monks did. The
two inscriptions from Kanheri connected with images both indicate they were
given by monks.'” Moreover, if Leese is right about “the earliest extant figures
of the Buddha at Kagheri,” it is worth noting that the figures she identifies
resulted eicher entirely or in large part from the patronage of a group of five
monks.'! The pattern is very much the same at Kuda. Here eighteen inscriptions
record the gifts of laymen: caves, cisterns, a bathing tank, and so on. In only
one case did a layman give an image. There are six additional inscriptions from
Kuda that record the gifts of monks: in two of these, monastic individuals
donated caves; in one, the object given is unclear; the remaining three inscriptions
all record the gifts of images by monks.!? At both Kuda and Kanheri the images
found are intrusive—they were not part of the original plan. They were introduced
onto the site, and in five out of six cases they were introduced by monks. Many
of the images at Ajanta were also intrusive, and virtually all of them were
introduced by monks.

The monastic role in the cult of images is also apparent in the Kharostht
inscriptions—some quite early—from the Northwest. There are eighteen Kharo-
sthT inscriptions in the old collection edited by Konow that record the gifts of
images and in which the donor’s name is preserved. Of these eighteen, more
than two-thirds (or thirteen) record the gifts of monks.'* When we add to these
the image inscriptions that have been published recently, the figures change
somewhat but not markedly. I know of nine newly discovered Kharostht inscrip-
tions connected with images, but in three of these the status of the donor is
unclear or problematic.'® In five others, the donors are lay persons, and in
one—the earliest dated piece of Gandharan sculpture—the donor is a monk."’
It is worth noting that even if in all three of the new inscriptions in which the
donor’s status is unclear the donor is assumed to be a lay person, this would
still mean that almost 60 percent of the inscribed images from Gandhara now
known were given by monks, and this figure, again, is certainly way out of
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proportion in terms of the percentage of monks in the total population. It is
also worth noting that both of the earliest actually dated Gandharan images
were the gifts of monks.

Because images are much more frequently inscribed and much more fre-
quently and precisely dated at Mathura, Mathuran images are probably our most
important single source of information on the cult of images, especially in its
early phase. Here too, the monastic element disproportionately predominates.
Of the twenty-six inscriptions published in Liiders’ collection that record the
gift of an image and preserve the donors’ names, seventeen—or almost two-
thirds—record the gifts of monks or nuns.'® When we add the ten more recently
published inscriptions in which the donors are clear'” and the six inscriptions
on early images found elsewhere (Kausambi, Sarnath, or Sravasti) but known to
have come from Mathura,'® we arrive at a total of forty-two. Of these forty-two
images, seventeen were donated by lay persons, but twenty-five by monks or
nuns: here again, almost two-thirds. But because many of the Mathuran images
are more precisely dated, we can make an even more precise chronological analysis
of them.

Since the four image inscriptions assigned by Liiders to the Ksatrapa period
(MI nos. 1, 72, 80, 806) are not actually dated, our analysis will be limited to
dated Kusan inscriptions on images of Mathuran origin in which the status of
the donor is clear. (See Table 1. I include the two Kharosthi inscriptions dated
in an early Kusan year, marked with an asterisk.)'”

The first feature that strikes the eye is the proportionately high number of
monastic donors: two-thirds of the donors of images in dated Kusan inscriptions
were monks or nuns. But for the hazards of time, this number would have been
higher. Only two of the Kusan image inscriptions recording the gift of lay
persons lacked a year date and were therefore excluded from the analysis. But
four of the inscriptions recording monastic gifts lacked such a date and had to
be excluded. The second striking feature of our table is the clustering of monastic
donors at the very beginning of the period.

Apart from one exception, every image set up in the first dozen years of
the period was set up by a monk or a nun. The exception—number v in our
table—is itself very doubtful. Liiders says “owing to the deplorable state of the
inscription, the reading of the date is not absolutely reliable.” Sahni reads it as
year 30, and Liiders in a note says “it may have been 4 or 40.”?° There is a
distinct possibility that it belongs much further down in our table. However
this may be, we need go no further in our analysis to conclude that, on the basis
of the actual evidence, the cult of images in the Kusan period—the earliest
period we can actually reach—was almost entirely, and very probably exclusively,
a monastically initiated and supported cult.

Bur these inscriptions can tell us even more about the individuals involved
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Table 1. Status of Donors in Kusan Period: Inscriptions from Mathura

Kusan Year  Type of Donor Location Source
i 2 monastic Kausambi El 24, 210ff
i 3 monastic Sarnath EIl 8, 173ff
iii 3 monastic Sravastl EI 8, 181
iv 4 monastic Mathura El 34, off
v 4 or 40? lay Mathura MI No. 172
vi S* monastic Peshawar(?) BEFEQ 61, 54
vii 6 monastic Kausambi Central Asia in the
Kushan Period,
Vol. 11, 15
viii 8 monastic Mathura MI No. 154
ix 14 lay Mathura MI No. 81
X 16 monastic Machura MI No. 157
Xi 17 lay Mathura MI No. 150
xii 23 lay Mathura MI No. 136
Xiii 26 lay Mathura JIABS 10.2, 101
X1V 31 monastic Mathura MI No. 103
XV 32 monastic Ahicchatra JASB 21, 67
xvi 33 monastic Mathura MI No. 24
xvil 39 monastic Mathura MI No. 126
xviii 45 lay Mathura MI No. 180
XixX 46 lay Mathura JAIH 13, 2771t
XX 51 monastic Mathura MI No. 29
Xxi 89% monastic Mamane Dheri KI LXXXVIII

*The year has not actually been preserved in this inscription, but since the same donor set
up images in the years 2 and 6, the year 3 is a reasonable approximation; cf. the following
discussion.

in this monastic innovation. If we set aside the doubtful lay inscription of the
year 4 or 40, then we can see that the donors of five of the first Buddhist cule
images known in India (i, ii, iii, vi, vii) had at least one more quality in common
in addition to the fact that they were all monastics: these donors are all called
trepitakas, those “who know the Three Pitakas,” those who knew the whole of
Buddhist sacred literature as it existed at the time. This would suggest that
they were not average monks, but high ecclesiastics of wide religious knowledge.
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It would also mean—as we shall see in greater detail in a moment—that the
earliest dated cult images set up at a minimum of three major Buddhist sites
in the Ganges Basin—art Sarnath, Sravasti, and Kausambi—and in Gandhara (i,
i1, 111, vi, vii), were set up by learned monastics, by individuals who “knew the
Three Pitakas.” It is also interesting to note that one of the two inscribed images
introduced at Kanheri was the gift of a pupil of yet another trepitaka,”! and that
the donor of the other image dated in the year 4 at Machura (iv) was a companion
monk to another monk who is called a “preacher of Dharma,” a dba(r}mma-
{kathi}ka. The connection between the beginnings of the image cult and learned
monastics is everywhere, so to speak, carved in stone.

Yet other things about the donors of these early images emerge from their
accompanying inscriptions. The latter indicate that at least five of these images
were set up by a group of monastics who knew one another—perhaps intimately.
They also allow us a rare insight into the life and multifarious relationships of
one learned monk at the beginning of the Kusan period.

The learned monk, the Bhiksu Bala “who knew the Three Pitakas,” himself
“caused to be set up” (pratisthapito) an image in the third year of Kaniska at
Sarnach. This is a huge image, ten-feet high and three-feet wide. Both the stone
it is made of and its style indicate that it came from Mathura, which—as the
crow flies—is 300 miles away. He “caused it to be set up” at Sarnath “at the
place where the Lord [i.e., the Buddha}l used to walk” (bhagavato cambame); that
is to say, on the “promenade, terrace, place for walking” at Sarnach that local
tradition apparently maintained the Buddha had actually used. He also provided
this huge image with a large stone umbrella.?? Some time before or after—the
exact year is unsure—this same learned monk “caused to be set up” another
image at Sravastt. This image is also huge—eleven-feet, eight-inches high—and
it too was made in Mathurd, which—again, as the crow flies—is more than 200
miles away. At Sravasti also Bala caused this monumental image to be set up
“at the place where the Lord used to walk.” Here as well he provided the image
with a stone umbrella.?’

As Vogel has already said, all the evidence points to the fact that these were
the first images set up at SravastT and Sarnath, two of the most important
Buddhist sacred sites in India. It is, therefore, of considerable significance that
the person responsible was at both places the same learned monk, and all of the
evidence indicates that he alone was responsible, in spite of the fact that the
cost of having the images made and having them transported must have been
very great. There is no question about this in regard to the Sravasti image:
although he attached two separate inscriptions to his gift—one on the base of
the image and one on the umbrella shaft—Bala himself is the only donor

mentioned. The inscription on the base reads:
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{mahdrdjasya devaputrasya kaniskasya sam . .. di} 109 etaye purvaye
bbiksusya pusya{vu}-

{ddbis}ya saddby(e}vibarisya bhiksusya balasya trepitakasya danam b{o}dhisatvo
chatram dandas ca Savastiye bbagavato camkame

kosambakutiye acaryyanam savvastivadinam parigabe

(EI 8 {1905-1906} 181)

{In the year {3} of the Great King, the Devaputra Kaniska, in the . . . the
month of . . ., on the] 19th {day], on this date the gift of the Monk Bala,
who knows the Three Pitakas and is a companion of the Monk Pusyavuddhi,
[i.e.,} a Bodhisattva, an umbrella, and its shaft [were set up} in Sravasti, on
the Blessed One’s Promenade, in the Kosambakuti, for the possession of
the Sarvastivadin Teachers.

Here, although Bala identifies himself in part by reference to a fellow monk—
Pusyavuddhi—that fellow monk is not associated with his gift. The gift is said
to be Bala’s alone. Note that what was almost certainly the first cult image set
up at Sravasti—one of the most important of Buddhist sites—was not only
given by a learned monk, it was also given r0 a group of learned monks, “the
Sarvastivadin Teachers.”

The inscription on the umbrella shaft belonging to the Sravasti image,
although very fragmentary at the beginning, almost certainly is worded exactly
the same as the inscription on the base. No more. In this, the inscriptions on
the Sarnath image differ.

There are three separate inscriptions associated with the Sarnath image: one
on the umbrella shaft, which is the longest, one on the front of the image
pedestal, and one on the back of the image between the feet. The last of these reads:

maharajasya kanis(kasya} sam 3 he 3 di 2{2}
etaye purvaye bhiksusya balasya trepita{ kasaya}
bodbisatvo chatrayasti ca {(pratisthapito}
(EI 8 [1905-1906] 179)

The year 3 of the Great King Kanigka, the 3rd month of winter, the 22nd
day. On this date, by the Monk Bala who knows the Three Pitakas, a
Bodhisattva, an umbrella, and its shaft were caused to be set up.

Here, Bala is the only donor mentioned. He alone is said to be responsible for
setting up “the Bodbisattva, an umbrella, and its shaft.” But the inscription on
the front of the pedestal says that the Bodhisattva at least—the umbrella and
shaft are not mentioned—was “caused to be set up” by Bala mabaksatrapena
kharapallanena saha ksatrapena vanasparena, which on the face of it means:
“together with the Great Satrap Kharapallana and the Satrap Vanaspara.” The
inscription on the shaft is even fuller. It records that the Bodbisattva, umbrella,
and shaft were set up by the Monk Bala, who is here identified as “the companion
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of the Monk Pusyavuddhi”—thus identifying the Bala of the Sravastt image
with the Bala named here at Sarnath. But it goes on to say that this was done
“together with his mother and father, together with his preceptors and teachers,
his companions and pupils, together with Buddhamitra who knows the Three
Pitakas, together with the Satrap Vanagpara and Kharapallana, and together with
the Four Assemblies, for the welfare and happiness of all beings.”

The situation appears somewhat contradictory here. The inscription on the
back of the image says that Bala alone set up the image, umbrella, and shaft.
The other two inscriptions say that the same act was done—following the usual
interpretation of saha—"together with” a number of named individuals. The
seeming contradiction turns on the interpretation of saba: if it is taken literally,
the inscriptions recording the same event are saying different things; if it does
not literally mean “together with,” they are not. There are internal indications that
seem to indicate that seha was not intended to be understood in its literal sense.

The last group mentioned in the shaft inscription according to the way
Vogel has printed it, is “the Four Assemblies”; that is, “all monks, nuns, laymen,
and laywomen.” The universalistic character of this group is even clearer if we
read saha ca sarvahi parisabi, “and together with all assemblies,” instead of saha
ca(tu)hi parisahi, “together with the Four Assemblies.” Vogel admits he hesitated
between the two readings.’ In fact, both are possible. But the important point
here is that, in either case, it is very difficult to believe that the inscription
intended to say that the image at Sarnath was “caused to be set up” by Bala
“together with"—/iterally—"all monks, nuns, laymen, and laywomen.” In fact,
several individuals and subgroups who would fall into the larger categories such
as “monks” have already been specifically mentioned. It seems much more likely
that the saba construction is used here—and perhaps everywhere in Buddhist
donative inscriptions—as a means by which the donor can share the merit of
his act by explicitly associating others with it. He shares or “transfers” the act
rather than, as is frequent elsewhere, the merit resulting from it. The end result
in either case is the same.?

Whether Bala’s gift was literally made “together with” the groups or individ-
uals named, or whether-—as appears to be more likely the case—he chose to
associate these groups or individuals with his meritorious act, it would seem
obvious that he had a special relationship with them, especially with those he
specifically names. The Satraps Vanagpara and Kharapallana were clearly
important local political figures, and it appears likely that the Monk Bala,
like the Monk Buddhabhadra later at Ajanta, was “the friend of kings.” Like
Buddhabhadra again, he must also have been a man “of considerable wealth.”*
But the one other specifically named individual he associates with his act has
no counterpart in Buddhabhadra’s inscription. Bala specifically names, in addition
to the Satraps, only Buddhamitra: a woman—she is called here neither a nun
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nor a pupil—who “knows the Three Pitakas.” This is of particular importance,
both for what it reveals about Bala’s preoccupations and for the fact that it
establishes that he knew and apparently had a special relationship with a woman
named Buddhamitra who—Ilike himself and apparently on the same footing—
“knew the Three Pitazkas” or the whole of Buddhist canonical literature as it
existed at the time. This, in turn, is important because it suggests that he
probably knew the woman who, on at least two occasions—the year 2 and the
year 6 of Kaniska—"“caused to be set up” the first cult images at Kausambi, yet
another major Buddhist sacred site.

The earliest dated cult image set up at Kausambr1 was, like Bala’s images
at Sarnath and Sravasti, a very large standing image very probably made at
Mathura, which was more than 200 miles away. It, again like both Bala’s images,
was set up “on the promenade of the Blessed One, the Buddha” (bhagavato
buddhasa ca(m}kame). These facts alone would suggest that the installation of
these three images—the first of their kind at these important sites—was the
result of a patterned and coordinated effort: all three originated from the same
place, and all three were set up on a “promenade” associated with the Buddha.
This suggestion is further strengthened by the fact that the Kausambi image
was set up by a woman named Buddhamitra who, according to the inscription,
“knew the Three Pitakas.” This Buddhamitra, called here “a nun” (bbikbuni),
can hardly be anyone else than the Buddhamitra “who knows the Three Pitakas”
that Bala mentions in his inscription from Sarnath. This same Buddhamitra set
up at least three separate images “on the promenade of the Blessed One" at
Kau$ambi: the first in the year 2, another in the year 6, and a third in an
unknown year.?’

The nature of the relationship between Bala and Buddhamitria is curiously
unstated. Buddhamitra is the only specifically named individual—apart from
the Satraps—whom Bala associates with his gift. But he does not say that she
was a nun, nor does he indicate that she was his pupil. Buddhamitra, although
specifically mentioned by Bala, does not mention him at all in any of her three
inscriptions. She indicates that she was a nun but gives no indication of whom
her teacher was. This is of some significance, since it was a common practice
already for monks or nuns to identify themselves by reference to the monastic
who was their teacher. The association of Bala and Buddhamitra with one another,
as well as their association with Mathuri, is, however, both confirmed and given
specificity by the donative inscription of yet another nun who seems to have
carried on their joint project. This inscription records the fact that, in the year
33, a nun named Dhanavatt “caused to be set up” at Mathura an image. Dhanavatt
describes herself both as a nun and as “the sister’s daughter of the nun Buddhami-
tra, who knows the Tripitaka, the female pupil of the monk Bala, who knows
the Tripitaka” (bhiksusya balasya {(t}repitakasya anteva(si}n(7)y(e) {bbi}ksuniye tre(pi-
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ti)(katye buddba{mi}tray(e} bhagineyiye, MI no. 24). Thirty years after Buddhami-
tra set up her first image at Kausambi, her maternal niece set up an image at
Mathura. The niece identified herself exclusively in terms of her relationship to
Buddhamitra, and identified Buddhamitra in turn as a “pupil” of Bala. That
neither of the latter made reference to Buddhamitra’s “pupilhood” is curious, but
it 1s clear that their names were still linked by the generation that followed them.

If the connection between learned monastics and the beginnings of the
image cult is everywhere apparent, it is even more specifically so in the Bala-
Buddhamitra inscriptions. We seem to see here something like an intentional,
organized, even coordinated distribution of early images from a central point.
The earliest cult images at three of the most important Buddhist sites in the
Ganges Basin—Kaugambi, Sravasti, and Sarnath—almost certainly came from
Mathura, where scholarly opinion is more and more inclined to locate the
production of the first Buddha images.?® The production, transportation, and
installation of all these images—again, the first at these sites—was effected by
at least two monastics who knew one another in one or more capacities. And
both of these individuals were, in their contemporary idiom, very learned. All
of the evidence suggests that these learned monastics were, in Basham’s words,
“propagandists for a new cult,”® and that this propaganda was effected in a
systematic fashion. This can only mean that the only “autorités spirituelles”
whom we have actual knowledge of, far from “taking no position,” were the
sponsors and initiators of one of the most radical and far-reaching innovations
in Indian Buddhist cult practice. That some of these “autorités spirituelles” were
women brings us to the last aspect of the question that we can deal with here.

If, because of an almost exclusive reliance on textual sources, our picture of
the actual Indian Buddhist monk is more than a little skewed, the picture of
the Indian Buddhist nun—for the same reason—has been almost obliterated.
Oldenberg, for example, says:

In number they [Buddhist nuns] were apparently far behind monks, and
therefore it is to be doubted also, whether at any time there was inherent
in the spiritual sisterhood a degree of influence which could be felt, bearing
on the Buddhist community as a whole. The thoughts and forms of life of
Buddhism had been thought out and moulded solely by men and for men.*"

That this is off-the-mark on several counts can be surmised on the basis of what
we have seen already of the nun Buddhamitra: her activities at Kausambt would
almost certainly have had profound “influence” there “on the Buddhist commu-
nity as a whole.” It was she who introduced at Kau$ambi the cult image. In
fact, nuns, and laywomen as well, seem to have been very actively involved in

the development of the “new cult.” This will be easily apparent if we rewrite
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our table containing the data for the image cult connected with Machura in
such a way as to show gender differences. (See Table 2.)

If we set aside the two Kharosthi inscriptions, we can note that, of the
nineteen individuals associated with Mathura who “caused images to be set up”
in the Kusan period, six were monks, two were laymen, six were nuns, and five
were laywomen. Nuns here, rather than being “far behind monks,” had parity
with them both in terms of numbers and in terms of learned titles. This parity
was not new. It occurred before in the earlier inscriptions recording donations
connected with the stipa/relic cult at SaficT: there were at Safict one hundred
twenty-nine monk donors, and one hundred twenty-five nuns. At least four
inscriptions from SaficT record the gift of a nun named Avisind who is called

"3 and at least three nun donors at Safct had

one “who is versed in the S#tras,
“pupils” (antevasin).’* The figures for other early sites show a similar pattern: at
Pauni there were three monk donors and five nuns;*® at Bharhut, sixteen nuns
and twenty-five monks;** at Amaravati, twelve monk donors and twelve nun
donors.”® The one striking exception from the early period comes from our
KharosthT inscriptions: in Konow’s collection there are sixteen monk donors but
not a single nun. There are, as well, no nuns in the more recently published
Kharostht inscriptions. The reasons for this are not yet clear. It may well have
to do with the fact that the geographic area from which our Kharosthi inscriptions
came is precisely that area which has always been most open to foreign influence

and occupation, and this influence and occupation may have determined a differ-

Table 2. Gender Differences of Donors in Kusian Period
Inscriptions from Mathura

Kusan Year  Donor Kugan Year  Donor
i 2 nun Xii 23 laywoman
i 3 monk xiii 26 layman
i 3) monk Xiv 31 nun
iv 4 monk XV 32 monk
v 4 or 40?7  laywoman xvi 33 nun
vi 5%  monk xvil 39 nun
vii 6 nun xviii 45 laywoman
viii 8 nun Xix 46 layman
ix 14 laywoman XX 51 monk
X 16 monk xxi 89* monk

xi 17 laywoman




250 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

ent attitude toward the participation of women in monastic lives.*® But however
this might eventually be explained, it is clear already that, in addition to
geographical factors affecting the degree of participation of nuns in recorded
Buddhist activities, there is a marked chronological component as well.

From the very earliest period up to and through the Kusan period, nuns
were everywhere—apart from the Kharostht area and Nagarjunikonda—present
as active donors in numbers similar to those of monks. When we move from
the Kusan to the Gupta period (the fourth to fifth centuries C.E.), this pattern
changes radically. Among the donors of images associated with Mathura in the
Kusan age, for example, there were, as we have seen, six monks and six nuns.
But in the Gupta inscriptions from Mathura, while there are six monk donors,
chere is only a single nun.”” This marked drop in the number of nun donors at
Mathura occurred in conjunction with at least one other change that can be
detected there: a new kind of monk appeared at Mathura in the fourth to fifth
centuries. Five of the six Gupta monk donors appear to have belonged to the
same group. They all refer to themselves as {7kyabhiksus—a title unknown in
previous periods.”® That the presence of these monks is related to the decline
or disappearance of nun donors is suggested as well at other sites, perhaps most
dramatically at Ajanta and Sarnath. At Ajanta there were thirty-three monastic
donors of images, all of the fifth century, and every one of them was a monk.
There was not a single nun. Of these thirty-three monks, at least twenty-five
specifically referred to themselves as S7kyabhiksus.” The same pattern is found
in the Gupta inscriptions from Sarnath: there were thirteen monk donors of
images but only a single nun. Here too eleven of the thirteen monk donors
referred to themselves as iakyabhiksus. "

Although the full details have yet to be worked out, it appears that the
appearance or presence of monks calling themselves szkyabbiksus everywhere in
the fourth to fifth centuries C.E. occurred in conjunction with the marked decline
or disappearance of the participation of nuns in recorded Buddhist religious
activity. The fact that these s@éyabhiksus were almost certainly Mahayana monks
may seem curious, but it appears that the emergence of the Mahayana in the
fourth to fifth centuries coincided with a marked decline in the role of women
of all kinds in the practice of Indian Buddhism.*' What is important for us to
note here, however, is that until that time—contrary to Oldenberg—nuns, indeed
women as a whole, appear to have been very numerous, very active, and, as a
consequence, very influential in the actual Buddhist communities of early India.
The female monastics who, like their male counterparts, were so active in religious
giving and the cults of relics and images were, again like their male counterparts,
oftentimes of high ecclesiastical standing: they were “masters of the Three
Pitakas,” “versed in the S#tras,” and many of them had groups of disciples.

Before we formulate any general conclusions regarding the material we have
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seen so far, at least one point should be clearly emphasized. In dealing with the
earliest phase of the image cult—primarily but not exclusively at Mathura—I
have intentionally restricted myself to inscribed, dated images in which the
status of the donor is clear. The reasons for this are very simple: there are no
images that can be proved to be earlier, and there are no earlier data on the
donors of images. Whether these are absolutely the earliest images cannot, in
fact, be known. But even if there were earlier images, they could not have been
many, and, almost all would agree, they could not have been much earlier. It
is, therefore, extremely unlikely that their inclusion would alter the pattern of
patronage we have uncovered. In a rough sort of way this can actually be
demonstrated. Although none of them are actually dated, Liiders assigns four
image inscriptions to the Ksatrapa period. In two of these, the status of the
donor is unclear (nos. 72, 86); in one, the donor is a laywoman (no. 1); in the
other, the donor is a monk (no. 80). (A fifth inscription, no. 155, cannot definitely
be connected with an image.)

These same considerations apply with even greater force to true cult images.
While there may have been earlier representations of the Buddha in human form
in narrative or even decorative contexts, what evidence we have argues against
any long-standing Buddbist tradition of monumental cult images in a medium
other than stone.*’ Unquestionably, early monumental Buddhist cult images in
stone—like those of Bala and Buddhamitra at Sarnath, Sravasei, and Kau§ambi—
presuppose not a previously established, Buddhist cult-image tradition, but an
image tradition of a different kind:

All these early images [in stone]} from Mathura and the surrounding area
are closely related with the local yaésa figures and with images of Kusana
emperors. They belong to the same world, where the concepts of overlord-
ship, of fame and of fortune (bhaga) predominate . . . It has been pointed
out that the standing Buddha image is really a replica of the earlier standing
yaksa or royal image, but lacking the regalia and insignia of royalty.**

Surely if there had been a prior tradition of any standing of Buddhist cult images
in wood or clay, the stone images that we have would not still be borrowing so
heavily from non-Buddhist models. The fact that our earliest extant monumental
cult images in stone represent a tradition still groping for its own types and
iconography, still working with non-Buddhist models, virtually precludes any
long-standing development of Buddbist cult images in clay or wood. The monu-
mental cult images we have in stone from Sarnath, Sravasti, and elsewhere are
probably the earliest that there were.

Although this is but a preliminary study of Buddhist donative inscriptions
associated with images, still a number of points are already clear. We have seen
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that the first cult images at several major Buddhist sacred sites—Sarnath, Sravasti,
Kau§ambi1, Mathuri—in the early Kusan period were set up by learned nuns
and monks. We have seen that the earliest dated images in the Northwest were
the gifts of learned monks, that it was monks who introduced images of the
Buddha into the monastic cave complexes at Kanheri, Kuda, and—massively—at
Ajanta in the fourth to fifth centuries C.E., and that it was monks who donated
new images in the fifth-century revitalization at Sarnach. Although images were
introduced at different times at different sites, they were almost always introduced
by the same group everywhere: either monks or nuns. It would appear that the
image and its attendant cult were major preoccupations of nuns and monks;
that they everywhere introduced the cult and everywhere disproportionately
supported it.*! These were not the monks and nuns our textual sources have
presented to us; but those monks and nuns, it is coming to be clear, were not
in any case the real Indian monastics.

A picture of the actual Indian Buddhist monk and nun is gradually emerging;
he and she differ markedly from the ideal monk and nun who have been presented
on the basis of textual material alone. The actual monk, for example, unlike the
textual monk, appears to have been deeply involved in religious giving and cult
practice of every kind from the very beginning. He is preoccupied not with
Nirvina but, above all else, with what appears to have been a strongly felt
obligation to his parents, whether living or dead. He is concerned as well, for
example, with the health of his companions and teachers. He appears, in short,
as very human and very vulnerable.”> We do not yet understand him well by
any means, but the work of Brown, with which we started the present essay,
may not only provide us with an alternative model for change and innovation,
it may also give us a clue concerning where we might begin to look in trying
to understand this actual monk.

Speaking again about the cult of the saints in Latin Christianity, Brown
says it is not surprising, perhaps, that the cult of the patron saint spread most
quickly in ascetic circles.” In fact, although he has been criticized for using the
term, he refers to “the remarkable generation of Christian leaders” from these
circles as the impresarios of the cult: “for the impresarios of the new cult are
precisely those who had taken on themselves the crushing weight of holiness
demanded by the ascetic way of life.”*® As Brown himself notes, this suggests
that change and innovation “come from a very different direction from that
posited by the ‘two-tiered’ model” and that “the evidence of the pressure from
‘mass conversions’ "—compare Lamotte’s “les succes croissants de la propagande”
cited above—"has been exaggerated. Nor is there any evidence that the Jocus of
superstitious practice lay among the ‘vulgar’. Indeed, it is the other way round
..."" Our donative inscriptions would suggest an Indian situation in the first
centuries of the Common Era that was remarkably parallel in essentials: changes



On Monks, Nuns, and “Vulgar" Practices 253

in cult practice came from, and were supported by, learned “ascetic circles.” But
the possible parallel may go further and may provide a partial explanation for
the Indian case.

Brown again says: “For the impresarios of the cult of saints were studiously
anxious men. Sulpicius and Paulinus shared the strong link . .. of having very
recently and at no small cost of suffering and scandal, abandoned their previous
social identities,” and it was they who sought “the face of a fellow human being
where an earlier generation had wished to see the shimmering presence of a
bodiless power ...""* Again there appear to be clear parallels in the Indian
situation. The renunciation of the household life—especially for high-class brah-
mins—would have entailed the wrenching loss of their “social identity.” To
judge by the textual sources, it was a move fraught with difficulty and generated
strong familial reactions.*® To judge by the inscriptional sources, it created a
disproportionately strong sense of anxiety in regard to their “abandoned” parents
on the part of individual monks and nuns. These concerns, again, would have
pressed particularly hard on monks from brahmin families, and it is precisely
this group that apparently made up the majority of the Buddhisc elite.’® Although
much else remains to be understood, it appears that it was this same group that
introduced and promoted the cult of images, that sought “the face of a fellow
human being where an earlier generation had wished to see the shimmering
presence of a bodiless power.”
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CHAPTER XII

The Buddha as an Owner of Property
and Permanent Resident in Medieval
Indian Monasteries

PROBABLY ALL WOULD AGREE that understanding the way in which the person
of the Buddha was understood is central to any attempt to characterize the
Indian groups that came to coalesce around that person. In fact, understanding
how that person was understood or perceived has, it appears, oftentimes deter-
mined how a great many other matters were understood. The old Anglo-German
school of Pali scholarship, for example, saw the Buddha as a kind of sweetly
reasonable Victorian Gentleman. Such a view dominated not only the scholarly
world, but as Almond has recently shown,' the popular press of the day. It is,
therefore, hardly surprising that the “religion” attributed to him was understood
as an orderly system of sweetly reasonable, rational Victorian ethics, a system
that—significantly—was seen to carry an implicit “native” criticism of the actual,
observable religions of nineteenth century India, and to point up their “decline.””

This view, like virtually every other one that followed it, was built up almost
exclusively from a particular, if not peculiar, selected reading of literary sources.
The later views, the views of the so-called Franco-Belgian school, in this regard
at least differed not at all. They treated later sources, to be sure, but still literary
sources only. They took seriously the works of the later Vasubandhu, of Asanga
and Haribhadra—works of the early medieval and medieval periods. They deter-
mined, for example, that “the extreme Mahayana reduced the Buddha to two
elements: . . . indescribable reality and the suprarational intuition of this reality”;
that the Buddha was understood to have not one, but two, three, or—eventually—
four bodies, each thought of in ever-increasing abstract terms; that, finally, the
real Buddha was thought to be “the Dharmakaya which has no flesh or blood
or bones.”* In light of this understanding of the Buddha, the Buddhism of this

period was understood as a collection of loosely connected, increasingly convo-
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luted systems of abstract theory. This understanding still confronts the neophyte
when he or she approaches the standard textbooks dealing with Mahayana
Buddhism.

It is at least curious that this particular Buddhology, based as it is almost
exclusively on a narrowly limited corpus of highly specialized literature, has
persisted in virtually all of the work done by modern scholars on the medieval
period. It is curious because, already sixty years ago, de La Vallée Poussin—a
man whose knowledge of Buddhist scholastic literature has probably not yet
been equaled—unequivocally declared it to be incomplete and merely partial.
At the end of his long discussion “sur les corps du Bouddha,” itself largely taken
up with the beginnings of the increasingly abstract conceptions of the early
medieval period, de La Vallée Poussin said: “La description des théories abstraites
n’est qu’une partie, non négligeable, de I'histoire de la bouddhologie.”* Buddhist
Studies has been slow to realize the implications of this, and many other,
observations scattered throughout the still-astounding body of work left by this
Belgian scholar.

Because of this slowness, the “abstract theories” have by default been left
to stand as the sole representatives of medieval Buddhist conceptions of the
Buddha, and this, in turn, has left an almost permanent distortion of the doctrinal
record, a distortion that would require the availability of ocher sources to remove.
But such sources—at least some of them—have been available for a very long
time, and de La Vallée Poussin, at the head of the same discussion already referred
to, had already pointed us in a promising direction: “la vénération des corps,”
he said, “occupe une place notable dans I'épigraphie.” De La Vallée Poussin was
referring here primarily to the various “hymns” (stava) found, not commonly it
now appears, in Buddhist inscriptions. But he was, at least, still pointing to an
important source, a source which we too might do well to consider, although
with a broader and less self-consciously literary selection.®

There are considerable numbers of Buddhist donative records and land grants
that have survived from the medieval period.” We might look at a sample of
these—and it is on/y a sample—paying particular attention to their language,
to what they say about both the Buddha’s location and about where he was thought
to be and to what they say about his role in the transactions being recorded.

Earlier inscriptions already contain some hints of what is to come, but they
are somewhat ambiguous or can, at least, be understood in more than one way.
An inscribed first century slab from Kau§ambi that has the Buddha’s footprints
carved on it says, for example: “(this) slab was caused to be made ... in the
residence of the Buddha, in the Ghositarama” (. . . budbavase ghositarame . . . sila
kafrita)).® Given the traditions that assert that the Buddha had actually lived
on occasion at Kau§ambi, the “residence of the Buddha” referred to here may
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not refer to a current residence, but to a structure or room where the Buddha
was thought to have formerly resided.’

Similarly, the inscription on a faceted stone pillar from Mithouri that “may
be assigned to the 2nd Century A.D.” may also be interpreted in more than one
way. It says the donor “caused an umbrella to be set up for the Blessed One,
the Pitamaha, the Fully and Completely Awakened One, in the Saptaparnna
Monastery” (. . . saptaparnna-vibare bhagavat-pitamahasya samyaksambuddbasya . . .
cha{tram prajtisthapayati).'" Although, in the end, the differences in possible
meaning may be small, the inscription can be understood to be saying either
that the umbrella was set up for the Buddha who was himself in the monastery,
or it may be saying that the umbrella itself was set up in the monastery for the
Buddha without specifying where the latter actually was. But even this second
interpretation would suggest, at least, that things intended “for,” or at least
“belonging to,” the Buddha were “set up” in this monastery.

If, however, the language of these and a small number of other early inscrip-
tions remains ambiguous and not altogether explicit, the same cannot be said
of a large number of inscriptions and land grants that belong to the medieval
period. Starting from the fourth co fifcth centuries, the language of inscriptions
becomes ever increasingly unambiguous and straightforward in regard to the
Buddha’s location, his proprietorship, and his permanent residency in local
monasteries. The fifth century inscriptional record of the foundation of Cave
XVIat Ajanta, for example, explicitly refers to this cave as the “excellent dwelling
to be occupied by the Best of Ascetics”; that is, the Buddha (wdaram . . . vesma
yati{ ndra-sevyam}),'" but this cave is not a “shrine” or wityagrha. It is a vibara
containing seventeen residential cells, only one of which—the central cell in the
back wall—seems to have been intended for the Buddha.'? Moreover, in spite
of the fact that this cave—Cave XVI—was intended to provide residential
quarters for monks, while the closely contemporaneous Cave XXVI was a caitya-
grba. both are referred to by the same term: vesman, “dwelling.”"?

If the Ajanta text locates the Buddha in monastic living quarters, a fifth or
sixth century inscription from Cave VI at Kuda provides us with an early instance
of his being the recipient of real property. It says:

This is the gift of the Sakyabhiksu Samghadeva. And having here attached
the Chemdina field it is given to the Buddha as capital for lamps. Whoever
would disrupt {this endowment} would incur the five great sins.

deyadbarmmoyam Sakyabhiksoh samghadevasya atra ca chemdinakbetra{m}
badbva dipamilya-buddbhasya dattam (I} yo lopaye(t} pa{m}ca-
mahapatakaba({sam}yunkto bhave(t}."?

While the full technical sense of badhva is not entirely clear, I have translated
it as “having attached,” intending by that some of the legal sense of the English
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phrase. It is, however, clear from the imprecation that we are dealing with an
ongoing endowment. It is equally clear that the field was given directly to the
Buddha, and that the profit realized from it was to be applied to his service.

Equally interesting—although from a somewhat different angle—are two
fifch- or sixth-century copperplate land grants, one from Bagh in Madhya Pradesh,
the other from Gunaighar in Bengal. The first of these records the gift of a
village that was “to be used” to provide perfumes, incense, and flowers, and the
like “for the Blessed One, the Buddha,” and to provide the requisites for the
monks, both of whom—the language of the record makes clear—were thought
to reside “in the monastery called Kalayana ... caused to be constructed by
Dattataka” (dattataka-karita-kaldyana-vihare . . . bhagavato buddhaya gandhadhiipa-
malyabalisatropayofyah . . . aryya-bhiksu-sanghasya caturddisabbyagatakasya civara-
pindapata-glana-pratyaya-seyydasana-bhaisajya-hetor . ..)"> This “monastery” is
almost certainly Cave II, the cave in which the plate was found. It, like Cave
XVI at Ajanta, was a residential vibira having twenty-one cells, the central cell
in the back wall being reserved for the Buddha.'¢

Although, geographically speaking, it was written a long way from Bagh,
the Gunaighar grant is quite similar. It records the gift of five clearly delimited
parcels of land:

for the perpetual employment, three times a day, of perfumes, flowers,
lamps, incense, etc., for the Blessed One, the Buddha, (who is) in the
monastery in the Asrama of Avalokite$vara, which is the property of the
community of irreversible Mahayana monks received through just this
Teacher [Santideval, and for the provision of robes, bowls, beds, seats,
medicines, etc., for the community of monks (in the monastery).

-aryyavalokitesvarasrama-vibare anenaivacaryyena pratipadita- {read: -te]
mahayanika-vaivarttika- [read: -avaivarttika-} -bhiksu-samghanam {read: -
anamy parigrabe bhagavato buddhasya satatam triskilam gandba-puspa-
dipa-dhiipadi-pra{varttaniaya} {ta}sya bbiksusamghasya ca civara-pindapata-
Sayanasana-glana-pratyayabhaisajyadi-paribhogaya.'’

As in the land grant from Bagh, the grammatical scructure of the Gunaighar
grant would seem to indicate that the locative phrase situates both the Blessed
One, the Buddha, and the community of monks in the same establishment, and
the donors’ intention seems to have been to provide for both. These two land
grants have—as their very name implies—something else in common. Like most
of the remaining inscriptions that will be cited here, these are not religious
texts or panegyrics. Both the Bagh and Gunaighar grants are legal documents
authorizing and recording the transfer of property. Their language, therefore, in
regard to this transfer, is not likely to have been casual but must have been
chosen to articulate specifically perceived and legally acknowledged realities.
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Much the same sort of evidence as is found at Bagh and Gunaighar occurs
also in the rich collection of Buddhist land grants from Valabhi in Gujarat, even
when—and that not infrequently—the vocabulary used is somewhat different.
We find, for example, in a grant of Dharasena II dated to 575 CE. that two
villages were given, in part:

for the sake of furthering the activity—through flowers, incense, perfumes,
lamps, oils, etc.—of/for the Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, in the monastery
of the worthy Sr1 Bappa which the Acarya-Bhadanta-Sthiramati had caused
to be built.

acaryya-bhadanta-sthiramati-karita-svi-bappa-padiya-vibare bbhagavatam
buddbanam puspa-dbipa-gandba-dipa-tailadi-kriyotsarppanartham.'®

Elsewhere in the Valabhi grants the same expression is applied to monks in a
given monastery, the only difference being that their activity is “furthered”
through robes, bowls, and the other monastic requisites: -vibare nanidigabbyagatas-
tadasa-nikayabhyantararyya-bbiksu-sanghdya grasacchadana-sayandsana-glana-bbai-
sagyadi-kriyotsarppanartham."®

When taken together, statements of this sort would seem to suggest that
the Valabht grants were intended to provide for the needs of two groups, both
of which appear to have been thought of as residing in the local monasteries:
Buddhas and monks. Although their specific needs might differ, it appears to
have been thought that both groups must be provided for, and both were
conceptually considered residents of a single kind of establishment. This, of
course, must strike us as odd because we think of the members of the two groups
as conceptually and completely different, and we are not in the habit of thinking
that the Buddha—Iet alone several Buddhas—actually lived in any seventh
century monastery in ValabhT or anywhere else for that matter. But the wording
of these grants, and all of the records we have seen and will see further on,
suggests that their drafters thought otherwise. Modern scholars have seen in
these and similar passages references to what we call “images.” But although
this may be correct from at least our own culturally limited frame of reference,
and although the concrete referent in these passages may, in fact, have been an
object of stone that we would call an “image,” the drafters of these grants and
all the inscriptions we will deal with here never use a word that could—however
unsuitably—Dbe translated as “image.” They talk about “persons,” not objects; and
these “persons”—Ilike the monks who are also to be provided for—always live
in monasteries.”’

But if medieval records consistently locate these “persons” in monasteries,
some of them specify even more precisely that location. Yet another Valabhi
grant of Dhruvasena I appears to provide us one such instance:
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{a}caryya-bbadanta-buddbadasa-karita-vibara-kutyam pratistapita-
bhagavatam ssamya{ ksambu}-{ddbanam buddb}-anam gandha-dhiapa-puspa-
dipa-tailopayogi . . . catur-ddis-abhyigatobbaya-vihara-prativasi-bhiksu-
sanghasya (pi}ndapata-iayandsana-glana-pratyaya-bhaisajya-
pariskaropayogarttham ca pra(tip}aditah {1/%).>"

Given for the acquisition of perfumes, incense, flowers, lamps, oils, etc.,
for the Blessed Ones, the Fully and Completely Awakened Buddhas estab-
lished in the chamber in the monastery built by the Acarya-Bhadanta-
Buddhadasa . .. and for the acquisition of the requisites—bowls, beds,
seats, and medicines—for the community of monks dwelling in the monas-

tery from the four directions.??

There are at least two points worth noting here. First, the Buddhas are specifically
said to be “established” not just in the monastery, but “in the chamber (k#:7) in
the monastery.” The specificity intended here, however, seems oddly incomplete:
although the text as it now stands seems to want to indicate a precise location,
it uses a generic term without further qualification, and which “chamber” was
intended does not now appear to be indicated. This oddity, taken together with
both epigraphical and textual parallels, would seem to suggest that we have
here a scribal error and that the intended reading was almost certainly gandba-
kutyam. In the only other occurrences of the term £us7 in the Valabht grants, for
example, the term always occurs in compound with a preceding gandba-: a grant
of Stladitya I reads gandha-kutt {read: -kutyam?} ca bhagavatam buddbanam pija-
snapana-gandha-dbiipa-puspadi-paricaryyartham, “for serving the Blessed Ones, the
Buddhas, and (or, in) the Perfume Chamber with worship, baths, perfumes,
incense, flowers, etc.”;*® in a recently published plate of Dharasena IV, the
grant is said to be in part gandbakutyas ca khanda-sphutita-pratisamskaranaya, “for
repairing the cracks and breaks in the Perfume Chamber. . . .”>4 Not only do these
passages support the emendation suggested above for the grant of Dhruvasena I
but they indicate that the gandbakuti was an established and important element
of the monasteries at Valabhi. Moreover, we have—as we shall see—a significant
amount of evidence that indicates that this was the case as well in a considerable
number of medieval Buddhist monasteries elsewhere in India,”> and we know
that “the Perfume Chamber’ ” was supposed to be the central cell in a Buddhist
monastery reserved as the residence of the Buddha himself.

The second point to be noted is that our passage says that the Buddhas were
“established” (pratist(h}apita-) in the monastery, but the monks were “dwelling”
(prativasi-) in it. This verbal difference may be thought to be significant, and
perhaps it is. However, it is important to remember that the first meaning of
prati \/stha is “to stand, stay, abide, dwell,” and that the causative—which we
have here—has marked tones of “permanence,” “fixity,” and “continued existence
over time.” Prati \/3. vas, on the other hand, need imply none of this and is
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not infrequently used in the sense of “to lodge, receive as a guest.” The Buddhas,
then, may have been considered the only permanent residents of a monastery.
It is also worth noting, as shown in these passages, the Valabhi grants
frequently refer to Buddhas in the plural. This may be because there actually
were several, or we may have here—as Sircar, for example, has suggested we
have elsewhere—"“the plural number signifying gaurava (venerableness),” the

26

pluralis magestaticus.”® Although the use of the plural predominates, the fact chac
the use of the singular in virtually the same context and construction is not rare
may well argue for the plurals being plurals of respect. In any case, references
to a plurality of Buddhas are not infrequently found in Indian inscriptions from
very early on.?’

The language of the Valabhi grants provides us, then, with important
information on monastic conceptions of the Buddha in medieval Gujarat, but
this, of course, is not the only area for which we have records from this period.
A roughly contemporaneous record from Nalanda, for example, provides us with
a particularly striking instance of the language of personal presence in a form
that we have not yet seen. The record in question, the Stone Inscription of
Yasovarmmadeva, has been variously dated to the sixth or eighth cencury.? It
is written in an elaborate kavya style and as a consequence is not always easy to
interpret. It would appear that its primary purpose was to record a series of
benefactions made by the son of a royal minister. Among these is a “permanent
endowment” specifically said to be “for the Blessed One, the Buddha” («ksaya-
nivikd bhagavate vuddhaya), the same donor provided the monks with food and
gave to “the sons of the Sakys” a layana, a “residence” or “house.” The most
interesting statement, however, occurs as a part of the concluding imprecation
and constitutes a clear warning:

Whoever would create an obstacle to this gift which is to last as long as
the created world (he should know that) the Conqueror in person, the
Blessed One, dwells always here within on the Diamond Throne.

yo danasydsya kascit krtajagadavadher antarayam vidadhyat saksad
vajrasanastho jina tha bhagavan antarasthah sadaste 1*°

The language is very strong here, and the sense of personal presence (saksid,
iha) and permanent abiding (saddste) is pronounced. Although the style of our
record sometimes makes it difficult to understand, this much is certain. It is
equally certain that the permanent endowment was given directly to the Buddha
himself, and reasonably certain that the place wherein the Blessed One is said to
“always” dwell was the /ayana or “residence” that had been given to the monks.*

Yet other forms of expression involving both the sense of legal recognition
and personal presence are found in other grants. In the Toramana Inscription
from the Salt Range in the Punjab, for example, which Sircar dates to the sixth
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century, the statement that seems to have been intended as a description of the
primary act being recorded reads:

This religious gift, the establishment of a monastery for the Community
of Monks from the Four Directions which is headed by the Buddha.

buddha-pramukha {read: -khel caturdise bhiksusamghe deyadharmo {'}ya{m}

vibara-pratisthapana.®'

Fortunately, we have a fairly good idea of how such an expression would have been
understood from both literary sources and contemporary or near-contemporary
epigraphical records.

Strikingly similar expressions occur throughout both Pali and Sanskrit
canonical literature in passages that, of course, narrate events that are supposed
to have occurred while the Buddha was very much alive and a living presence.
Some of these passages are so commonplace as to be clichés. In a typical passage
describing the feeding of the Buddha and his disciples, for example, that group
is described as buddbapramukbam bbiksusamgham or buddbapamukban bhikkbusan-
gham, “the community of monks headed by the Buddha.”*? T.W. Rhys Davids
translates one such passage in the Mabaparinibbana-sutta by: “And the Exalted
One robed himself early, took his bowl with him, and repaired, with the brethren
[saddbim bhikkbusamghenal, to the dwelling-place of Sunidha and Vassakara . . .
and with their own hands they set the sweet rice and the cakes before the
brethren with the Buddha at their head [buddbapamukban bhikkbhusamghaml.*®
Equally interesting is another passage from the same text. Ambapali’s gift of
the “mango grove” is there expressed in the following form: imaham bbante
aramam buddhapamukbassa bhikkbusamghassa dammiti. patiggahesi bhagava araman:
“Reverend,” Ambapali says, “I give this grove to the community of monks with
the Buddha ac their head. The Blessed One accepted the grove.”** That the
monastic recipients of gifts of food and real property should be described in this
way in texts narrating events set during the lifetime of the Buddha is not
surprising. Such a description says nothing more than that the actual community
that received these gifts was headed by the still-living Buddha, and that it was
he—explicitly at least in the case of Ambapali’s grove—who accepted or took
possession of them. But if that is what buddbhapamukhassa bhikkbusamghassa means
in other Buddhist texts, it is hard to see how buddba-pramukbe caturdise bhiksusan-
ghe could mean anything essentially different in the Toramana Inscription, an
inscription that shows clear signs of having been authored by someone familiar
with even the most technical textual definitions of the Buddha.” It is hard to
argue that the conception changed if the expression remained constant, regardless
of how much time intervened.

Much the same point is reached if we look at epigraphical usage. At the
end of an inscription from Nagarjunikonda that makes provision for the mainte-
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nance, etc., of a devakula or temple, the body charged with the ultimate responsi-
bility for seeing that the work was done is called the sethi-pamakha [ = Skt. sresthi-

"36 Similarly, in

pramukbal -nigamo, “the council of citizens headed by the banker.
a sixth-century land grant from Andhra Pradesh, the order transferring the land
is addressed to the rdstrakita-grama-vyddba-pramukba-visaya-{ni}vasinah, “to the
inhabitants of the district headed by the elders of the village and district officer”"’

The Nagarjunikonda inscription and the Andhra land grant are, of course,
describing corporate or legal entities with a particular structure. But the fact
that a Buddhist monastic community could be described in the same way in a
document like the Toramana Inscription dealing in part with the transfer of
property would seem to suggest that it, too, was considered to be organizationally
similar. This, in turn, would mean that if “the council of citizens” were legally
or corporately recognized as headed “by the banker,” the sixth-century Buddhist
monastic community in the Salt Range must have been thought of as legally
or corporately headed “by the Buddha.” Moreover, in the same way the council
and particularly its head, were charged with the responsibility for making sure
the provisions of the gift were fulfilled, the monastery whose erection was
recorded in the inscription of Toramapa must have been intended for both the
monastic community and, particularly, its corporate head. Finally—and perhaps
most significantly—these epigraphical parallels appear to indicate that the desig-
nation -pramukba was never applied “symbolically,” but always referred to actual
individuals holding certain responsible positions.

This corporate or legal language continued to be used for a very long time,
and when it was not used, it was not infrequently replaced with an even more
interesting turn of phrase. It was used, for example, in a twelfth century inscrip-
tion from Sravastt recording the grant of six villages together with “all water
and dry land, mines of iron and salt, repositories (i.e., ponds) of fish, etc.,”
within their boundaries. These six villages are said to be granted to:

Svimaj-jetavana-mahavibara-vastavya-buddba-bhattaraka-pramukba-parama-

arya-{sjakyabhiksu-samghaya . . >

The Community of Excellent Venerable Sakya-Monks which is headed by
the Lord Buddha who resides in the Great Monastery in the Illustrious
Jetavana.

or:

The Community of Excellent Venerable Sakya-Monks headed by the Lord
Buddha which resides in the Great Monastery in the Illustrious Jetavana.

However this long compound is nuanced, it seems fairly certain cthat owner-
ship of the villages in question was being transferred to the monastic community
as a corporate group, that, in terms of the transfer, the Buddha was considered
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to be the legal head of the group, and that both the Buddha and the monastic
community were thought to reside in the same monastery. This last point, at
least, again draws support from the living arrangements reflected in the ground
plan of the monastery in question. Monastery 19 is described as having “an open
courtyard in the centre surrounded by rows of {residential} cells on all sides . . .
The central chamber in the row facing the entrance forms the shrine and is
situated directly opposite the main entrance-gate, so that the statue that it
enshrined was the first object coming to the view of the visitor .. ."*’

This same sense of personal presence and of ownership by the Buddha
however, is by no means restricted to passages in which he is designated as
-pramukba of the community. We have already seen one instance—the Yasovarm-
madeva Inscription—in which this vocabulary does not occur. An early ninth-
century copperplate grant of Devapala from Nilanda is yet another. In this grant
we find the gift of five villages being made, in part, to provide the resident

Buddha with an income:

suva{rnna}dvipadhipama(hi}rajasribalaputradevena ditakamukbena vayam
vijiapitah yatha maya Srindlandayam viharah karitas tatra bbhagavato
buddbabhatiarakasya prajiigparamitadisakaladbarmmanetristhanasyayarthe
. pralipa‘dit{d}/fm

We, being requested to by the Maharija, the Illustrious Balaputradeva, the
king of Suvarnnadvipa, through an ambassador, (declare): ‘As I have had
constructed a monastery in Illustrious Nalanda [the previously mentioned
villages] . . . are granted for the sake of providing an income to the Blessed
One (residing) there, the Worshipful Buddha, the Storehouse of All Methods
of Dharma, the Perfection of Wisdom, etc.’

As in the Yasovarmmadeva Inscription, the sense of presence is clear: the
Buddha in question is “there” (tatra) in the monastery. As in the Yasovarmmadeva
Inscription where a permanent endowment is given directly to the resident
Buddha, here too the Buddha himself is provided with an “income” (a@y«) in his
own right and not as the head of the Sa7igha. The implication here is that some
of these villages are transferred directly to the Buddha himself, that he himself
owns them. This again is very clear in yet other copperplate grants.

In the so-called Larger Leiden Plates, for example, the wording is straightfor-
ward. These plates—which date to the eleventh century—record the gift of a
village atiramaniyas cilamanivarmma-vibaram adbivasate buddhaya, “to the Buddha
residing in the surpassingly beautiful Cilamanivarma Monastery” in Nagapatti-
nam.*! Here again, there is no reference to the Buddha as the head of the monastic
community, and the village is given to him directly as an individual; he and he
alone became the “owner” by the terms of the grant. Here too, the explicit
wording of the grant leaves no room to doubt that the Buddha himself was



268 BONES, STONES, AND BUDDHIST MONKS

thought to actually reside in the specifically named monastery. It is, moreover,
worth noting that there was official, external recognition of the Buddha’s legal
ownership of land, even in non-Buddhist records that record gifts similar to
those recorded in both the Nalanda Grant of Devapala and the Larger Leiden
Plates. A Chandella copperplate grant of the twelfth century, for example, records
the donation of a village to a number of brahmanas. But it explicitly excludes
from the grant five halas of land within the village that already belonged to the
Buddha: deva-sri-banddba-satka-pasicabalani bahibkrtya. ™

The last examples we might look at refer—like some of the Valabhi
grants—to the Gandbakuti, “the Perfume Chamber.” Sircar, for example, has
noted that originally the term Gandbakusi referred to “the room occupied by
the Buddha at Sravasti, but later indicated the Buddha’s private chamber in any
Buddhist establishment,™* and Edgerton has noted literary uses that seem “to
imply that any monastery might be provided with one.”*' The epigraphical
sources confirm both.

The earliest inscriptional reference to the Gandhakutr occurs in a label from
Bharhue, and it is clear that here the term is applied to the original chamber
at Sravast1.*® But the epigraphical sources also indicate that from the fourth or
fifth century on, the Gandbakuti was an established part of Buddhist monastic
establishments everywhere. There is a third- or fourth- century reference to a
Gandbakus7 in the inscriptions from Ghantasala;* a late-fourth-century reference
in an inscription from Hyderabad to the Gandbakuti in the monastery named
after Govindaraja, the founder of the Visnukundi dynasty;"" references in inscrip-
tions from Ajanea,"™ Kanheri," and Kausambi’"—all probably dating from
around the fifth century; several references in inscriptions from Sarnath dating
from the fourth or fifth century to the eleventh,’! and from Bodh-Gaya’” covering
much the same period; references from Valabhi (sixch or seventh century),’’
for Kurkihar (ninth to eleventh centuries),”® and from Nalanda.’> Both the
geographical and the chronological range of these references establish that a large
number of Buddhist monasteries had, in the medieval period, a private chamber
reserved for the Buddha. In addition, some of these references make it very clear
that these private chambers were formally recognized as distinct organizational
components of their monasteries and had specifically titled monks or groups of
monks attached to them.

The monk donor in the Hyderabad inscription, for example, is called a
gamdbakuti-virika, and we have a reasonably good idea of what this might have
meant from a series of similarly constructed monastic titles, all of which have
-varika as the final element. Literary sources know, for instance, bbdjana-varika,
“(monks) in charge of receptacles,” paniya-varika, “(monks) in charge of bever-
ages,” upadhi-varika, “(monks) in charge of physical properties,” or a “beadle, or
provost of a monastery,” etc.”® Titles ending in -vdrika, would appear, then, to
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have been used to designate the monk or monks who were officially in charge
of important administrative and material areas or aspects of a functioning monas-
tery. To judge by his title, a gandbakuti-varika must have been a similar official,
a monk or the monk “in charge of the Perfume Chamber.” The fact that such
an office was formally instituted and acknowledged would argue for the impor-
tance this chamber had in the life of the community, and would seem to indicate
that it was already a fully integrated institutional element of medieval Buddhist
monasteries. The same conclusions would seem to follow from the fact that
references to “monks in charge of the Perfume Chamber” are found not only in
Andhra Pradesh, but also at such widely separated sites as Kanheri and Nalanda:
in a fourth or fifth-century donative record from the former site, the monk donor
is called a maba-gandbakuii-varika, “one who is in charge of the Great Perfume
Chamber”;’” from the latter come a number of interesting sealings, two of which
refer to two distinct groups of gandhakuti-varikas. The first of these reads:

Sri-nalanday(am) sri-baladitya-gandbakudi-varika-bhiksia{nam)>®

Of/for/belonging to the monks in charge of the Perfume Chamber of Sri-
Baladitya at Sri-Nalanda.

and the second:
Sr7-na-dbarmapaladeva-gandba-kuti-varika-bhiksana{m)>’

Of/for/belonging to the monks in charge of the Perfume Chamber of Dhar-
mapiladeva at Sri-Nalanda.

These sealings are, however, important not just because they help to establish
the wide geographic spread of the Gandhakut7 as a formally recognized component
of Buddhist monastic establishments; they also indicate that in at least some
cases it was not a single monk who was charged with the oversight of the
Perfume Chamber but a group of monks. They confirm, as well, the fact that
different individual monasteries at a single site each had its own Gandhakut7
and suggest that, like the monasteries themselves, these Gandhakutis could be
individually named after their chief sponsors or donors. Finally, the mere existence
of these sealings would suggest that within the monastery, the Gandhakuti
functioned as a distinct and individual entity that either owned its own movable
property or had its own official correspondence with other monasteries or con-
cerns. In fact, the two primary uses of such sealings appear to have been either
to mark ownership of the property to which they were atrached, or to “vouch
for the genuineness” of the letters or documents that were sent or circulated
under their seal.®
But if the sealings from Nalanda indicate that the Gandhakutr as a corporate

entity either owned its own property or had its own official correspondence, yet
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another type of sealing indicates that this was true as well for the individual
who resided in it. Several specimens of such sealings have been found at Sarnath—
Marshall and Konow refer to “a number” of them in their report for the year
1907,°' and Hargreaves recorded two more.®? These sealings have all been dated
to the sixth or seventh century, and the text on all of them is essentially the same:

Sri-saddbarmmacakkre mila-gandhakutyam bhagavatah

Although the meaning of this seems to be straightforward, the treatment
of the text has been somewhat disingenuous. Vogel, for example, has translated
it as:

at the Saddharmacakra in the principal Gandhakuti of the Lord.®

But Vogel’s translation—suggesting as it does that it is the Gandbakuti that is
“of the Lord"—violates what little syntax the sealing provides and differs mark-
edly from his translation of other similarly constructed texts on other sealings.
A seal-die from Kasia, for example, which has a legend with virtually the same
grammatical construction, reads sri-visnudvipavibare bhiksusanghasya. Here, Vogel
takes the final inflected form for what it most obviously is—an independent
genitive—and translates the legend as “of the community of friars at the Convent
of Holy Visnudvipa.”® Bearing in mind that “an independent genitive is used

. on seals and personal belongings to name the owner of the object,”® the
sense of the Kasia legend is clear: the document or property to which the sealing
was attached was “of,” “from,” or “belonged to” the monks in the Vispudvipa
Monastery. In light of this Kasia legend, and others like it, the sense of the
Sarnath sealing must almost certainly be the same and must almost certainly
be translated:

of/belonging to the Blessed One in the original Perfume Chamber in the
$ri-Saddharmacakra (Monastery).

Understood in this way, these Sarnath sealings—which date from the sixth
or seventh century—would seem to indicate that it was not just the monks
attached to the Gandbakuti who owned their own property or carried on their
own distinct official business. The same apparently was true of “the Blessed One
in the original Perfume Chamber.” The language of the legend and what we
know of the function of such sealings would seem to allow little room for other
conclusions. Moreover, by using the designation “original,” these sealings would
seem to suggest that—as Marshall and Konow noted long ago—"there were
also other gandbakutis in Sarnath,”® that at Sarnath, as at Nilanda and probably

7 there were several. But if nothing else, these sealings provide us

at Kanherti,
with yet another kind of evidence indicating that the Buddha was thought to

have been a current resident and an abiding presence in medieval Buddhist
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monasteries. The language of the sealings makes it clear that the Blessed One
himself was thought to be in the Perfume Chamber. It was this location and it
alone that was noted on these sealings, sealings whose mere existence would
seem to indicate that the Blessed One resident in the Perfume Chamber had
certain active functions that required an official documentation. In fact, these
sealings of the Blessed One are like—perhaps more than anything else—those
that contemporary living kings attached to their land grants and other official
records.®®

The apparent emphasis on the Blessed One’s presence in the GandhakutT is
not, however, found at Sarnath only on these sealings. It is expressed, as well,
in at least one donative record from the site. The record occurs on an old rail-
pillar that appears to have been recut and reused as a lampstand in the Gupta

period. Although now fragmentary, its restoration is fairly sure. It reads:

deyadbharmmo yam parvamopa- | -sika-sulaksmanaya mila- | {gandhakutyam bba}-
gavato buddhasya | pradipah®®

This is the religious gift of the excellent laywoman Sulaksmana: a lamp
for the Blessed One, the Buddha, in the original Perfume Chamber.

When the laywoman Sulaksmana gave a lamp to the Buddha, apparently
she did not think of him as gone or unlocatable but as present in and available
at the Perfume Chamber, the cell or room reserved for him in the monastery.
In this she perhaps differed from the authors of medieval Buddhist s@stras; or,
at least, from the views they formally stated. But as we have seen, she differed
very little from a large number of other donors, or from those fully literate and
probably monkish scribes who throughout the medieval period likewise appear
to have had no doubts about where the Buddha was.

Sulaksmana’s record—in fact medieval epigraphic material as a whole—
appears then to provide us with conceptions of the Buddha that otherwise have
not been noted, conceptions that are embedded in and underlie a whole series
of legal or quasi-legal documents connected in the main with the transfer of
property, and conceptions that differ markedly from those that are articulated
in formal Buddhist literary and doctrinal sources of much the same period. These
epigraphical conceptions are, moreover, not limited to a specific region but are
pan-Indian. They are expressed from the fifth century on in “documents” from
Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, and Bengal, from Uttar Pradesh and Maharastra, and
from Gujarat and the Punjab. These are conceptions that—without the usual
exaggeration implied in the phrase—can be said to occur everywhere.

This epigraphical material is, however, sometimes fragmentary, sometimes
elusive, and not infrequently difficult to interpret. Fortunately, we are not without
some means to test our interpretation. If the interpretation of the epigraphical
material presented above is correct—if the Buddha was actually thought to
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reside in monasteries—then we should find, for example, clear evidence in
monastic architecture of accommodations being provided for him. Moreover, if
the Buddha was considered to be an actual individual within the monastic
community that owned or had a claim to certain property, we should expect to
find at least some rulings or regulations within the monastic codes or Vinayas
to confirm chis. Happily, we find both, and in fact a bit more, but none of
this can be treated in detail here. We can simply note, for example, that the
Milasarvastivada-vinaya—the one Vinaya for which we have some evidence of
use in medieval Indian monastic communities’’—contains numerous passages
that explicitly treat the Buddha as a juristic personality and describe the appro-
priate procedures for dealing with buddbasantaka, “that which belongs to the
Buddha.”

Typical of such passages is that in the Adbikarana-vastu where pearls are
given “one part for the Buddha, one part for the Dbarma, and one part for the
Sangha” (ekam buddbiya ekam dbharmaya ekam samghdaya), and where the Buddha
is made to specify how each part is to be used:

ato yo buddbasya bbigas tena gandbakutyam pralepam dadata; yo dbarmasya
sa dbarmadbaranam pudgalanam; yah samghasya tam samagrah samgho
bhajayatu,”’

what of this is the Buddha's share, with that you should plaster the Perfume
Chamber; what belongs to the Dharma, that is for the persons preserving
the Dharma; what belongs to the Sazngha, the entire Sangha should share that!

Likewise, in a Civara-vastu passage dealing with the distribution of the
estate of a wealthy layman who had intended to become a monk but who had

died before he could do so, we find:

suvarnam ca biranyam canyacca krtakrtam trayo bbhagah kartavyah; eko
buddhasya. dvitiyo dbarmasya, trtiyah samghasya. yo buddhasya tena
gandhakutyam kesanakba-stiipesu ca kbandachuttam pratisamskartavyam; yo
dharmasya tena buddbavacanam lekbayitavyam simbasane va upayoktavyam;
yah samghasya sa bhiksubbir bbajayitavyah’?

The coined and uncoined gold and other worked and unworked metal is
to be divided into three shares—one for the Buddha, a second for the
Dbarma, a third for the Sanigha. With that which belongs to the Buddha,
the dilapidation and damage in the Perfume Chamber and on the hair and
nail stiipas is to be repaired; with that which belongs to the Dbarma, the
word of the Buddha is to be copied, or it is to be used on the Lion Throne;
that which belongs to the Sazigha should be shared by the monks.

Elsewhere in the Civara-vastz a similar threefold division is to be effected,
and it is said buddbasantakena buddbapija va gandbakutyam stipe va navakarma
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kartavyam,’® “with that belonging to the Buddha, worship of the Buddha is to
be performed, or new work in the Perfume Chamber or on the stijpa is to be
undertaken.” Yet another passage from the Crvara-vastu refers to two distinct
categories of real wealth that belong to the Buddha and indicates that both
could be drawn on to finance p#jas of the Buddha undertaken for sick or dying
monks. The monastic community could use—among other things—"that belong-
ing to the perpetual endowment for the Buddha” (buddhiksayanivisantakam), or
they could “sell” (v7kr7ya) an “umbrella or flag or banner or jewel on the tathagata-
caitya or in the Perfume Chamber” (tathdgata-caitye va gandbakutyam va chatvam
va dhvajam v patakd va abbaranakam va), in either case, the funds obtained were
then to be used to attend to the sick or dying monk and to perform a p#ja of
the Teacher on his behalf (wpasthanam kartavyam sastus ca pija). Should the lateer
recover, he is to be told “that belonging to the Buddha was used for you” (yad
buddbasantakam tavopayuktam iti), and he should make every effort to repay it
(tena yatnam asthaya datavyam).’* There is, finally, at least one passage in the
Vinaya-ksudraka-vastu where the otherwise fairly consistent, anachronizing lan-
guage of these passages appears to break down, and the “share” apparently
belonging to the Buddha appears to be specifically assigned to an “image.” Here,
in the account of events surrounding the housing of Sariputra’s relics, the text
says the monks received precious jewels and pearls but did not know how they
should be distributed. In response to the situation, the Buddha is made to say:

bud dud gang yin pa de dag ni shing 'dsam bu'i grib ma na bzbhugs pa'i sku
gzugs la dbul bar bya'o | gzhan yang chung shas shig ni sha vi'i bu'i mchod
rten de't beos legs bya bar bzhag la lhag ma ni dge 'dun tshogs pas bgo bar
bya'o | de de bzhin gshegs pa'i mchod rten gyi ma yin gyi | sha ri't bu'i mchod
rten gyi yin te | de lta bas na 'gyod par mi bya'o I

Which are for the Buddha, those are to be given to the image which is
sitting in the shadow of the jambu tree. A small part is to be put aside to
repair the stiipa of Sariputra. The remainder is to be divided by the commu-
nity of monks—this does not belong to the st#pa of the Tathagata, it belongs
to the stapa of Sﬁriputra: therefore, there is no fault [in the latter usagel.

The translation of the first clause given here is tentative. I do not know
what bud dud means, although this reading appears in all of the Kanjurs available
to me: the Peking, Derge, and Tog Palace.”® Context and similar passages suggest
that it might be the equivalent of buddbasya, buddbasantaka, ot bauddha. and 1
have translated it accordingly. It may, however, be the name of a specific gem
or precious jewel. But in either case, the passage indicates that a “share” of
valuable property was explicitly assigned to an “image.” An instance of just such
an image may be had in the headless figure discovered at SaficT that bears on
its base a Kusan inscription indicating, it seems, that it is “a stone (image
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depicting) the ‘Jambu-shade’ (episode) of the Bhagavat (Sakyamuni)” (bhagarva-
{sya) ... sya jambuchaya-sila).”’

These passages and others like them scattered throughout the Malasarvasti-
vdda-vinaya deserve and require a thorough study; they need to be studied in
light of the similar passages and conceptions signaled by Gernet in Vinayas

% they need to be studied further in connection

extant now only in Chinese;’
with medieval Indian land grants and inscriptions that make explicit provision
for copying texts.” For the moment, though, we need only note that the Vinaya
that may well have governed the majority of medieval monastic communities
in eastern India, and perhaps as well those residing at Ajanta and similar sites,
contains exactly what we would expect if our interpretation of the epigraphical
material is correct. It contains explicit rules that acknowledge, at the very least,
the juristic personality and presence of the Buddha within the midst of the
monastic community that it envisions. It contains explicic rules concerning the
property and real wealth owned by this “person.” And it contains specific
directions concerning the central accommodations provided for him. This Bud-
dha, at least, was a force and a factor in almost every aspect of everyday medieval
monastic life.

What is almost unavoidably indicated by the epigraphical material and
monastic codes is, however, only confirmed more fully by what we know about
the development of Buddhist monastic architecture. Dehejia says “the early rock-
cut caves of western India . . . are all Buddhist monasteries. Each site consists
of one or more caityas—chapels for congregational worship—and several vibaras
which were residential halls for the monks.”® What needs to be emphasized
however, is that although each early site necessarily had both “chapels” and
residential quarters, they were kept spatially and architecturally distinct and

81 in his own

each separated one from the other. The Buddha resided, as it were,
separate quarters, in the stZpa housed in a separate excavation that was used for
public and “congregational worship.” Exactly the same pattern occurs at the
much less numerous and much less well-preserved early structural sites. For
example, even though the earliest monastic residential quarters at the Dharmara-
jika at Taxila face the “Great Stipa.” they are separated from it.*? This pattern
becomes even clearer in the Taxila area with somewhat later vibaras. They are
typically quadrangular structures having an open court surrounded by rows of
residential cells, usually on all four sides. The main entrance to these monasteries
almost always faces directly—and, if possible, is symmetrically aligned with—the
main st@pa, which is outside of and separated from the monastic residential
quadrangle.®’ There are, of course, some variations and some movement toward
a different arrangement—attempts toward tentatively drawing the two types of
“residence” into a tighter intimacy. Sometimes the stpa is placed in the middle
of the residential court, and although remaining distince, it is surrounded by
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the living quarters of the monks.** But these attempts remain tentative and pale
in comparison with a major rearrangement that began to appear everywhere in
the fifth century—at exactly the time that we start to get clear epigraphical
references to the Buddha as an actual resident of Indian monasteries.

Vogel was perhaps the first to sense the significance of this rearrangement,
first ac Kasia,* then at Bagh, where he alludes at least to its possible connection
with the Gandbakut7.*° It has, however, been most fully studied at the Western
Cave sites in several works by Dhavalikar. Dhavalikar notes that in the early
Western Caves “the standard vibara plan from the beginning consisted of a
squarish hall with cells in side and back walls,” and that the caityagrba. “the
shrine proper for the congregation” was separate from the vihara. which “was
for the residence of monks.” Then, through a reconstructed sequence the details
of which may or may not be entirely acceptable, he clearly shows that the later
vihdras, too, “were squarish pillared halls, with cells in side and back walls,”
but they now also had “a shrine in the centre of the back wall containing a
Buddha image. The vihara,” he now says, “also thus served the purpose of a
shrine.”®” He also notes “that by the middle of the fifth century the typical . . .
plan of the shrine-cum-vihara was completely standardized.”™® We have already
noted this “plan” at the vihdra Cave XVI at Ajanta, vibara Cave II at Bagh,
Monastery 19 at Sravasti, and Monastery I at Nalanda—all sites from which we
have contemporary inscriptional records that speak of the Buddha as residing 7
these specific monasteries. Two additional very clear structural examples of this
“shrine-cum-vihara” plan are provided by Sirpur Monastery® and Monastery 1
at Ratnagiri.”’

This plan—both pervasive and standardized after the fifth century—is not
difficult to describe. It was achieved by only a slight modification of the typical
layout for early Buddhist monasteries: structural examples were formerly quadran-
gular structures surrounding an open court with rows of residential cells on all
four sides, or, occasionally, on only three. But in this new plan, what would
have previously been only another monastic residential cell in the middle of the
back wall facing the main entrance has been architecturally set apart as a very
special room. The old plan had been altered to accommodate a new and equally
special resident: the Buddha has moved into private monastic quarters. This
new addition is, however, in at least one important sense, only a return to a
much earlier tradition, and, in a sense, the Buddha has only reoccupied his
old quarters.

In the Sayanasana-vastu a householder in Varanast named Kalyanabhadra
asks permission of the Buddha to build a vzhara for “the disciples of the Blessed
One” (bhagavatah sravakanam vibaram karayeyam iti). The Buddha grants permis-
sion, but Kalyanabhadra is presented as not knowing how such a structure should
be made. At this point the Buddha is made to give specific instructions:
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bbagavan aha: yadi trilayanam karayasi madhye gandbakutih karayitavya dvayob
parsvayor dve layane; evam trisale nava layanani; catubsale madhbye

dvarakosthakabbimukbam gandhakutih dvarakosthakaparsvayor dve layane.”!

The Blessed One said: if you have three cells made, the Perfume Chamber
is to be made in the middle, the two (other) cells on each side; likewise,
if there are nine cells in three wings; in a quadrangular (vihara) the Perfume
Chamber (is to be placed) in the middle (of the back wall) facing the main
entrance, two cells on each side of the entrance.

That these instructions constitute a virtually exact description of what Dhavalikar
called “the shrine-cum-vihara” plan—a plan found almost everywhere after the
fifch century—is probably obvious. We need only note that this correspondence
between vinaya rule and actual groundplan allows us to label more precisely
the special cell in the middle of the back wall of post-fifth-century Buddhist
monasteries: although called by Dhavalikar and others simply a “shrine,” it could
hardly have been intended as anything other than the Gandbakuti. This means,
of course, that the monastic architects at Ajanta, Bagh, Nalanda, and numerous
other post-fifth-century sites provided—exactly like Kalyagabhadra in early
Benares and Anathapindika at Sravasti—special accommodations in their monas-
teries that were reserved for the Buddha himself. It was apparently in such
monastic quarters that, from the fifth to the fourteenth centuries, the Buddha
was thought to live.”

There may, however, be one final bit of archaeological evidence that further
confirms what epigraphical, architectural, and vinaya sources all suggest. If the
“images” housed in medieval monastic Gandbakutis were cognitively classified
with the living Buddha, if such stone Buddhas were actually thought to /ize in
these establishments, they also—at least occasionally, and in spite of their unusu-
ally hardy constitutions—must have dred there. The remains of such “dead”
Buddhas—if, again, our interpretation is correct—should have been treated not
as mere objects; they should have been treated as the mortuary remains of any
other “dead” Buddha had been treated.

And that, it seems, is exactly what occurred. When Marshall opened a ninth-
or tenth-century stipa at Sravasti, he did not find human remains. Instead, he
found the remains of an old and broken image, an image that was probably
made in the Kusan period at Mathura.”’ This was not an isolated find. In Stizpa
no. 9 at the same site yet another similar broken image had been deposited.
This stipa was “also of the Medieval Period,” although the image was much
older.”* Marshall noted at least three additional instances of such “burials” in
the medieval stipas ac Safici®® and still other instances ac Sarnach.”® More recently,
yet another instance was discovered at the latter site.”” Marshall, more than forty
years ago, had already drawn a first, obvious conclusion: “. . . the burial of older
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cult statues, whole or fragmentary, in Buddhist stzpas is a practice which appears
to have been common during the medieval age.””® It would seem then, again
in “the medieval age,” that the remains of dead images were ritually treated and
permanently housed exactly like the mortuary remains of dead Buddhas; that,
in fact, the equivalence of image and actual person that we have noted held not
just during the life of the image but in its death as well.””

If nothing else, the convergence here of these distinct, and very different kinds
of sources is remarkable. Epigraphical, architectural, vinaya, and archaeological
sources all come together toward the same point: all document in different ways
a conception of the Buddha that was very widely and very deeply held. This
conception is important for the history of Indian religion because it is—in many
respects—strikingly similar to the conception of divinity which predominates
in medieval Hindu Temple Religion and raises, therefore, the question of the
relationship, chronological and otherwise, between the two.'™ Bur it is also
important—and perhaps most interesting—because it tells us a great deal that
we otherwise could not know about “the abstract theories” concerning the
“person” of the Buddha. It confirms and gives specificity to the wisdom of de
La Vallée Poussin’s observation: “the abstract theories” were, indeed, “one part,”
but “only one part of the history of Buddhology” or the conception of the
Buddha. That part, to be sure, was not “insignificant,” but it was, apparently,
not unduly significant either. Bearing in mind that our inscriptions, for example,
did not express the views of the masses, but were obviously written by literate
individuals familiar with Buddhist doctrines of the day, it would appear that
“the abstract theories”"—which, significantly, were being developed at virtually
the same time—had lictle, if any, direct detectable influence on a large segment
of even the already limited number of literate members of the Buddhist society
of their day, most of whom were probably monks.

This is particularly striking if we bear in mind chat two of the sites tharc
have produced some of the fullest epigraphical documentation for the conception
of the Buddha as a permanent monastic resident were, during the period from
which this documentation comes, the two most important centers of Buddhist
scholasticism in Northern India. I-tsing, for example, says that in his day (the
seventh century), “After having studied this commentary [the Kasikavrtti}, stu-
dents begin to learn composition in prose and verse, and devote themselves to
logic (betuvidya) and metaphysic (abbidbarmakosha) . . . Thus instructed by their
teachers and instructing others they pass two or three years, generally in the
Nalanda monastery in Central India, or in the country of Valabhi (Wala) in
Western India.” These two places, he says, “are like Chin-ma, Shih-ch’ii, Lung-
men and Ch'ue-li”"—the foremost seats of learning in China.'”! May says:

Quant a I'idéalisme proprement dit, il connait, paralléelement a 'école des
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logiciens, une brillante floraison: il se scinde en deux écoles principales . . .
L'une, est 1'école de Valabht ... Lautre école, celle de Nalanda, eut une
destinée brillante et devint le plus important centre d’études bouddhiques

dans les derniers siecles du bouddhisme indien.'??

The synchronism between, for example, both the epigraphical and architec-
tural sources and the development of the abstract theories points us, as well,
toward another curious observation: language expressing the personal presence
and permanent abiding of the Buddha began to appear explicitly in inscriptions
at almost exactly the same time—the fourth or fifth century—as monastery
ground plans began to show that specific and elaborate accommodations were
beginning to be provided for the Buddha in Indian monasteries. But both of
these phenomena began to appear, then, at or during the period when some of
the most abstract theories concerning the person of the Buddha were beginning
to take definitive shape. This, of course, would suggest that all three developments
were not unrelated, but specifying the nature of the relationship is not easy.
Several possibilities present themselves. It is conceivable that the security, if you
will, of dwelling in daily domestic intimacy with the Buddha provided a certain
freedom of thought on the theoretical level—that increased etherealization and
abstraction were possible precisely because the domestic presence of the Buddha
was firmly established. It is conceivable, as well, that the abstract theories
constituted a kind of minority report and were, in fact, a reaction to the apparently
pervasive sense of the Buddha’s personal presence, that they were in intent, at
least, an attempt at reformation. It is also conceivable, finally, that the reaction
went in the opposite direction: the increasing emphasis on the abiding presence
of the Buddha, and the architectural efforts to assure daily domestic contact
with him, were fueled by the anxieties engendered by the increasingly abstract
and ethereal character of current theoretical discussions. All of these are possibilit-
ies but all have one thing in common: they all indicate that any attempt to
assess the actual historical significance of Buddhist szstric notions must take into
account a far broader range of sources than has heretofore been considered. They
remind us—if such a reminder be required—that Indian Buddhism is very much
more than the sum of its fstras.
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12. For the plan of Cave XVI, see J. Fergusson and J. Burgess, The Cave Temples of
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13. For the Cave XXVI inscription, see G. Yazdani, Ajanta, Part IV: Text (London:
1955) 114-118, vs. 14. What in vs. 14 is called a vesma is called a saila-gyban . . . {astub,
“a stone residence . . . for the Teacher,” in vs. 6, and a swgata(layam}. “a house for the
Sugarta,” in vs. 13.
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Indicarum, Vol. IV, Pt. 1 (Ootacamund: 1955) 19-21, esp. 20, line 5ff. I have omitted
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to date the caves. Spink argues in part that the presence of such a provision in the Bagh
grant indicates that Subandhu actually made “repairs” to the caves and that they were,
therefore, excavated earlier than had been previously chought. But the provision, of
course, need not imply any of this; see W. M. Spink, “Bagh: A Study,” Archives of Asian
Art 30 (1976/1977) 5384, esp. 54, 56, 58, 83. It might also be noted thac Mirashi'’s
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the Buddha,” has, for example, been entirely omitted.
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193-203; etc.

19. G. Biihler, “Grants from Valabhi,” IA 5 (1876) 204-221, esp. 207, line 7.
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24. P. R. Srinivasan, “Two Fragmentary Charters of Maitraka Dharasena IV,” EI 35
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(1929-1930) 37-46; H. Sastri, Nalanda and its Epigraphic Material, MASI, No. 66 (Delhi:
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29. Sastri, EI 20 (1929-1930) 44, line 9,

30. The last assertion at least may, perhaps, draw some support from the fact that
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46. J. Ph. Vogel, “Prakrit Inscriptions from Ghantasala,” EI 27 (1947-1948) 1-4,
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48. Mirashi, Inscriptions of the Vakatakas, 120~129 (no. 27), esp. 127, line 27. This
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uncertainty about which of the extant excavations at Ajanta it refers to.

49. J. Burgess, Report on the Elura Cave Temples and the Brabmanical and Jaina Caves
in Western India (London: 1883) 77 (no. 6). The inscription records the gift of a Sakyabhiksu
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(sakya- has been inadvertently omitted from the reading published here but is easily read
in the facsimile, pl. LI); this monk is also called mabiagandbakuti-virika: cf. below, 269ff.

50. G. R. Sharma, “Excavations at Kausambi, 1949-1955,” Annual Bibliography of
Indian Archaeology, Vol. XVI (Leyden: 1958) xliv: “Inscription on a lotus-shaped lamp
(pl. Vc and d). The inscription records the donation of the lotus-shaped lamp by Bhiksu
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of B. Ch. Chhabra’s work published in Svasti Sr Dr. B. Ch. Chhabra Felicitation Volume.
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with Two Others of the Same Period,” IA 10 (1881) 341-347, esp. 342, line 13; Th.
Bloch, “Notes on Bodh Gaya,” ARASI 1908-09 (Calcutta: 1912) 139-158, esp. 153,
line 1; R. D. Banerji, The Palas of Bengal, Memoirs of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol.
V, No. 3 (Calcutta: 1915) 35, line 3; D. C. Sircar, “Three Easc Indian Inscriptions of
the Early Medieval Period,” JAIH 6 (1972-1973) 39-59.

53. See above nn. 21, 23, and 24.

54. A. Banerji-Sastri, "Ninety-three Inscriptions on the Kurkihar Bronzes,” JBORS
26 (1940) 236-251, esp. nos. 31 and 32.

55. See below nn. 58 and 59.

56. BHSD. 477 s.v. varika. Edgerton cites as the usual Tibetan equivalent zha/ (/)ta
pa. “guard, superintend(ent).” Curiously, this Buddhist material has not been taken into
account in an exchange between Sircar and S. P. Tewari concerning the meaning of varika
in inscriptions. See S. P. Tewari, “A Note on Varika of the Inscriptions,” JESI 9 (1982)
34-36 (also in Tewari, Contributions of Sanskrit Inscriptions to Lexicography {Delhi: 19871
208-211); D. C. Sircar, "The Designation ‘Varika',” Viajapeya: Essays on Evolution of Indian
Art and Culture. Prof. K. D. Bajpai Felicitation Volume, Vol. 1, ed. A. M. Sastri et al.
(Delhi: 1987) 111-112. The Buddhist usage clearly favors Sircar.

57. See n. 49 above.

58. Sastri, Nalanda and lts Epigraphic Material, 38 and n. 4 (S.1. 675).

59. Sastri, Nalanda and lts Epigraphic Material, 43 (S.I. 730), but accepting the
emendation proposed in P. V. B. Karunatillaka, “The Administracive Organization of
the Nalandd Mahavihara from Sigillary Evidence,” The Sri Lanka Journal of the Humanities
6.1 and 2 (1980) 62. See also the more general discussion on 61-64 of the term vdirika.
There is a third sealing published in Sastri (40, S.I. A, 357) that refers to a Gandhakutr,
but it does not contain the term varika: sridevapila-gandbakudyam.

60. See Sastri, Nalanda and Its Epigraphic Material, 27, for example. It is a pity that
in one of the very few studies connected with the Gandhakuti the title gandbakutivarika
and a considerable number of other things have been so carelessly treated. J. S. Strong,
“Gandhakuti: The Perfumed Chamber of the Buddha,” History of Religions 16 (1977)
390400, referring to the Kanheri inscription (n. 18 above), cites the title as “gandbakuii-
bbarika.” This, of course, is wrong and had he actually checked the work he cites as his
primary source—Liiders’ list in EI 10 (1909-1910) no. 989—he would have seen that
it was s0. "Gandbakuti-bbarika” is an invention of S. Dutt (Buddhist Monks and Monasteries
in India {London: 19621 149), which is nowhere attested, and certainly not at Kanheri.



Buddha as an Owner of Property and Resident 285

The form found at Kanheri is, as given by Liiders, “mabagandbhakutivarika?.” the question
mark reflecting the uncertainty expressed in Burgess (n. 49 above) concerning the
possibility of reading-carika instead of -varika, an uncertainty that was removed by the
publication of the Nalanda seals. In both Liiders and Burgess the title is translated as
“the guardian of the great gandhakuti,” but because, apparently, Strong wants the ritle
to “confirm” a story in the Avadanasataka about a monk sweeping the Gandhakuts, Strong
himself invents a quotation that he attributes to Dutt: He says that the title means
“according to Sukumar Dutt, a ‘monk in charge of keeping the sanctuary clean’.” What
Dutt actually says is “ . . . Gandbakuti-bbarika who was in charge of the sanctuary (Liiders,
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there are two references to the gandhakutt in the Vinaya of the Malasarvastivadins”; he
then cites, probably only by coincidence, the only two passages that occur in Bagchi's
index, and adds: “the first of these is just a passing reference: the second specifies the
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licele to the Pali materials we have reviewed . . .” There are several problems here. First,
there are many more references to the Gandbakuti in the Malasarvastivida-vinaya than
the two in Bagchi’s index. This is clear from the fact that the passage he refers to as
“just a passing reference” is only one of a series of passages indicating that certain kinds
of material possessions and moveable wealth that “belonged” to the Buddha had to be
lodged in or used on the Gandbhakuti and that—since such wealth frequently consisted
of items like jewels and pearls—the Gandbakuti was not only a central unic in the
monastic economy buc also one of the wealthiest. See Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 2, 142.10,
143.12, 146.3; Gilgit Manuscripts, iii 4, 210.4; Sayandsanavastu and Adhikaranarastu,
68.22; and below. More could be added here, but it is probably clear that few of
the facts and perhaps even less of the interpretation in Strong’s paper can be taken
with confidence.
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1987) 80.
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Ratnagunasancayagatha, 138
Ratnamalavadana, 47 n. 31
Ratnarasi-sitra, 130

Saddbarmapundartka-sitra, 127, 128
Samariifiaphala-sutta. See Digha-nikaya:
Samanfaphala-sutta
Samantapasadika. 95
Samyuktagama, 45 n. 7
Samyutta-nikiya, 24, 47 n. 31, 83 n. 14,
84 n. 21, 145 n. 61, 154, 191, 203
n 111
Saratthappakasini, 203
Sarvadurgatiparisodbana-tantra, 121, 142
n. 34
Sarvakarmavaranavisodbani-dbarant, 121
Sarvastivida-vinaya, 90, 91
Sarvatathagatadhisthanasattvavalokanabudd-
baksetrasandarsanavyitha-siitra, 128
ffk{d,rammmya. 129, 146 n. 69, 196 n. 34
Stlakkbandbavagga. See Digha-nikaya:
Stlakkbandhavagga
Sphutartha Srighanacara-samgraha-tika, 230
n. 43
Suttanipata, 24
Atthakavagga, 24-25, 46
Parayanavagga, 24-25, 46
Sutta-vibbanga. See Pali Vinaya: Sutta-
vibhanga
Suvarnabbasottama-siitra, 48 n. 37
Suvikrantavikramiparipyccha-sitra, 139 n. 12

Thapavamsa, 153

Udana, 92, 165, 182, 192, 226 n. 31, 230
n. 43, 234 n. 63
Upalipariprccha-satra, 130

Vimanavatthu, 108
Visuddbimagga. 8788
Vyaghrt Jataka, 48
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abhi-nirv/hr, 210, 220, 226 n. 31
acariya-kula, 86, 129, 146 n. 64
aVgam, 136

aksayanivika, 264, 273

antike, 139 n. 14

ara, 186

arogyadaksinaye, 36, 51 n. 82

badhva, 260

bhikkhu, 110, 113

bimba, 280 n. 20
buddhapramukha, 265-266
buddhasantaka, 95 n. 17, 272
bud dud, 273 n. 76

camkama, 244, 245, 247
cetiya, 89-91, 96, 197
cetiyangana, 88, 90
cetiyavandaka, 117, 138 n. 11

daksina 3\/di$, 55 n. 104, 78, 79, 83,
218, 229 n. 43, 231 n. 61

dharmasravana (recitation of dharma),
208, 213, 221

dhatu. See dhatuvara-parigahita: dhicu

dhatudhara, 163 n. 40

dhatu-paribhavana / dhatu-parissavana,
203 n. 111

dharuvara. See dhatuvara-parigahita:
dhatuvara

dhicuvara-parigahica, 64, 141 n. 20,
149-158; dhatu, 127, 151-152,
155-156, 162; dhatuvara, 149-150,
152-154, 163-1064; parigahirta,
157—158; vara, 156157

dhutanga, 187

drste dharme, 133, 147 n. 77

gandhakuti, 263, 268-271, 272-273,
275, 276, 284, 288 n. 92

gandhakutivarika, 268-269, 284 n. 60

gandT (gong), 105, 207, 208, 209, 226
n. 27

grha-kalatram / grha-kanutram, 82

imena kusalamalena, 39, 40, 54 n. 93, 60
jinaputta, 109-110

karaniya, 72, 73, 74ff

kesanakha-stiipa, 196 n. 34
Khandaka-vatta, 87-88, 95

Krkin, King, 47 n. 31, 48 n. 35

kula, 120, 234 n. 63

kulaputra (P. kulaputta), 117, 139 n. 12

maha, 106
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marapitriga pujaye (or variants), 36, 37,
$8-59, Soff

ndgasenasa khudacetiya, 170-171
navakammika, 139, 190-191, 202 n.
103

paribhavita, 126, 127, 128, 154-156

parigahita. Se¢ dhatuvara-parigahira:
parigahita

parinametuna, 64

pluralis majestaticus, 175177, 264

pramukha, 266, 282 n. 37, 283 n. 39

pratiketi, 280 n. 20

pratimi, 280 n. 20

prati\/stha, 263

prati\/vas, 263

pija, 227 n. 36

sahd, 69 n. 35, 245-246

sambhinnakari, 95 n. 17

sambodhi, 136

samskdrya, 229 n. 41, 236 n. 70

samvejaniya, 137 n. 8

Sarfra-piija (P. sarfra-pija), 92, 97 n. 26,
101111, 211212, 221, 227 n.
38, 230 n. 43, 230 n. 46, 231 n. 58,
236 0. 70

sarira-kicca, 212
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sarvabuddhapgjartham, 52 n. 85

sarvasatvahitasukhartha (or variants), 36,
37-38, 51 n. 82

satkara, 221, 236

satpurusa (P. sapurisa), 187

sdvaka, 109110, 113

staupika, 89, 95 n. 17, 129, 130

stapa, 89-91, 96, 197

stipangana, 88

eridandaka, 207, 208, 218, 232 n. 62

ubhayakula, 64

ubhayalokahitasukha, 64

uddidya / uddissa, 61-62

upadhyayacarya, 54

upasika, 5, 34, 72, 75, 77, 80, 84 n. 24,
95 n. 15, 191

utayipabhahin, 167169, 172, 177-178

vara. See dharuvara-parigahita: vara
varika, 168

yad atra punyam tad bhavatu (or variants),
39-41, 52 n. 87, 53 n. 88, 54,
61, 161

yasti, 76~77, 82 n. 10, 92. Se¢ also
yathipratithana

yathipratithana / yathim aropayata, 34, 50
n. 61, 157
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